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1.
Studying local electoral participation in France and in Germany

Today in the beginning of the 21st century, questions of efficiency in public administration and of democratic quality are at the core of the public agendas in France and Germany. When referring to these two issues, the discussion sooner or later turns towards local politics. In both nations, local authorities are – although to different degrees – important actors when addressing general problems of efficient service delivery and democratic quality. They represent the most direct link between the political-admin​istrative system and the citizens. On the one hand, local authorities are important in the delivery of public services to the community. On the other hand, they are important access points for people’s needs and concerns (see Pierre 1990: 38; Stoker 1991; Young 1986; Sharpe 1970). In this chapter we only focus on one of these two aspects: the quality of local democracy, resulting from local politics being in accordance with the preferences of the citizens. 

In order to achieve such responsiveness, citizens’ active participation in the local decision-making processes is crucial. In Germany and France we currently find many new experiences in order to increase citizens’ integration into local politics. Comparing these new ways of local citizen participation, however, voting for the local councils (and mayors) still emerges as being the citizens’ most often used ways of being politically active. Therefore, looking at local electoral participation in France and Germany, asking about differences and similarities, looking for factors that stimulate citizens’ electoral participation, and finally drawing conclusions from these findings about how to increase the quality of local democracy in both countries is a promising task, especially in times of ongoing transnationalization and political estrangement.

Moreover, comparing local electoral turnout in France and Germany is an appealing research design: The two countries differ in many respects. This also holds with regard to local politics and local electoral participation. From past research we know much about individual factors influencing electoral turnout. The probability of an individual being politically active depends strongly on it’s political socialization, it’s ressources and it’s integration in mobilizing networks (e.g. Verba/Schlozman/Brady 1995). There is no reason to believe that these individual effects differ between France and Germany. There is no reason to believe that these individual characteristics affecting turnout have different effects in France and in Germany. Additionally, however, we know that vote turnout also depends on the respective socio-economic, political and institutional context, which either directly or indirectly affects political behaviour. We will therefore concentrate on such contextual effects here when trying to explain local electoral participation in Germany and France. Local government and local politics in both countries stem from different traditions. Local communities in France and Germany differ substantially with regard to size. They are anchored in different central-local relationships. They differ with regard to the relevance of the local institutions citizens can vote for, and the degree of local politization, i.e. the local electoral systems, the fragmentation and strength of local party systems. These differences strongly enlarge the variances in context that we are interested in when explaining local electoral turnout. We will place the main emphasis of our analyses on these four aspects, trying to control for other factors that we still have to discuss (see figure 1).
Figure 1:
Local and national contexts affecting local electoral participation

 SHAPE  \* MERGEFORMAT 



These are our main hypotheses to test in order to explain differences in local turnout between France and Germany:

1. The structural hypotheses:

City size is negatively related to turnout. The number of tiny municipalities is hugh in France and should therefore explain high local turnout in France
2. The decentralization hypotheses

The more autonomy a community has, the more voters should be interested in voting for the local councils as they have wide discretion in deciding about what happens in town. Local turnout therefore should be higher in Germany than in France. 

3. The politization hypotheses:

Politization (stronger parties measured by “number of votes given to established parties” and “degree of fragmentation”) and therefore mobilization is stronger in French municipalities which might explains higher local turnout in France

4. The salience hypotheses

The importance of the institution to vote for stimulates participation. The stronger the local councils are, the more people are interested in voting for the council members. Council elections in France highly affect the selection of the mayor. They may therefore be of major importance to the voters than German council elections and stimulate higher turnout.

First, we will look at patterns of local electoral participation in Germany and France in order to detect differences and similarities and describe our field of research (part 2). Second, we will describe the situation of local government in France and Germany, referring especially to those aspects that we expect to explain differences in local electoral participation (part 3). Finally, we will try to hold constant four major context variables: the size of the community, the respective voting system, the degree of local politization and finally the importance of the institution citizens vote for. The questions then are: 
1. What are the difference in local turnout between France and Germany?

2. In how far can differences in vote turnout be explained by these variables being held constant? 
3. How much variance is left in order to be explained by other factors? What other factors can they be attributed to?
4. What conclusions can we draw from our results in order to increase local turnout in Germany and France?

The data
We are mainly interested in context effects affecting local electoral turnout. We will therefore use macro data collected in both countries. 

2.
Patterns of local electoral participation 
From its origins until 1990, local electoral participation in the German Federal Republic always tended to be about 10 percentage points lower than national turnout. The difference only varied slightly. Local turnout started with about 77% in the beginning of the 1950s, and increased to about 80% in the beginning of the 1970s. National turnout at that time has reached its peak with 91,1% in 1972. From then onwards until the beginning of the 1990s, national turnout dropped for more than ten percentage points, which lead to a widespread discussion in German political science. Local turnout followed this trend on a lower level. A remarkable change occurred in the beginning of the 1990s. Since then national turnout remained about the 80%, while local turnout continued to decline even more sharply. In the end of the 1980s local electoral participation in Germany on averagy still was about 70% in East and West Germany. Today, on average only half of the voters take part in polls for the local councils. Therefore, within 15 years local vote turnout declined for about 20 percentage points. Turnout rates in East Germany are generally lower than in West Germany. But when the figures for the German states are compared separately over time, this trend holds for West and East Germany similarly (see figure 2 and table 1).
Figure 2a: Local and national electoral participation in Germany
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Figure 2b: Local and national electoral participation in France
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Since the direct election of the President of the Republic was introduced in 1962, turnout has been lower at local than at presidential elections. This is simply due to the presidential nature of the Vth Republic wished and imposed by de Gaulle. The presidential selection dictates the political tempo of the nation, so that legislative elections, generally organized by the new President, doesn’t stimulate the same interest and may mobilize a smaller proportion of the electorate than at local elections. In addition to these multilevel electoral variation, Figure 2b displays like in Germany a declining trend of local turnout in the last twenty years. Its mean value had ranged between 75 and 80% since 1947, before it entered a phase of regular diminuition: from 78.4% in 1983, it decreased to 72.8% in 1989, then 69.4% in 1995, and only 62.2 in 2001.

What we conclude from this are similarities and differences in local turnout at the same time. First about the similarities: In both countries, local turnout is lower than the most important national election. In Germany the most important national elections are the elections for the federal parliament, while in France the presidential elections are the so called “first-order”-elections with French legislative elections obviously being of less importance to the voters. Additionally, local turnout in France and in Germany has been declining during the last years. The first difference is, that in France, local and national elections obviously still follow a same trend (independed of the respective level), while local turnout in Germany has obviously disentagled from national turnout. The second difference is, that local turnout in France most of the time was about or even higher than in local electoral participation in Germany. This result is in our view most intriguing one. According to the strong differences between the centralized French state with its rather weak local authorities on the one hand and the decentralized German nation with its strong tradition of local self-government on the other side, we expected the opposite result. We will therefore concentrate on the question, why our expecations obviously do not correspond with real life.
3.
Institutional and political contexts of local electoral participation
Before to start with the description of the different contexts of local government in Germany and France, we have to add a preliminary remark. France is a unitary state. Local authorities in France follow more or less the same institutional arrangements. This is different in the German federal system, which is formally made up of two tiers, the Federal and the State level (Länder). German local government constitutionally speaking is not an additional tier of the system, but belongs to state concerns. Besides the guarantee of local self-government in Article 28 of the German Basic Law,
 each state has its own local government legislation. Describing the institutional context of local government in Germany is therefore writing about 13 different cases, excluding the three city-states of Bremen, Hamburg and Berlin, which have the status of a state and of local government at the same time. Local government systems in Germany vary in the degree of power they attribute to the local council and the mayors, their time of office, the voting systems, etc. For this reason, the descriptions for Germany will be split up according to the different states, thereby enlarging the variances in the independent variables we look at.

3.1
Number and size of local government

The local level in Germany is divided up into different kinds of units: There are municipalities, which are subordinated to a county and there are county-free municipalities. After reunification in 1990 the number of municipalities all over Germany was about 16.070. In 2003, only 13.157 of them had remained as the consequence of re-organization in the five “new” German states.
 The number of municipalities there had been reduced for more than 38% (from 7.564 in 1990 to 4.642 in 2003), while the number of municipalities in West Germany remained nearly the same.
 Nevertheless, there still remains an enormous discrepancy in the number and especially in the size of municipalities between East- and West Germany: On average municipalities in East Germany have 2.700 inhabitants while in West Germany each municipality has on average 8.100 inhabitants (see table 2).
 

Table 2:
The Number and Size of German Municipalities, 1990 and 2003

	
	Number of county-free municipalities and municipalities belonging to a county
	Average Population per Municipality 

(in 1.000 inh.)

	
	1990
	2003
	change in %
	1990
	2003
	change in %

	Baden-Württ.
	1.111
	1.111
	0
	8,5
	9,6
	+12,9

	Bavaria
	2.051
	2.056
	+0,2
	5,4
	6,2
	+11,6

	Berlin
	1
	1
	0
	3.367,0
	3.392,0
	+0,7

	Bremen
	2
	2
	0
	332,5
	331,0
	-0,5

	Hamburg
	1
	1
	0
	1.607,0
	1.729,0
	+7,8

	Hesse
	426
	425
	-0,2
	13,1
	14,3
	+9,2

	Lower Saxonia
	1.031
	1.026
	-0,5
	7,0
	7,8
	+11,4

	Northrhine-W.
	396
	396
	0
	42,8
	45,6
	+6,7

	Rhineland-Pf.
	2.304
	2.306
	0
	1,6
	1,8
	+12,5

	Saarland
	52
	52
	0
	20,3
	20,5
	+1,0

	Schleswig-H.
	1.131
	1.129
	-0,2
	2,3
	2,5
	+8,6

	Brandenburg
	1.775
	886
	-50,0
	1,5
	2,9
	+93,3

	Mecklenb.-W.
	1.117
	979
	-12,4
	1,8
	1,8
	0,0

	Saxonia
	1.623
	535
	-67,0
	3,0
	8,1
	+170,0

	Saxonia-Anh.
	1.349
	1.235
	-8,5
	2,2
	2,1
	-4,5

	Thuringia
	1.699
	1.007
	-40,7
	1,6
	2,4
	+50,0

	Total
	16.070
	13.147
	-18,2
	4,9
	6,3
	+28,6

	West Germany
	8.506
	8.505
	0
	7,4
	8,1
	+8,1

	East Germany
	7.564
	4.642
	-38,6
	2,0
	2,9
	+45,0


Source: Deutscher Städtetag (Hg.) 2003: Statistisches Jahrbuch Deutscher Gemeinden (90. Jg.) 2003, Köln , S. 141, 143; Deutscher Städtetag (Hg.): 1990: Statistisches Jahrbuch Deutscher Gemeinden (77. Jg.) 1990. Köln, p. 88-91.

With 36.570 communes on January 2006 (36.784 if we also consider the overseas French territory), France is a typically highly fragmented nation. An international comparison based on indicators measuring the geo-political fragmentation of metropolitan areas show it is even more fragmented than Switzerland or the US (Hoffmann-Martinot and Sellers 2005). The only real attempt of the Ministry of Interior to amalgamate small localities dates back to the early 1970s and was strongly and successfully blocked by local elected officials. The vast majority of localities are quite small: 21.035 (58% of the total) count less than 500 inhabitants, including some with only one or none resident. The average demographic size of a French municipality is smaller than in East Germany or in any other European country: 1.640 inhabitants. The very high number of small communes is regularly debated and criticized from inside and outside the country. But defenders of the status quo stress the civic virtue of a system where 514.519 people - about 8% of the population - hold a political mandate as they seat in municipal councils.
Measuring the size of the local community, we will use their number of inhabitants, which can be attributed to each community individually.
3.2.
Local autonomy (the central-local relationship/centralization-decentralization)

Different to federalism in the USA, the German political system is characterized by a strong cooperation between the federal, the state, and the local level with regard to functional and financial aspects (Politikverflechtung). State governments’ interests are institutionally represented at the federal level by the second chamber, the Bundesrat. Such a chamber does not exist for the representation of local governments’ interests. Functionally, the federal level has most of the legislative and policy-making competences. At the same time, policy implementation and administration are mainly in the hands of the states, with in turn delegate most of these functions to local authorities. Therefore, on the one hand local offices are an integral part of state administration (Organleihe). But on the other hand they handle local matters in their own responsibility. Similar to the functional interrelationship between the federal, the state, and the local level, also financial matters are highly interwoven in Germany). This Finanzverflechtung offers municipalities alternative ways of financing local projects. But it also makes them dependent on top-down legislation and intergovernmental cost-shifting. In order to derive some conclusions about the importance of local government within the German political system, we will compare the shares of money spent by the three government levels in Germany as well the share of public servants they employ.
Tab. Xx:
Public employees and public expenses by federal and state governments and local authorities in 2001
	
	Total
	Federal Govern-ment
	in % of total
	State Govern-ment
	in % of total
	Local Authorities
	in % of total

	Public employees (total and part time in 1.000)

	in 1.000
	4142,3
	493,8
	11,9
	2178,9
	52,6
	1469,7
	35,5

	Public Expenses

	in Mrd. €
	669,4
	261,3
	39,0
	259,7
	38,8
	148,4
	22,2


Source: Monatsberichte der Deutschen Bundesbank, Statistical Section, January 2006, p. 52.

Most of the public servants employed in Germany are payed by the states (52,6%). This high figure is due to the fact that schools, education, science, security and public order, and especially the employment of the teachers and policemen are a matter of the states. However, also more than one third of all public servants are employed by local authorities (35,5%). Most of them are working in the fields of social welfare, health care, environment, sports, recreation, culture, and construction. Looking at the money spent by local authorities, more than 20% of all government expenses were spent by local authorities. Concentrating on investment expenditure, the share of local government expenses to all government’s investment expenditure attains even about 60%, indicating the high degree of decentralization and the strong functional role of local government in the German federal system (Vetter 2002).
The French state remains one of the most centralized in the world. This is due to the pyramidal and hierarchical structure of its public administration, symbolized by tutelage, the vast range of functions exclusively or partially exercised by the state, and the strong territorial presence of state employees. Yet local interests remain influential so that it is legitimate to use the expressions of pouvoir périphérique and cross-regulation between state and territorial sectors. This concept was popularized in the 1960s-1970s by the Centre de Sociologie des Organisations and is applied to analyse the functioning of the political system, the permanent negotiations between state and local officials, the cumulation of mandates and policy networks. For state actors “flexibility in action and endorsement of localism are two basic processes that reinforce each other” (Thoenig 2006: 51).

However despite all these balance mechanisms, France remains an exception at international level because of its ongoing high level of centralization. Among advanced industrialized countries, France has a particularly extended public sector, which employs 27% of its active population. This figure is substantially higher than that of Germany (15.4%) or the UK (16.9%) (1995-96 data from OECD-PUMA program). 98% of state employees work in the territorial level outside Paris and carry out functions that are, in most other European countries, the responsibility of local authorities. There is strong evidence of how powerful state field services and their agents have remained twenty-five years after the decentralization reforms. France is therefore in one respect close to Nordic countries, yet different because of the centralized structure of its public employment (Hoffmann-Martinot 1992). 

However decentralization reforms have produced some effects in terms of reequilibrating state dominance. The percentage of local authorities’ employees in full-time equivalents has grown from 26 to 31% between 1984 and 2004, while state employees’ numbers decreased from 56 to 51%. Nevertheless, the central state in France remains much stronger than the federal state in Germany, especially in the sectors of education, health, social services and the police. In fact, the French central state is powerful enough to successfully resist a decentralization policy. This was observable in the last decade, not in the official statements of the central government that are always laudatory of local autonomy, but through a series of recentralizing legislative measures inspired by Bercy (the Finance Ministry), aimed to tighten its control over local  finances evolution.
Table x
 Distribution of French public employees by authorities in full-time equivalents (1984 and 2004)

	
	State 
	Local authorities 
	Hospitals 
	Total

	1984 
(in 1.000s)
	2 186 502
	1 012 531
	695 196
	3 894 229

	1984 (in %)
	56
	26
	18
	

	2004 (in ,000s)
	2 394 958
	1 425 294
	862 341
	4 682 593

	2004 (in %)
	51
	31
	18
	


Source: Direction générale de l'administration et de la fonction publique. 2006. Rapport annuel Fonction publique : faits et chiffres 2005-2006

In order to measure local autonomy we will not be able to attribute each community an invidual value but we will include a dummy variable for the degree of decentralization in both countries indicating a higher degree of decentralization in Germany than in France.
3.3.
The institutional arrangements of local government

Before reunification, local government systems in West Germany were grouped into four categories (Gunlicks 1986: 73ff.; Knemeyer 1999): those having a Magistrat form, those with a strong mayor form, those with the South German council form, and finally those with the North German council form. In all of them the elected council formally was the highest organ of the municipality. The systems differed, however, with regard to the power of the local council vis à vis the local executive. In the South German council form (Bavaria and Baden-Württemberg), the council was weakest as the mayor was directly elected for eight years. Additionally he was head of the council and the administration at the same time, thereby being the most powerful player in the local political arena. In the strong mayor form (Rhineland-Palatinate, Saarland, and partly Schleswig-Holstein) a formally strong mayor was appointed by the council as a single-person monocratic executive organ for a term of ten years. He not only chaired council committees and meetings, controlled the agenda but also was the chief administrative officer, the legal and ceremonial head of town. In the Magistrat form (Hesse and partly Schleswig-Holstein) the council was headed by a chairperson elected from its own members. The chairperson set the agenda, chaired the council meetings and served as the legal and ceremonial head of the municipality. Additionally, the council elected a collegial organ (the Magistrat) as its executive organ, which was responsible for routine administration. The Magistrat consisted of the mayor and several deputies. All members were equal and had a vote each. In the North German council form (Northrhine-Westfalia and Lower Saxonia) the council was strongest vis-à-vis the executive. On the one hand the council elected the mayor as the chairman of the council and the ceremonial head of town. On the other hand also the chief administration officer was elected by the councillors leading to a kind of “city manager form” of local government and administration. In the 1990s, state governments in East- and West Germany more or less independently implemented far reaching structural reforms for local government (Vetter 2006a, 2006b). Today, mayors are directly elected all over the country. They all chair the local council and the local administration at the same time. The local councils thereby dramatically lost in importance. However, there are still differences in degree with regard to the local power structures (see Buß 2002; Holtkamp 2006).
Internal organization and power distribution in French local authorities display two main characteristics. Firstly, for each category (communes, départements, regions) there is a uniform statute. This means that contrary to what happens in most Western countries, the same organizational model is enforced on the whole territory, with only a few special cases (overseas départements and territories, Corsica, Alsace and Moselle, Paris, Lyon and Marseille). Secondly, the majority of the comptetences lies with the relevant executive, i.e. the mayor (commune). 

The political regime of French local authorities can be readily compared to that of a typically presidential one. Yet, unlike the first democratic municipal system established in France during the French Revolution (decree of 14 December 1789), only municipal councillors are directly elected by citizens. It is the municipal assembly who choose the new mayor from among its members at a later stage. But it is the mayor who dominates the municipal political scene, having been actively propulsed and supported in the XIXth century by the state as a key electoral and administrative agent of the Paris Ministries. The mayor’s power has few institutional limits. “To some extent a political majority or group delegates to one of its members some specific tasks to handle while keeping formal control of his acts and non-acts. In most municipalities evidence persistently shows that the mayor, far from being a peer, becomes the boss of his colleagues. He makes his supporters dependent from him far more than he depends from them. Power inside the municipal polity polarizes around him” (Thoenig, op. cit.: 48). The all-powerful role of the mayor and, since the decentralization laws, of presidents of general council and regional council, echoes the influential position at the national level of the President of the Republic, introduced by the institutions of the Vth Republic. 

There is no real separation of powers as the mayor holds simultaneously at least three hats: executive of the municipality/ head of its administration, chair of the local assembly, and representative of the state for the functions exercised by the commune on behalf of the state.

Councilmembers and mayors are elected for 6 years, a substantially longer term than in other advanced industrialized countries, where the term length is usually 4 or 5 years. There is no limitation of the number of mandates, contrary to a reformist legislation enacted in the recent years in Italy, the US, and Latin American countries.
In order to measure the local council-mayor power relationship in Germany, we will use a scale developed by Buß (2002; similar Holtkamp 2006), which is built on different institutional indicators. According to this scale, the councils are still quite strong in Lower Saxony and Hesse, while e.g. in Baden-Württemberg or Saxony-Anhalt the mayors definitely dominate the local political arena.
 According to what has been said above, the French local political arena is dominated by the mayors. Therefore, it seems reasonable to us to attribute the French council-mayor relationship a rather high figure on the scale developed by Buß. In order to specify the value, however, we will have to review the individual indicators more in detail.
3.4 Degree of Local Politciization

3.4.1
Local Voting Systems

In Germany local voting systems vary according to each state. They are all proportional in nature, but they offer the citizens different possibilities of cumulating and splitting their votes within or between the party lists. This in turn affects the internal power of the local parties and thereby the degree of politization of local elections. The more citizens can change the party lists, i.e. the more personalized the voting systems are, the less we expect local elections be politicized.
During the reforms of the 1990s, most local voting systems have been modified in order to give citizens more say about which candidates they prefer to obtain a seat in the local councils. Today, there still exist closed lists for local elections in only two states, while in all other states citizens have at least three votes to cumulate and split between different lists.

In the French presidential regime, the executive power is based on a sufficiently large majority of municipal councillors, whose formation is favored by the use of the majoritarian electoral system with two ballots. Majority rule, suppressed under the IVth Republic in communes over 9.000 inhabitants, was gradually reintroduced by ordinances in 1959 and laws in 1964 and 1976. This legislation prevented lists with less than 12,5% votes being presented at the second ballot. The Parliament adopted on the 19 November 1982 a law establishing a mixed system for the larger municipalities. Since municipal elections of 1983, while majority system with two ballots and open lists have been maintained in communes of less than 3,500 inhabitants (93% of all French communes), electoral rules have then been modified in the bigger communes where lists of candidates are fixed. At the first ballot, the list with an absolute majority of votes gets half of the seats and the other seats are distributed according to the PR between all the lists, including the majoritarian one but excluding those with less than 5% of the votes (mechanism of the highest average). If no list gets the absolute majority, a second ballot is held for lists having received at least 10% of the votes. Then the list with an absolute or relative majority of votes gets half the seats, and the rest is distributed as previously indicated. Usually described in France as a mixed system, this nevertheless has a rather strong majoritarian component, due to the use of the highest average device and the 10% barrier. In fact, the winning list can rely on a solid majority in the council : more than three quarters of the seats if it is already successful at the first ballot, and more than two thirds when it is elected at the second ballot with just one third of the votes. 

At-large elections are the rule for all municipalities but Paris, Lyon, and Marseille where elections are district-based.

France has implemented article 8 B §1 of the Maastricht Treaty affirming the right for all EU citizens to vote at local elections. This enlargement of the electorate took place for the first time at the last municipal elections held in 2001.

The first country in Europe to do so , France passed a law aimed at achieving parity between men and women and substantially reducing the under-representation of women in politics. After the constitutional revision voted by the Congress Parliament (National Assembly and Senate together) on the 28th June, 1999, Article 3 of the Constitution now stipulates that « the law favors equal access of women and men to mandates and functions ». A couple of months later, law no.2000-493 of June 6, 2000 was adopted to favor the equal access of men and women to electoral mandates and elective functions. It was applied for the first time to the municipal elections of March 2001. 

The principle of parity is applied to all list ballots. For municipal elections in communes over 3.500 habitants, an equal number of candidates of each sex is listed within every group of six candidates in the presentation order of the list. Expectedly, the law of 2000 boosted the presence of women in assemblies of communes over 3,500 inhabitants: their proportion rose from 25.7 to 47.4% between the two last elections. It also represented a strong incentive in other municipalities. The proportion of women for all French communes lies today at 11%.

3.4.2
Local party systems

In Germany, one of the main links between local, state and national politics are manifest by the more or less same political parties that act on each of these three levels. Data from a selection of 109 bigger cities from all German states show that at the national elections of 2004, the five nationally established parties (CDU, SPD, FDP, Bündnis90/Die Grünen, PDS) together attained 97% of all votes. In the local elections being held between 2000 and 2004, on average 87% of all local votes were given to one of these five parties. Therefore, national political parties also dominate the local political arenas at least in bigger cities. The difference in votes is generally given to local “citizens’ lists” or “free lists”. The number of votes for such citizens’ lists differs from state to state according to differences in local political culture, different local institutional settings, and the size of the municipalities. In general, the representation of the national parties is stronger in West Germany (except for Bavaria and Baden-Württemberg), and it is below average in East Germany. Citizens’ lists tend to be stronger where we find more personalized local voting systems (kumulieren and panaschieren) and where there is no threshold for local parties to obtain a seat in the local council. Finally, their strength is negatively related to city size with free lists being far more common and larger in smaller than in bigger municipalities.

In most French communes local elections are de facto non partisan, simply because parties are only present and active in larger municipalities. The electoral law reinforces this cleavage between the 93% of localities with less than 3,500 inhabitants where a classical majoritarian/ personalized system with open lists and possibility of panachage is applied, and the bigger communes having more than 3,500 inhabitants where the necessity of establishing fixed candidates lists favors partisan organizations. According to FAUI (Fiscal Austerity and Urban Innovation) data from the 1980s, more than 70% of French mayors of cities with over 20,000 inhabitants felt close to a political party, a proportion that probably has increased since that period. At municipal elections, cities of this demographic size display generally lists reflecting the main national parties: PS, PCF, LO and LCR on the left, UMP, UDF, FN on the right, and Greens.

We expect that the degree of politization in a local community is strongly related to the strength of the nationally established parties, which run for election in a community. In order to measure this aspect of politization indicated by the local party system, we will rely on the number of votes given to such nationally established parties at local council elections. This figure again can be attributed to each municipality individiually.
3.5 Additional Factors that may affect Local Turnout

3.5.1
Time left until next first-order election
Local elections in both countries do not coincide with national elections. Additionally, in Germany local elections in the different states are not held the same day, even not the same year. 
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Table 1: Local and National Electoral Turnout in Germany by State, 1949-2006

	Year
	49-52
	53-56
	57-60
	61-64
	65-68
	69-71
	72-75
	76-79
	80-82
	83-86
	87-89
	Diff. 49-89
	90-93
	94-97
	98-01
	02-04
	05-
	Diff. 87-06

	Fed. Election
	78,5
	86,0
	87,8
	87,7
	86,8
	86,7
	91,1
	90,7
	88,6
	89,1
	84,3
	5,8
	77,8
	79,0
	82,2
	79,1
	77,7
	-0,1

	BA
	81,9
	79,9
	79,2
	 -
	77,5
	 -
	76,1
	78,3
	 
	74,7
	 
	-7,2
	75,0
	67,3
	- 
	63,2
	- 
	-11,8

	BW
	67,7
	69,2
	68,9
	66,3
	66,2
	65,6
	67,3
	 
	62,6
	61,8
	61,4
	-6,3
	- 
	66,7
	53,0
	52,0
	- 
	-9,4

	HE
	76,8
	78,0
	80,1
	79,3
	76,9
	 -
	81,4
	78,9
	76,3
	75,8
	78,0
	1,2
	71,3
	66,0
	52,9
	- 
	45,8
	-32,2

	NS
	78,7
	77,2
	77,4
	74,8
	77,0
	 -
	82,7
	91,4
	76,2
	72,1
	 
	-6,6
	68,3
	64,5
	56,2
	- 
	51,8
	-16,5

	NW
	76,0
	76,9
	 -
	76,2
	 -
	68,6
	86,4
	69,9
	- 
	65,8
	65,6
	-10,4
	- 
	81,7
	55,0
	54,5
	- 
	-11,1

	RP
	79,3
	79,6
	79,7
	81,4
	 -
	76,2
	81,1
	78,4
	- 
	76,3
	77,2
	-2,1
	- 
	74,1
	62,9
	57,6
	- 
	-19,6

	SH
	76,5
	74,5
	76,1
	71,2
	68,7
	72,3
	79,2
	78,3
	73,8
	68,7
	- 
	-7,8
	69,4
	70,5
	62,8
	54,4
	- 
	-15,0

	SL
	 -
	87,6
	79,1
	81,8
	81,8
	- 
	83,9
	81,3
	- 
	78,6
	79,1
	-8,5
	- 
	73,9
	59,3
	56,3
	- 
	-22,8

	BB
	 -
	- 
	- 
	- 
	- 
	- 
	- 
	- 
	- 
	- 
	- 
	- 
	59,7
	 
	77,9
	46,0
	- 
	-13,7

	MV
	 -
	- 
	- 
	- 
	- 
	- 
	- 
	- 
	- 
	- 
	- 
	- 
	- 
	65,7
	50,5
	44,9
	- 
	-20,8

	SN
	 -
	- 
	- 
	- 
	- 
	- 
	- 
	- 
	- 
	- 
	- 
	- 
	- 
	70,1
	53,8
	46,1
	- 
	-24,0

	SA
	 -
	- 
	- 
	- 
	- 
	- 
	- 
	- 
	- 
	- 
	- 
	- 
	- 
	66,2
	49,6
	42,1
	- 
	-24,1

	TH
	 -
	- 
	- 
	- 
	- 
	- 
	- 
	- 
	- 
	- 
	- 
	- 
	- 
	72,3
	58,1
	50,6
	- 
	-21,7

	Mean
	76,7
	77,9
	77,2
	75,9
	74,7
	70,7
	79,8
	77,4
	72,2
	71,7
	72,3
	-6,0
	68,7
	69,9
	57,7
	51,6
	48,8
	-18,7

	Mean West
	76,7
	77,9
	77,2
	75,9
	74,7
	70,7
	79,8
	77,4
	72,2
	71,7
	72,3
	-6,0
	71,0
	70,6
	57,4
	56,3
	48,8
	-17,3

	Mean East
	- 
	- 
	- 
	- 
	- 
	- 
	- 
	- 
	- 
	- 
	- 
	- 
	59,7
	68,6
	58,0
	45,9
	- 
	-20,9


Local context factors varying within France and/or within Germany





Size of locality (small vs. large)


Degree of Local Politization


 - Voting Systems (plurality vs. proportional/closed vs. open lists)


- Importance of local parties (% of votes given to nationally established parties)


Importance of the local institution citizens vote for (how much  power has the council vis à vis the mayor?)


Time left until the next first-order election?








LOCAL VOTE TURNOUT





Supra-local context factors varying between France and Germany





Degree of local autonomy





General willingness to vote


Opportunity Structures


Measurement of Local Vote Turnout


Other nation-wide regulations affecting local vote turnout (Vote on Sundays; compulsory voting …)








� 	Here, especially paragraph 2 of Article 28 is of importance: (2) Municipalities must be guaranteed the right to regulate all local affairs on their own responsibility, within the limits prescribed by the laws. Within the limits of their functions designated by a law, associations of municipalities shall also have the right of self-government according to the laws. The guarantee of self-government shall extend to the bases of financial autonomy; these bases shall include the right of municipalities to a source of tax revenues based upon economic ability and the right to establish the rates at which these sources shall be taxed.” (http://www.bundesregierung.de/ Webs/Breg/EN/Federal-Government/FunctionAndConstitu-tionalBasis/BasicLaw/Con-tentofBasicLaw/content-of-basic-law.html__nnn=true#doc48090 bodyText3; zugegriffen  am 23.11.2006)


� 	According to the German Census (Statistisches Bundesamt Deutschland), there were 12.431 municipalities on December 31, 2004.


� 	In West-Germany amalgamation took place in the beginning of the 1970s, when the number of municipalities was reduced for more than 60% (see Council of Europe 1995: 16).


� 	These average numbers hide large variations between the different states in West-Germany, which are shown in Table 1.


� 	Buß (2002) attibutes the following figures for the council-mayor-relationship to the thirteen local consitutions with high numbers indicating strong mayors: Baden-Württemberg 0,83; Saxony 0,79; Saxony-Anhalt 0,71; Rheinland-Pfalz 0,67; Bavaria 0,66; Saarland 0,65; Mecklenburg-Westernpommerania 0,59; Thuringia 0,56; Schleswig-Holstein 0,56; Brandenburg 0,47; Northrhine-Westfalia 0,44; Lower Saxony and Hesse 0,42.





� 	In order to measure the degree of personalizaton (and thereby politization) of the local voting systems in Germany, they are attributed figures depending on how much influence the citizens have in order to change party lists. The respective values are 0 for closed lists (no changes possible); 0,5 for lists where citizens can change some positions on the lists, and 1,0 when citizens have as many votes as there are seats in the local councils. The values then are 1,0 for Baden-Württemberg, Bavaria, Rheinland-Pfalz, Hesse and Thuringia; they are 0,5 for Lower Saxony, Brandenburg, Mecklenburg-Westernpommerania, Saxony and Saxony-Anhalt; they are 0 for Saarland, and Northrhine-Westfalia.
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