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HOW TO MEASURE THE SUBSTANTIVE
REPRESENTATION OF TRADITIONALLY
EXCLUDED GROUPS IN COMPARATIVE
RESEARCH: A LITERATURE REVIEW AND
NEW DATA

Corinna Kroeber

This article provides the necessary tools to advance comparative research studying the substantive rep-

resentation of ethnic minorities and women. Firstly, I clarify how the various indicators for individual

representatives’ and parliaments’ considerateness of the interests of traditionally excluded groups

used in earlier (mostly single-country) studies relate to each other and discuss the advantages and

drawbacks of different measures for quantitative comparative research. Secondly, the present article

introduces new data comprising three indicators for the substantive representation of ethnic minorities.

Introduction

The substantive representation of ethnic minorities and women—thus to what extent
representatives and parliaments are considerate of these groups’ political interests—has
barely been studied from a comparative perspective (four notable exceptions exist: Bernauer
et al. [2015]; Hänni [2017]; Heath et al. [2005]; Schwindt-Bayer [2006]). Such an approach prom-
ises valuable insights into questions that are difficult if not impossible to answer for the large
and growing number of single-country studies (see, for instance, Bird [2005, 2015]; Celis [2006];
Childs [2001]; Epstein et al. [2007]; Grey [2002]; Griffin and Newman [2007]; Griffin et al. [2012];
Lončar [2016]; Saalfeld and Bischof [2013]; Swers [2014]; Wüst [2014]). For example, we could
learn whether or to what extent electoral incentives moderate the motivation of belonging
legislators to advocate for their group’s political interests. Or, in which manner the presence
of women’s or minority organisations outside parliaments promotes feminist or minority-
friendly legislations. A major barrier to cross-country studies is the lack of a scientific debate
about different measurement approaches for the substantive representation of traditionally
excluded groups. Aiming to enhance comparative scholarly work in the field, this article pro-
vides an answer to the following question: How can researchers measure the substantive rep-
resentation of traditionally excluded groups in cross-country studies?

For comparative research, indicators have to show ‘validity in terms of each social system
and reliability across social systems’ (Teune and Przeworski 1970: 107).1 Measures that identify
the level of substantive representation of traditionally excluded groups in a specific case and
country, however, often alter their meaning or relevance in different institutional and cultural
settings. Analyses of legislators, voting behaviour like those identifying differences by gender
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(see, e.g., Frederick [2009]; Swers [1998]) or ethnicity (see, e.g., Cameron et al. [1996]; Griffin and
Newman [2007]) in the United States provide hardly any insights in parliamentary systems
characterised by strong party discipline. Or, the policies under study matter only for specific
minorities. For instance, the introduction of English-only laws helps to evaluate the represen-
tation of Latinos (Preuhs 2005)—an issue that does not matter for Roma in Central and Eastern
Europe who care more about welfare policies. In parallel, not all women favour feminist policies
such as liberal abortion rights and extensive childcare policies (Celis and Childs 2012). The
problem of equivalence of indicators for substantive representation of traditionally excluded
groups thus has many angles and the aim of this study is to provide theoretically grounded
and systematic guidance in designing comparative research.

I argue that existing indicators for substantive representation of ethnic minorities and
women vary along two attributes. Firstly, researchers use different levels of analysis looking
at either the micro level—representatives’ behaviour—when asking questions about individ-
ual efforts to promote group interests. Or, scholarly works focus on the macro level—the
output of the collective action of all legislators—if interested in the overall considerateness
of parliaments of group interests. The room for manoeuvre for single legislators is subject to
the restrictions set by the specific institutional context, making the micro level of substantive
representation challenging (but not impossible) to study in cross-country comparisons. Sec-
ondly, researchers use different means to determine group interests: presuming to know or
identifying them empirically. The first strategy risks essentialising group members, even
though comparing representatives’ and parliaments’ activities in promoting feminist policies
or minority language rights provides easily accessible shortcuts to group preferences. In con-
trast, empirical assessments of women’s and ethnic minorities’ interests enhance comparability
across cases. Positioning indicators explicitly with regard to the level of analysis and the means
to determine group interests reveals their equivalence in different country and group contexts
and raises awareness for the implicit assumptions they require.

The article at hand further applies these insights by presenting new data for three com-
parative measures for ethnic minorities’ substantive representation: (1) the introduction of new
minority rights, (2) policy congruence between minority citizens and parliaments, and (3)
membership in minority committees.2 These indicators are considerate of differences in the
interests of various minorities because they either rely on survey data and expert interviews,
or focus on representatives’ active engagement in institutions promoting minority represen-
tation rather than particular policies. In this manner, the meaning of the three indicators is
independent of the contextual setting. The data thus constitute a valuable resource supporting
the emergence of the new research agenda in the field.

Existing Measures for Substantive Representation of Traditionally Excluded
Groups

Researchers studying the substantive representation of ethnic minorities and women
make use of the same set of indicators. Measurement approaches include representative claim
analysis, self-reported preferences and activities based on surveys, committeemembership, pos-
itions in committees, bill sponsorship, voting behaviour, or content analyses of parliamentary
speeches, questions, and websites, laws passed, the size of public spending in certain sectors,
or ideological congruence.3 While neither of these indicators captures the meaning of substan-
tive representation in a comprehensivemanner, they areproxy variables fordifferent facets of the
concept depending on the level of analysis and the mode used to identify minority interests.
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The Level of Analysis: Individual Representatives or Whole Parliaments

The meaning of substantive representation might refer to two levels of analysis: the con-
nection between the represented and single legislators—the micro level—or the relationship
between citizens and whole legislatures—the macro level. Scholars thus either compare the
preferences of ethnic minorities or women with individual legislators’ engagement into rel-
evant policy areas or parliaments’ thoughtfulness of respective topics. This distinction differs
from Franceschet and Piscopo (2008), who argue that women’s substantive representation
consists of the inclusion of women’s interests in the legislative process and policy outcomes.
While their typology focuses on the stages along the legislative process, the level of aggrega-
tion varies as well and, in my view, is decisive for the selection of comparative indicators.

At the micro level, behavioural and self-reported measures coexist (Celis et al. 2008: 102;
Lovenduski and Norris 2003: 86). The former include all actions taken by representatives with
the objective to promote group interests such as membership in relevant committees (Bratton
2005; Donovan 2012; Haynie 2001; Saalfeld and Kyriakopoulou 2011; Wüst 2011) and leader-
ship positions in these institutions (Bratton 2005; Donovan 2012; Heath et al. 2005). Other
approaches analyse the number of bills sponsored by individual legislators that serve the
well-being of ethnic minorities or women (Baker and Cook 2005; Barnes 2012; MacDonald
and O’Brien 2011; Wallace 2014). A large set of study emerges around the voting behaviour
of office-holders, asking whether representatives tend to support or reject policy proposals
in the interest of traditionally excluded groups (Baker and Cook 2005; Cameron et al. 1996;
Hogan 2008; Lublin 1997; Saalfeld and Kyriakopoulou 2011; Swers 1998; Wallace 2014).

Self-reported measures of substantive representation evaluate all types of information
provided by representatives about the citizens they aim to represent. For that purpose,
researchers narrow down the issues that representatives deem important through quantitative
content analysis of parliamentary speeches and questions (Baker and Cook 2005; Bird 2005,
2011; Celis 2006; Crisp et al. 2018; Donovan 2012; Grey 2002; Saalfeld and Bischof 2013; Saalfeld
and Kyriakopoulou 2011; Wüst 2014) or websites (Saalfeld and Kyriakopoulou 2011). Another
type of self-reported measure is representative claim analysis (Saward 2006), which looks into
claims to promote minority or women’s interests brought forth by individual representatives
again as part of parliamentary speeches and questions (Bird 2005, 2015; Hirschmann 2014;
Lončar 2016), but also in interviews or surveys (Barrett 1995; Brown 2014; Fraga et al. 2007;
Gidengil et al. 2003).

Both micro-level approaches to measuring substantive representation face a major
hurdle to their application in a comparative setting: through which means representatives
can act as advocates of traditionally excluded groups depends on the options and limitations
laid out by the institutional design. Whether representatives vote for certain legislative drafts
serves only as a meaningful measure of substantive representation in government systems
with low party discipline. Analysing bill sponsorship implies that office-holders have the
right to submit policy drafts independently rather than in groups. Since parliaments function
differently across countries, indicators that inform about the efforts of members of parliament
(MPs) to promote the interests of traditionally excluded groups in one country are often not
transferable to other institutional settings.

At the macro level, substantive representation refers to the relationship of ethnic min-
orities and women to the performances of whole parliaments. To what extent are parliamen-
tary debates and outputs considerate of their interests? Measures include the number of bills
enhancing the well-being of traditionally excluded groups passed by parliaments (Bratton and
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Haynie 1999; Epstein et al. 2007; Franceschet and Piscopo 2008; Htun et al. 2013; Preuhs 2005;
Reingold and Smith 2012) or the size of welfare, education, and health spending (Chattopad-
hyay and Duflo 2004; Owens 2005; Preuhs 2007). Further studies investigate the extent to
which parliaments mirror the ideological preferences of women—so-called congruence
(Giger et al. 2012; Ruedin 2013: 79–92).

In contrast to micro-level measures, those at the macro level carry the same meaning
across different institutional contexts. The objective to represent all citizens and to create
policy outputs does not depend on the available decision-making mechanisms (even
though the efficiency certainly does). The latter level of substantive representation is therefore
easier to access comparative research.

Means to Identify Group Interests: Assumed or Observed Group Interests

Identifying the interests of ethnic minorities and women is a prerequisite to study policy
responsiveness and can be achieved through two strategies: pre-defining the interests of
group members or measuring them empirically. In the first case, researchers assume that
groups of citizens who share an identity also display similar policy preferences—at least con-
cerning some issues. Many studies focusing on the United States, for instance, rely on the
assumption that increases in welfare spending are an important dimension of African-Ameri-
can preferences and use higher or lower percentages of money flowing into the respective sec-
tions of state budgets as a measure of substantive representation (Owens 2005; Preuhs 2007).
Traditional feminist policies that enhance women’s freedom and equality are policy outputs
that researchers deem to be in the interest of women (Bratton 2005; Franceschet and
Piscopo 2008; Htun et al. 2013; Smith 2014). A related strategy defines salient topics for tra-
ditionally excluded groups and analyses the number of relevant mentions in parliamentary
questions and debates. For instance, immigrant minorities should care about immigration
and multiculturalism policies (Donovan 2012; Saalfeld and Bischof 2013; Saalfeld and Kyriako-
poulou 2011; Wüst 2014).4

This approach suffers from one major flaw: the policy preferences of women and min-
ority members may differ systematically from men and the majority, but not necessarily in
the same manner for all group members (Phillips 1995: 105). Policy preferences are diverse
even within minorities. While members of traditionally excluded groups share common per-
spectives on some issues because they made similar life experiences, this does not necess-
arily translate into equal political interests (Mansbridge 1999; Modood 2000; Young 2000:
88). This problem is especially apparent looking at feminist policies such as abortion
rights or childcare policies, which sizeable numbers of women reject (Celis et al. 2008;
Celis and Childs 2012).

For comparative research, presumed policy preferences pose additional problems, since
salient topics and relevant policies vary across groups and countries (Norris 2004: 220). The
exact same activity or legislation does not involve an equal level of substantive representation
in two cases. The source of the shared identity of ethnic groups determines relevant policies, e.
g., language rights enhance the well-being of linguistic minorities only while religious min-
orities need religious rights. In addition, contextual settings also change the meaning of pol-
icies, so that for instance regulations concerning the headscarf have very different
meanings for women in Iraq compared to France. It is difficult (if not impossible) to identify
a substantial topic towards which ethnic minority members or women in different countries
hold comparable policy preferences and which is equally salient for all groups.5
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The second strategy uses empirical data to determine the interests of traditionally
excluded groups. Researchers might look at actual preference distributions (Bernauer et al.
2015; Griffin et al. 2012) and—given there is no single interest of all group members—often
equate the opinion of the majority of the minority with the group’s interest. For instance,
studies make use of the mostly leftist policy positions of African-American citizens in the
United States (Cobb and Jenkins 2001; Grose 2005). An inductive, empirical approach to iden-
tifying group interests entails comparing attitudes and working foci of majority and minority
legislators, assuming that group members in parliament necessarily promote group interests.
To give an example: if female legislators are more likely to speak about feminist policies than
their male colleagues, this topic must be of interest to women (Barnes 2012; Celis 2006; Grey
2002).

The empirical approach is not without assumptions either because preferences have to
be visible, exogenous, and stable. Opacity characterises citizens’ policy positions, given that
people in general struggle to communicate their preferences and to demand concrete policies
(Eulau and Karps 1977). At the very least, citizens have to engage in an active process of expres-
sing their interests to avoid miscommunication (Plotke 1997: 30–2). Nevertheless, the interests
of traditionally excluded groups often remain invisible to MPs. According to Mansbridge (2003:
518), representatives not only reproduce given preferences of constituents, but take part in
creating them. Either way, legislators aim to demonstrate that they are considerate of their
electorates’ interests.

In a comparative research design, identifying the policy preferences of women and
ethnic minorities empirically reduces the risk to study topics that are of little real-life relevance
for certain groups. Yet, inductive approaches focusing on differences in representatives’ atti-
tudes and legislative behaviour only allow answering questions at the micro level of analysis.
And the survey data scholars use to determine the policy preferences of citizens empirically is
not available for all ethnic minorities (partly due to the low numbers of co-ethnics in represen-
tative samples and partly because it is prohibited (for researchers in general or publicly funded
agencies in particular) to ask survey questions about ethnic identities in some countries includ-
ing inter alia France and Luxembourg).

Three Comparative Measures for Ethnic Minorities’ Substantive
Representation

The subsequent section presents three measures for the substantive representation of
ethnic minorities in developed democracies.6 I describe how each indicator overcomes the
obstacles outlined above and in which manner they promise insights into different facets of
substantive representation. Even though the data cover only ethnic minorities, each section
contains a clarification whether and how these indicators might be applied in the context of
women’s representation. Given that there is only a single comparative analysis investigating
to what extent laws mirror minority preferences (Hänni 2017), the present study satisfies the
urge for comparative data.

Substantive Representation as the Introduction of New Minority Rights

A first measure for the substantive representation of ethnic minorities in a comparative
setting is the adoption of new rights that benefit minorities according to experts. This
approach follows the tradition of studying minority-supported legislation (see, e.g., Bratton
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and Haynie [1999]; Epstein and O’Halloran [1999]; Epstein et al. [2007]; Preuhs [2005]). It
enables researchers to evaluate for instance how increases in descriptive representation or
the seat share of ethnic parties impact the level of substantive representation.

The indicator is based on the World Directory of Minorities and Indigenous People (Min-
ority Rights Group International [2013]), which provides expert-based information on the intro-
duction of new laws in the interest of a group. Rather than identifying comprehensive lists of all
relevant policies, specialists provide information on change in important legislation in a clearly
defined time horizon. This ensures contextual sensitivity because the experts know which laws
profit minorities in their area of expertise. In this manner, comparisons across linguistic, reli-
gious, and national minorities are possible.

Substantially, the directory contains texts with details about minorities’ characteristics
and histories as well as updates on latest changes. In the section on recent developments,
the experts describe whether there were important new laws introduced that improved the
status of the group since the latest version of the directory. Making use of this information, I
identify groups that profited from at least one new right between 1997 and 2012.7 This
binary measure informs about the willingness of the majority of legislators to enhance minority
well-being. Since groups included in the directory face discrimination according to the experts,
all of them have policy requests that legislators have to consider and analysing the introduc-
tion of new laws reveals whether parliaments realised them. This simplification, however, also
implies that the variable neither provides information on the quality of these legislative
changes nor on improvement it entails given the status quo.

The directory lists detailed information on 106 disadvantaged minorities in the member
countries of the European Union and the OECD. A total of 49 or 46.23% of these groups did
profit from new laws in the period under study. As a validity check, I compare this information
to the Multiculturalism Policy Index (MPI) from Banting and Kymlicka (2012) in Figure 1. The
index assesses the degree to which a country achieves a pre-defined set of policies generally
assumed to be in the interest of minorities. The targeted policies range from multicultural edu-
cation over theminority language’s official status to the realisation of indigenous land claims.8 To
identify recent changes in minority-supported policies, I calculate the difference between the
level of minority protection in 2000 and 2010. Even though this information refers to the
country, it is possible to identify the minorities it relates to through the evidence section at
the MPI website, leaving me with data for 47 minorities covered by the MPI and my data.

Figure 1 displays separate box plots for change in the MPI if the dummy variable indi-
cates (1) no new rights or (2) new rights. It shows a higher median increase of Banting and
Kymlicka’s (2012) measure for minorities that received new rights than for groups without
new legislation in their interest according to the directory. Beyond that correlation, the new
rights indicator is more sensitive to the group-specific context as a closer look at the outliers
reveals. To start with, although Muslims in the Netherlands experience a decrease in the MPI,
they were increasingly protected by anti-discrimination measures. Second, the MPI of Basques
and Galician’s in Spain rose from 4.5 to 6 points even though the description in the World
Directory of Minorities and Indigenous People does not mention the introduction of any
new rights. The adoption of the statutes of autonomy by the central government leads to
formal improvements for national minorities in this case, but the implementation remained
vague. The MPI is thus sensitive to adjustments in legislations which the experts of the direc-
tory did not deem significant or effective.9

By showing the quantity of minorities who were granted new rights depending on the
electoral system type, Figure 2 sheds light on the insights we might gain from studying this

246 CORINNA KROEBER



indicator. Parliaments elected through systems with single-member districts most successfully
initiate new laws profiting ethnic minorities. This seems surprising given that majoritarian elec-
toral systems create barriers for minority members and minority ethnic parties. Contrary to the
common wisdom, the increased seat shares for minority-friendly actors in proportional elec-
toral systems (Phillips 1995; Ruedin 2013) do not translate into the passage of relevant

FIGURE 1
Box plots comparing the new rights indicator with changes in the MPI between 2000 and
2010

FIGURE 2
Proportion of minorities receiving new rights according to district magnitude in the country
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legislation. Powerful positions for minority legislators as well as the willingness of the majority
to support relevant policy drafts are hence more important for creating policy outputs in the
interest of minorities than the mere presence of minority members and parties during
decision-making (Blalock 1967; Heath et al. 2005; Yoder 1991). It is important to note that
this insight only relates to change in legislation, but not to the overall level of protection of
ethnic minorities, which might still be higher in countries with proportional electoral
systems compared to majoritarian ones.

Applying a similar measure to women’s representation is feasible but all the more chal-
lenging. Often, women’s interests vary along social cleavages, making it difficult to disentangle
whether legislation serves women’s well-being or the overall societal fragment. Identifying all
types of legislative changes that are beneficial for women is therefore challenging and, to my
best knowledge, no single source claims to fulfil this endeavour.

Substantive Representation as Policy Congruence

A second approach to substantive representation is identifying the level of correspon-
dence between minority citizens ‘policy preferences and parliaments’ policy orientations. In
a nutshell, measuring policy congruence means comparing the preference distribution of citi-
zens as brought forth in population surveys to the policy positions of all representatives. This
approach stands in the tradition of studies inquiring policy responsiveness of all citizens and
scholars also made use of it to study women and the poor (see, e.g., Blais and Bodet [2006];
Giger et al. [2012]; Golder and Stramski [2010]; Powell and Vanberg [2000]). With some adap-
tions, this indicator can be applied to study women’s substantive representation as a recent
study by Dingler et al. (2018) shows. Even though this indicator does not measure action
ex-post, it investigates the policy agenda that parties communicate to voters and thus
studies credible commitments to promote group interests. Analysing to what degree MPs
mirror the policy preferences of minority citizens (relative to all other citizens), makes it poss-
ible to study the conditions under which parliaments become more or less considerate of the
interests of minorities.

One strength of this measure derives from the empirical identification of minority inter-
ests through information provided by group members in surveys. Additionally, using the
concept of ‘many-to-many congruence’ (Golder and Stramski 2010) allows for diverse opinions
within the minority rather than making the assumption that all minority members favour the
same policies. Covering a broad set of policy areas can ensure that the included issues are
salient for minorities. After all, accurate representation of policy preferences only serves the
minority, if group members care about the topic at hand. Although many studies on policy
congruence of citizens focus on simple left–right placements, it is possible to take into
account different policy fields (see, e.g., Stecker and Tausendpfund [2016]) such as immigra-
tion, multiculturalism, or redistribution policies.

While survey data are scarce for most minorities, some exemptions exist. These include
historic minorities such as African Americans and Latinos in the United States (in the American
National Election Study by Brader et al. [2017]) or Maori in New Zealand (in the New Zealand
National Election Study by Vowler et al. [2011]), as well as most minorities of immigrant origin.

For example, comparativists might estimate policy congruence between representatives
and citizens with and without immigrant backgrounds making use of the European Social
Survey (2002–2014) and the Chapel Hill Expert Study (Bakker et al. 2015).10,11 The population
survey asks respondents for instance whether they think their ‘country’s cultural life (is)
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undermined or enriched by immigrants’. As part of the expert survey, scientists with country
knowledge place all parties with regard to their ‘position on integration of immigrants and
asylum seekers’ from ‘strongly favours multiculturalism’ to ‘strongly favours assimilation’. By
multiplying each party position with its seat share in parliament, a frequency distribution of
the policy orientations in the legislature emerges, which can be compared to the preferences
of citizens with and without immigrant backgrounds (see Figure 3 for an example). The larger
the gap between parliament and groups of citizens, the less accurately do representatives
mirror the policy preferences of the respective sub-group. Calculating the area between fre-
quency distributions provides a measure for the size of the deviation and allows for compari-
son across countries.

Figure 4 compares the congruence (or rather deviation) measures for citizens with and
without immigrant backgrounds concerning multiculturalism and redistribution in Europe.
Larger values indicate more deviation between citizens and elected officials. Accordingly,
the interests of citizens of foreign descent with regard to multiculturalism are represented
more accurately by parliaments than those of the rest of the population. When it comes to
this highly salient topic for immigrants, parliaments are considerate of their needs. By contrast,
legislatures mirror the preferences concerning redistribution of both groups of citizens equally
well.

Substantive Representation as Membership in Minority Committees

My last suggestion for measuring substantive representation across countries is to look
at membership in minority committees. This indicator follows the tradition of scholars studying
the question as to which representatives join education, culture, or welfare committees

FIGURE 3
Frequency distribution of preferences towards multiculturalism of representatives and
citizens with and without immigrant background in Austria (2002–2016). Annotations:
Own calculations based on data from the European Social Survey (2002–2014) and the
Chapel Hill Expert Study (Bakker et al. 2015)
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(Bratton 2006; Donovan 2012; Haynie 2001; Saalfeld and Kyriakopoulou 2011; Wüst 2011).
However, while committees’ substantial competences are subject to considerable variation
across countries for these broader topics, minority committees always focus on a single
policy area: minority politics. Analysing membership in these institutions thus allows uncover-
ing the type of MPs who make minority representation the focal point of their parliamentary
activity.

Parliaments of all developed Western democracies organise committees in which
experts and interested MPs work and prepare policy drafts before they are submitted to the
plenum (Longley and Davidson 1998; Strøm 1997). Generally speaking, committee member-
ship indicates that representatives spent a large amount of their time working on issues
related to the competences of the institution. Legislators aim to join committees according
to their personal interests, since membership means they will spend most time working on
related issues. Those who participate in minority committees thus care about minority
representation.

Table 1 lists all minority committees in Western-developed democracies. These insti-
tutions conduct a broad set of tasks and obligations that—to some extent—vary by
country. The Croatian Committee on Human and National Minority Rights, for instance,
debated the proposed amendments to the ‘Law on the Use of Languages and Script of
National Minorities in Croatia’, but also the state budget for the subsequent years (Croatian Par-
liament 2013, 2015). To give another example, the Maori Affairs Committee in New Zealand
reviewed the financial situation of the Maori Broadcasting Funding Agency and discussed
the settlement of Maori land claims (New Zealand Parliament 2012, 2013). In sum, such insti-
tutions possess four competences:

FIGURE 4
Scatter plot of many-to-many congruence of citizens with and without immigrant
backgrounds for the policy areas multiculturalism and redistribution
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. financial oversight over funding of minority cultural affairs,

. introducing, discussing, proposing the adaption of all kinds of legislation relevant for
ethnic minority groups,

. the right to discuss and bring forth issues of matter for ethnic minorities,

. or maintaining relationships with international bodies and institutions in other countries
that aim to promote group interests.

All kinds of issues that matter for minorities and minorities within minorities can be dis-
cussed and presented in such institutions. Legislators can set relevant topics on the agenda
depending on the group-specific context. In this manner, studying membership in minority
committees as an indicator of minorities’ substantive representation allows for inter- and
intra-group differences in policy preferences.

While membership indicates that representatives spent a considerable amount of time
working on issues of high relevance for ethnic minorities, it lies beyond the scope of this
measure to identify how intensively legislators engage in these committees. One might
argue that MPs join such institutions for symbolic reasons and barely participate actively.
Yet, this still implies that representatives care enough to pretend to promote minority interests.
While we cannot separate strong engagement and attempts to appear as advocates of min-
ority interests, this measure informs about how legislators present themselves.

Membership in minority committees is equally relevant for the substantive represen-
tation of minorities in all countries that have such an institution in the first place. While not
all issues are handled in this arena, they capture a large amount of topics that matter for
the groups. Of course, native language teaching for linguistic minorities could as well be on
the agenda of education committees, while the financial benefits for socially discriminated
groups such as Roma are also on the agenda of welfare committees (for such an approach,
see, e.g., Bratton [2006]; Wüst [2011]). Compared to minority committees, considering such
a broad set of committees nevertheless bears two disadvantages: they are difficult to
compare across a diverse set of minorities and they involve much time spent on issues that
are irrelevant for minorities.

Of course, MPs are not entirely at liberty to select any committee: seats are often distrib-
uted according to party size. Legislators have to coordinate membership with party leaders
and more senior actors are served first. Despite these constraints, Strøm (1997: 40) argues

TABLE 1
List of minority committees by country

Country Period Minority committees

Croatia 2011 Committee on Human and National Minority Rights
Denmark 2011 The Faroe Islands Committee; The Greenland Committee
Japan 2012 Okinawa and Northern Problems Committee
Mexico 2012 Indigenous Affairs Committee
New Zealand 2011 Maori Affairs Committee
Poland 2011 Commission on National and Ethnic Minorities
Romania 2012 Committee for Human Rights, Cults and National Minorities Issues
Slovakia 2012 Committee on Human Rights and Minorities
Slovenia 2011 Commission for National Communities
United
Kingdom

2010 Northern Ireland Affairs Committee; Scottish Affairs Committee;
Welsh Affairs Committee
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that representatives in all Western democracies enjoy far-reaching autonomy in selecting com-
mittees. At the end, they usually join institutions working on topics of their choice. What is
more, the most intense competition over seats usually takes place in committees handling
policy areas that receive publicity such as welfare or foreign policy. Minority politics is less pres-
tigious and membership in respective committees is easier to achieve. In sum, it is therefore
reasonable that representatives join minority committees by choice and as a consequence
of their own desire to work on this topic.

In the sample of Western-developed democracies, 11 countries from Europe and other
continents, without and with post-communist traditions, with very high or rather low levels of
economic development, have minority committees. A total of 226 of 3501 representatives or
6.46% join these institutions. A first view at this indicator in Figure 5 reveals that representa-
tives belonging to ethnic parties are considerably more likely to hold office in minority com-
mittees (21% compared to 6%). It does thus not lack efforts of minority party members to
enhance group well-being—even though the first indicator revealed that they might barely
succeed in creating new legislation.

This indicator might as well be applied to study women’s representation by looking into
membership in gender-specific committees such as the equal treatment committee in Austria
or the gender equality committee in Denmark. While earlier studies already revealed which
substantial committees women tend to join more frequently (Heath et al. 2005), focusing on
the characteristics of representatives who become members of institutions specifically
devoted to improving the situation of women might allow addressing an interesting set of
comparative research questions: Which type of men join these institutions? Or how do contex-
tual factors such as the electoral system type moderate incentives to join women’s
committees?

FIGURE 5
Proportions of MPs belonging to minority committee according to minority party
membership
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Conclusion

This article enriched the toolbox of research designs available to scholars studying the
substantive representation of traditionally excluded groups. I showed that the numerous
approaches to measuring representatives’ efforts to promote the interests of ethnic minorities
and women vary along two attributes: the level of analysis and the means to determine group
interests. The micro level of analysis—thus legislators’ advocacy for groups’ interests—is par-
ticularly challenging to study from a comparative perspective, since the institutional settings
must provide legislators with an equal room for manoeuvre in different countries. By contrast,
the macro level of analysis focuses on the policy positions of parliamentary majorities and to
what extent they mirror group interests—a factor that is not limited by institutions. The defi-
nition of group interests is in either case a challenging task. Empirical means to identify the
policy preferences of traditionally excluded groups are preferable in a cross-country compari-
son, since pre-defining the objectives of ethnic minorities and women risks essentialising
groups and group members. The choice of indicators selected by researchers thus influences
to which nuances of substantive representation their study speaks, as well as the assumptions
they have to make in order to ensure equivalence across countries.

In thismanner, the conceptualisation of different approaches tomeasuring substantive rep-
resentationpresented in this enables twodisjoint sets of literature to speak toeachother. Research
studying the representation of ethnic minorities on the one hand and women on the other hand
tended to remain unconnected so far. Yet, when building on the knowledge from previous
research, studies applying the same means to identify group interests might provide the most
insightful grounds to formulate causal mechanisms, independent of the group under study.

In this study, I further provided data that allow studying ethnic minorities’ substantive
representation in Western-developed democracies: the introduction of new minority rights,
policy congruence between citizens of immigrant origin and parliaments, and minority com-
mittee membership of representatives. All three measures capture actual interests of the
groups under study by identifying the preferences of minorities empirically. For that
purpose, I make use of expert rankings and survey data, or a broader focus on the institutions
promoting minority representation rather than specific policies. The substantial meanings of
my three measures cover different facets of minorities’ substantive representation. Member-
ship in minority committees, shows whether representatives invest a lot of time working on
topics related to ethnic minorities. It exposes individual efforts to enhance minority interests.
Policy congruence reveals information about the degree to which legislatures mirror the pre-
ferences of minority citizens, while the new minority rights indicator measures the capacity of
parliaments to implement new minority-friendly legislation. The three measures hence enable
researchers to investigate various aspects of responsiveness to minority interests and findings
might vary depending on the applied indicator.
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SUPPLEMENTAL DATA AND RESEARCH MATERIALS

Supplemental data for this article can be accessed on the Taylor & Francis website,
https://doi.org/10.1080/00344893.2018.1504112, or via Harvard Dataverse, https://doi.org/10.
7910/DVN/K1NUWL.

NOTES

1. For a summary of the problem of equivalence in comparative research, see for example,

Adcock and Collier (2001: 534–6).

2. All data presented in this article will be available online after publication via Harvard Data-

verse, https://doi.org/10.7910/DVN/K1NUWL.

3. I do not consider measures of perceived responsiveness as introduced by Banducci et al.

(2004) or Hodžić and Mraović (2015), since group members tend to overestimate the level

of substantive representation as a consequence of descriptive representation (Banducci

et al. 2004).

4. For a critical assessment of this approach, see Aydemir and Vliegenthart (2016). The ‘Path-

ways to Power Project’ (Cinalli et al. 2016) currently aims to provide a comparative data

set analysing substantive representation as parliamentary questions for eight European

democracies.

5. The Multiculturalism Policy Index (MPI) (Banting and Kymlicka 2012), the Migrant Integration

Policy Index (Huddleston et al. 2015), and the Gender Inequality Index (United Nations Devel-

opment Programme 2018) apply such an approach, just like the only comparative study on

ethnic minorities (Hänni 2017).

6. Even though it is possible to gather data for a broader set of countries, I chose to limit the

focus of this study to enhance comparability. All countries share a solid level of democratic

experience and sufficient economic resources to promote minorities’ well-being.

7. A complete list of groups covered and details of the coding process are available in the

codebook.

8. Banting and Kymlicka (2012) provide separate indices for immigrant and national minorities

and indigenous people, given that not every policy applies to each type of minority, and

further aggregate the information for each of the three types of minorities at the country

level. The indices range from zero (no minority protection) to (a) six (perfect minority protec-

tion) for national minorities, (b) eight for immigrant minorities and (c) nine for indigenous

people. I re-scaled all indices on a scale from zero to six.

9. Since the directory is provided by a minority-friendly organisation, the binary measure most

likely underreports the amount of legislative changes, but there is no reason to expect sys-

tematic bias across countries.

10. The author applied this approach in a recent publication (Kroeber 2017).

11. A complete list of the countries and years covered are available in the codebook, just like a

list of additional policy areas.

REFERENCES

ADCOCK, R. and D. COLLIER. 2001. Measurement validity: a shared standard for qualitative and quanti-

tative research. American Political Science Review 95 (3): 529–46.

AYDEMIR, N. and R. VLIEGENTHART. 2016. ‘Minority representatives’ in the Netherlands: Supporting, silen-

cing or suppressing? Parliamentary Affairs 69 (1): 73–92.

254 CORINNA KROEBER

https://doi.org/10.1080/00344893.2018.1504112
https://doi.org/10.7910/DVN/K1NUWL
https://doi.org/10.7910/DVN/K1NUWL
https://doi.org/10.7910/DVN/K1NUWL


BAKER, A. and C. COOK. 2005. Representing Black interests and promoting Black culture: the importance

of African American descriptive representation in the US House. Du Bois Review 2 (2): 227–46.

BAKKER, R., C. DE VRIES, E. EDWARDS, L. HOOGHE, S. JOLLY, G. MARKS, J. POLK, J. ROVNY, M. STEENBERGEN and

M. VACHUDOVA. 2015. Measuring party positions in Europe: The Chapel Hill expert survey trend

file, 1999–2010. Party Politics 21 (1): 143–52.

BANDUCCI, S. A., T. DONOVAN and J. A. KARP. 2004. Minority representation, empowerment, and partici-

pation. Journal of Politics 66 (2): 534–56.

BANTING, K. and W. KYMLICKA. 2012. Multiculturalism Policy Index. Available at http://www.queensu.ca/

mcp/, accessed 12 December 2014.

BARNES, T. D. 2012. Gender and legislative preferences: evidence from the Argentine provinces. Politics

& Gender 8 (4): 483–507.

BARRETT, E. J. 1995. The policy priorities of African American women in state legislatures. Legislative

Studies Quarterly 20 (2): 223–47.

BERNAUER, J., N. GIGER and J. ROSSET. 2015. Mind the gap: do proportional electoral systems foster a

more equal representation of women and men, poor and rich? International Political

Science Review 36 (1): 78–98.

BIRD, K. 2005. Gendering parliamentary questions. British Journal of Politics & International Relations 7

(3): 353–70.

BIRD, K. 2011. Patterns of substantive representation among visible minority MPs: evidence from

Canada’s House of Commons. In The Political Representation of Immigrants and Minorities:

Voters, Parties and Parliaments in Liberal Democracies, edited by K. Bird, T. Saalfeld and A. M.

Wüst. Milton Park: Routledge, pp. 207–28.

BIRD, K. 2015. ‘We are not an ethnic vote!’ Representational perspectives of minorities in the Greater

Toronto Area. Canadian Journal of Political Science 48 (2): 249–79.

BLALOCK, H. M. 1967. Toward a theory of minority-group relations. New York: John Wiley & Sons.

BLAIS, A. and M. A. BODET. 2006. Does proportional representation foster closer congruence between

citizens and policy makers? Comparative Political Studies 39 (10): 1243–62.

BRADER, T., V. HUTCHINGS and S. IYENGAR. 2017. American National Election Study. Available at http://

www.electionstudies.org/, accessed 25 January 2017.

BRATTON, K. A. 2005. Critical mass theory revisited: the behavior and success of token women in state

legislatures. Politics & Gender 1 (1): 97–125.

BRATTON, K. A. 2006. The behavior and success of Latino legislators: Evidence from the states. Social

Science Quarterly 87 (5): 1136–57.

BRATTON, K. A. and K. L. HAYNIE. 1999. Agenda setting and legislative success in state legislatures: the

effects of gender and race. Journal of Politics 61 (3): 658–79.

BROWN, N. E. 2014. Sisters in the statehouse: Black women and legislative decision making. Oxford:

Oxford University Press.

CAMERON, C., D. EPSTEIN and S. O’HALLORAN. 1996. Do majority-minority districts maximize substantive

Black representation in Congress? American Political Science Review 90 (4): 794–812.

CELIS, K. 2006. Substantive representation of women: the representation of women’s interests and the

impact of descriptive representation in the Belgian parliament (1900–1979). Journal of

Women, Politics & Policy 28 (2): 85–114.

CELIS, K. and S. CHILDS. 2012. The substantive representation of women: what to do with conservative

claims? Political Studies 60 (1): 213–25.

CELIS, K., S. CHILDS, J. KANTOLA and M. L. KROOK. 2008. Rethinking women’s substantive representation.

Representation 44 (2): 99–110.

SUBSTANTIVE REPRESENTATION OF TRADITIONALLY EXCLUDED GROUPS 255

http://www.queensu.ca/mcp/
http://www.queensu.ca/mcp/
http://www.electionstudies.org/
http://www.electionstudies.org/


CHATTOPADHYAY, R. and E. DUFLO. 2004. Women as policy makers: evidence from a randomized policy

experiment in India. Econometrica 72 (5): 1409–43.

CHILDS, S. 2001. ‘Attitudinally feminist’? The new labour women MPs and the substantive represen-

tation of women. Politics 21 (3): 178–85.

CINALLI, M., L. MORALES, T. SAALFELD and J. TILLIE. 2016. Pathways: Overview. Available at http://pathways.

eu/?page_id=3659, accessed 1 October 2016.

CRISP, B. F., B. DEMIRKAYA, L. A. SCHWINDT-BAYER and C. MILLIAN. 2018. The role of rules in representation:

group membership and electoral incentives. British Journal of Political Science 48 (1): 47–67.

COBB, M. D. and J. A. JENKINS. 2001. Race and the representation of Blacks’ interests during reconstruc-

tion. Political Research Quarterly 54 (1): 181–204.

CROATIAN PARLIAMENT. 2013. The report of the Committee on Human Rights and National Minorities of

the draft law on amendments to the Law on the Use of Language and Script of National Min-

orities in Croatia, with the final proposal of the cct, emergency procedure, first and second

reading, no. 858. Available at http://www.sabor.hr/izvjesce-odbora-za-ljudska-prava-i-prava-

nacio0049, accessed 13 April 2016.

CROATIAN PARLIAMENT. 2015. The report of the Committee on Human Rights and National Minorities of

the draft state budget of the Republic of Croatian for 2015 and projections for 2016 and 2017.

Available at http://www.sabor.hr/izvjesce-odbora-za-ljudska-prava-i-prava-nacio0027,

accessed 13 April 2016.

DONOVAN, B. 2012. Intersectionality and the substantive representation of migrant interests in

Germany. German Politics & Society 30 (4): 23–44.

DINGLER, S.C., C. KROEBER and J. FORTIN-RITTBERGER. 2018. Do parliaments underrepresent women’s policy

preferences? Exploring gender equality in policy congruence in 21 European democracies.

Journal of European Public Policy. doi:10.1080/13501763.2017.1423104

EPSTEIN, D. and S. O’HALLORAN. 1999. A social science approach to race, redistricting, and represen-

tation. American Political Science Review 93 (1): 187–91.

EPSTEIN, D., M. C. HERRON, S. O’HALLORAN and D. PARK. 2007. Estimating the effect of redistricting on min-

ority substantive representation. Journal of Law, Economics, and Organization 23 (2): 499–518.

EULAU, H. and P. D. KARPS. 1977. The puzzle of representation: Specifying components of responsive-

ness. Legislative Studies Quarterly 2 (3): 233–54.

FRAGA, L. R., L. LOPEZ, V. MARTINEZ-EBERS and R. RAMIREZ. 2007. Gender and ethnicity: patterns of electoral

success and legislative advocacy among Latina and Latino state officials in four states. Journal

of Women, Politics & Policy 28 (3–4): 121–45.

FRANCESCHET, S. and J. M. PISCOPO. 2008. Gender quotas and women’s substantive representation:

lessons from Argentina. Politics & Gender 4 (3): 393–425.

FREDERICK, B. 2009. Are female House members still more liberal in a polarized era? The conditional

nature of the relationship between descriptive and substantive representation. Congress &

the Presidency 36 (2): 181–202.

GIDENGIL, E., A. BLAIS and R. NADEAU. 2003. Women to the left? Gender differences in political beliefs and

policy preferences. In Women and Electoral Politics in Canada, edited by M. Tremblay and L.

Trimble. Don Mills: Oxford University Press, 140–59.

GIGER, N., J. ROSSET and J. BERNAUER. 2012. The poor political representation of the poor in a comparative

perspective. Representation 48 (1): 47–61.

GOLDER, M. and J. STRAMSKI. 2010. Ideological congruence and electoral institutions. American Journal

of Political Science 54 (1): 90–106.

GREY, S. 2002. Does size matter? Critical mass and New Zealand’s womenMPs. Parliamentary Affairs 55

(1): 19–29.

256 CORINNA KROEBER

http://pathways.eu/?page_id=3659
http://pathways.eu/?page_id=3659
http://www.sabor.hr/izvjesce-odbora-za-ljudska-prava-i-prava-nacio0049
http://www.sabor.hr/izvjesce-odbora-za-ljudska-prava-i-prava-nacio0049
http://www.sabor.hr/izvjesce-odbora-za-ljudska-prava-i-prava-nacio0027
https://doi.org/10.1080/13501763.2017.1423104


GRIFFIN, J. D. and B. NEWMAN. 2007. The unequal representation of Latinos and Whites. Journal of Politics

69 (4): 1032–46.

GRIFFIN, J. D., B. NEWMAN and C. WOLBRECHT. 2012. A gender gap in policy representation in the US Con-

gress? Legislative Studies Quarterly 37 (1): 35–66.

GROSE, C. R. 2005. Disentangling constituency and legislator effects in legislative representation: Black

legislators or Black districts? Social Science Quarterly 86 (2): 427–43.

HÄNNI, M. 2017. Presence, representation, and impact: how minority MPs affect policy outcomes. Leg-

islative Studies Quarterly 42 (1): 97–130.

HAYNIE, K. L. 2001. African American Legislators in the American States. New York: Columbia University

Press.

HEATH, R. M., L. A. SCHWINDT-BAYER and M. M. TAYLOR-ROBINSON. 2005. Women on the sidelines: women’s

representation on committees in Latin American legislatures. American Journal of Political

Science 49 (2): 420–36.

HIRSCHMANN, D. 2014. ‘Rendering’ ethnicity in the Mauritius national assembly: continuities and codes.

Parliamentary Affairs 68 (4): 647–64.

HODŽIĆ, E. and B. MRAOVIĆ. 2015. Political representation of minorities in Bosnia and Herzegovina: how

reserved seats affect minority representatives’ influence on decision-making and perceived

substantive representation. Ethnopolitics 14 (4): 418–34.

HOGAN, R. E. 2008. Sex and the Statehouse: the effects of gender on legislative roll-call voting. Social

Science Quarterly 89 (4): 955–68.

HTUN, M., M. LACALLE and J. P. MICOZZI. 2013. Does women’s presence change legislative behavior? Evi-

dence from Argentina, 1983–2007. Journal of Politics in Latin America 5 (1): 95–125.

HUDDLESTON, T., O. BILGILI, A.-L. JOKI and Z. VANKOVA. 2015. Migrant Integration Policy Index. Available at

www.mipex.eu, accessed 5 May 2017.

KROEBER, C. 2017. Growing numbers, growing influence? A comparative study of policy congruence

between parliaments and citizens of immigrant origin. European Journal of Political Research.

doi:10.1111/1475-6765.12257

LONČAR, J. 2016. Electoral accountability and substantive representation of national minorities: the

case of Serbia. East European Politics & Societies 30 (4): 703–24.

LONGLEY, L. D. and R. H. DAVIDSON. 1998. Parliamentary committees: Changing perspectives on changing

institutions. Journal of Legislative Studies 4 (1): 1–20.

LOVENDUSKI, J. and P. NORRIS. 2003. Westminster women: the politics of presence. Political Studies 51 (1):

84–102.

LUBLIN, D. 1997. The Paradox of Representation: Racial Gerrymandering and Minority Interests in Con-

gress. Princeton: Princeton University Press.

MACDONALD, J. A. and E. E. O’BRIEN. 2011. Quasi-experimental design, constituency, and advancing

women’s interests: reexamining the influence of gender on substantive representation. Politi-

cal Research Quarterly 64 (2): 472–86.

MANSBRIDGE, J. 1999. Should Blacks represent Blacks and women represent women? A contingent

’yes’. Journal of Politics 61 (3): 628–57.

MANSBRIDGE, J. 2003. Rethinking representation. American Political Science Review 97 (4): 515–28.

MINOIRITY RIGHTS GROUP INTERNATIONAL. 2013. World directory of minorities and indigenous people.

Available at http://www.minorityrights.org/directory, accessed 2 December 2014.

MODOOD, T. 2000. Anti-essentialism, multiculturalism, and the ‘recognition’ of religious groups. In Citi-

zenship in diverse societies, edited by W. Kymlicka and W. Norman. New York: Oxford University

Press, 175–98.

SUBSTANTIVE REPRESENTATION OF TRADITIONALLY EXCLUDED GROUPS 257

http://www.mipex.eu
https://doi.org/10.1111/1475-6765.12257
http://www.minorityrights.org/directory


NEW ZEALAND PARLIAMENT. 2012. Ngati Porou claims settlement bill. Available at http://www.

parliament.nz/en-nz/pb/legislation/bills/00DBHOH_BILL10537_1/ngati-porou-claims-

settlement-bill, accessed 13 April 2016.

NEW ZEALAND PARLIAMENT. 2013. 2012/13 Financial review of Te Reo Whakapuaki Irirangi (Māori Broad-
casting Funding Agency). Available at http://www.parliament.nz/en-nz/pb/sc/business-

summary/00DBSCH_FIN_12756_1/201213-financial-review-of-te-reo-whakapuaki-irirangi,

accessed 13 April 2016.

NORRIS, P. 2004. Electoral engineering: Voting rules and political behavior. Cambridge: Cambridge Uni-

versity Press.

OWENS, C. T. 2005. Black substantive representation in state legislatures from 1971–1994. Social

Science Quarterly 86 (4): 779–91.

PHILLIPS, A. 1995. The politics of presence. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

PLOTKE, D. 1997. Representation is democracy. Constellations 4 (1): 19–34.

POWELL, G. B. and G. S. VANBERG. 2000. Election laws, disproportionality and median correspondence:

Implications for two visions of democracy. British Journal of Political Science 30 (3): 383–411.

PREUHS, R. R. 2005. Descriptive representation, legislative leadership, and direct democracy: Latino

influence on English only laws in the states, 1984–2002. State Politics & Policy Quarterly 5

(3): 203–24.

PREUHS, R. R. 2007. Descriptive representation as a mechanism to mitigate policy backlash. Latino

incorporation and welfare policy in the American states. Political Research Quarterly 60 (2):

277–92.

REINGOLD, B. and A. R. SMITH. 2012. Welfare policymaking and intersections of race, ethnicity, and

gender in US state legislatures. American Journal of Political Science 56 (1): 131–47.

RUEDIN, D. 2013. Ethnic groups in national legislatures. Available at http://hdl.handle.net/1902.1/

17476, accessed 15 June 2015.

SAALFELD, T. and D. BISCHOF. 2013. Minority-ethnic MPs and the substantive representation of minority

interests in the House of Commons, 2005–2011. Parliamentary Affairs 66 (2): 305–28.

SAALFELD, T. and K. KYRIAKOPOULOU. 2011. Presence and behaviour: Black and minority ethnic MPs in

the British House of Commons. In The Political Representation of Immigrants and Minorities.

Voters, Parties and Parliaments in Liberal Democracies, edited by K. Bird, T. Saalfeld and A. M.

Wüst. Milton Park: Routledge, 230–49.

SAWARD, M. 2006. The representative claim. Contemporary Political Theory 5 (3): 297–318.

SCHWINDT-BAYER, L. A. 2006. Still supermadres? Gender and the policy priorities of Latin American legis-

lators. American Journal of Political Science 50 (3): 570–85.

SMITH, A. R. 2014. Cities where women rule: Female political incorporation and the allocation of com-

munity development block grant funding. Politics & Gender 10 (3): 313–40.

STECKER, C. & M. TAUSENDPFUND. 2016. Multidimensional government-citizen congruence and satisfac-

tion with democracy. European Journal of Political Research 55 (3): 492–511.

STRØM, K. 1997. Rules, reasons and routines: Legislative roles in parliamentary democracies. Journal of

Legislative Studies 3 (1): 155–74.

SWERS, M. L. 1998. Are women more likely to vote for women’s issue bills than their male colleagues?

Legislative Studies Quarterly 23 (3): 435–48.

SWERS, M. L. 2014. Representing women’s interests in a polarized Congress. In Women and Elective

Office: Past, Present, and Future, edited by S. Thomas and C. Wilcox. Oxford: Oxford University

Press, 162–80.

TEUNE, H. and A. PRZEWORSKI. 1970. The Logic of Comparative Social Inquiry. New York: Wiley-

Interscience.

258 CORINNA KROEBER

http://www.parliament.nz/en-nz/pb/legislation/bills/00DBHOH_BILL10537_1/ngati-porou-claims-settlement-bill
http://www.parliament.nz/en-nz/pb/legislation/bills/00DBHOH_BILL10537_1/ngati-porou-claims-settlement-bill
http://www.parliament.nz/en-nz/pb/legislation/bills/00DBHOH_BILL10537_1/ngati-porou-claims-settlement-bill
http://www.parliament.nz/en-nz/pb/sc/business-summary/00DBSCH_FIN_12756_1/201213-financial-review-of-te-reo-whakapuaki-irirangi
http://www.parliament.nz/en-nz/pb/sc/business-summary/00DBSCH_FIN_12756_1/201213-financial-review-of-te-reo-whakapuaki-irirangi
http://hdl.handle.net/1902.1/17476
http://hdl.handle.net/1902.1/17476


UNITED NATIONS DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMME. 2018. Gender inequality index (GII). Available at http://hdr.

undp.org/en/content/gender-inequality-index-gii, accessed 10 May 2018.

VOWLER, J., G. COTTERELL, R. MILLER and J. CURTIN. 2011. New Zealand Election Study. Available at http://

www.nzes.org/exec/show/2011, accessed 3 May 2017.

WALLACE, S. J. 2014. Representing Latinos: examining descriptive and substantive representation in

Congress. Political Research Quarterly 67 (4): 917–29.

WÜST, A. M. 2011. Migrants as parliamentary actors in Germany. In The Political Representation of Immi-

grants and Minorities. Voters, Parties and Parliaments in Liberal Democracies, edited by K. Bird, T.

Saalfeld and A. M. Wüst. Milton Park: Routledge, 250–65.

WÜST, A. M. 2014. A lasting impact? On the legislative activities of immigrant-origin parliamentarians

in Germany. Journal of Legislative Studies 20 (4): 495–515.

YODER, J. D. 1991. Rethinking tokenism: Looking beyond numbers. Gender and Society 5 (2): 178–92.

YOUNG, I. M. 2000. Inclusion and democracy. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Corinna Kroeber is a postdoctoral researcher at Leuphana University since February 2018. Her

main research interests include the representation of women and ethnic minorities, as

well as electoral system effects. After completing her Master degree in Political

Science at the University of Bremen in 2014, she received her PhD from the University

of Salzburg in October 2017. Her dissertation project approached the relationship

between different electoral rules and the substantive representation of ethnic minorities.

E-mail: Corinna.Kroeber@leuphana.de

SUBSTANTIVE REPRESENTATION OF TRADITIONALLY EXCLUDED GROUPS 259

http://hdr.undp.org/en/content/gender-inequality-index-gii
http://hdr.undp.org/en/content/gender-inequality-index-gii
http://www.nzes.org/exec/show/2011
http://www.nzes.org/exec/show/2011

	Abstract
	Introduction
	Existing Measures for Substantive Representation of Traditionally Excluded Groups
	The Level of Analysis: Individual Representatives or Whole Parliaments
	Means to Identify Group Interests: Assumed or Observed Group Interests

	Three Comparative Measures for Ethnic Minorities’ Substantive Representation
	Substantive Representation as the Introduction of New Minority Rights
	Substantive Representation as Policy Congruence
	Substantive Representation as Membership in Minority Committees

	Conclusion
	ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS
	DISCLOSURE STATEMENT
	SUPPLEMENTAL DATA AND RESEARCH MATERIALS
	Notes
	REFERENCES


<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles false
  /AutoRotatePages /PageByPage
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile ()
  /CalRGBProfile (Adobe RGB \0501998\051)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.3
  /CompressObjects /Off
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.1000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /sRGB
  /DoThumbnails true
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 524288
  /LockDistillerParams true
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments false
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo false
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings false
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Remove
  /UCRandBGInfo /Remove
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 150
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages false
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.90
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 150
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages false
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.90
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Average
  /MonoImageResolution 300
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects true
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /Description <<
    /ENU ()
  >>
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [600 600]
  /PageSize [595.245 841.846]
>> setpagedevice


