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Concepts
Race: A group of common origin with common genetic
characteristics.
Racialism: Belief that race is important in determining human
behaviour.
Racism: Self-identification with race and hostility to other races.

Ethnicity: Common consciousness of shared origins and traditions.

▶ Cultural and not biological
▶ From ethos meaning tribe or nation
▶ Ethnic identity is often linked to national, linguistic and

religious identity though not in any consistent manner.

Tend to be concerned with ethnicity rather than race, since

▶ Most social science hypotheses are not racial even if we do use
the term race casually to distinguish between people on the
basis of colour.

▶ Whilst measurement of ethnicity is on the basis of
self-identification, measurement of race is clearly problematic.



Social Identity Theory
Very roughly . . .

▶ People form groups (note Fukuyama on chimps)
▶ Groups have boundaries (in-groups and out-groups)
▶ People form psychological attachments to groups they are

members of
▶ The strength and importance of those attachments can vary

for many different reasons
▶ Typically people emphasise identities they like
▶ Strength of identity with a group can be affected by external

influences and sometimes manipulated

▶ (Strength of) identity affects behaviour and attitudes
▶ Typically people trust in-groups more than out-groups and

conform to in-group norms (see Habyarimana et al APSR 2007)
▶ This can make co-operation between groups difficult

▶ These processes play themselves out in many different ways
with respect to class, gender, nation, religion, party, ethnicity
etc.



Measurement
1991 UK Census measure was . . .

▶ White
▶ Black

▶ Caribbean
▶ African
▶ Other

▶ Indian
▶ Pakistani
▶ Bangladeshi
▶ Chinese
▶ Other Asian
▶ Other-Other

Problems with this include . . .

▶ White is not an ethnic group; need to distinguish between Irish
and British

▶ Major divisions within Indian e.g. Tamils, East Africans, Sikhs
▶ Self-identification of second generation people of Caribbean

origin frequenty Black-British, not Black-Carribean



2011 and 2021 Census question

Census Transformation Programme | Topic Report | Ethnicity and national identity
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1991 Census:

2001 Census: 2011 Census:

Figure	1		 Census	questions	on	Ethnicity	and	National	Identity



Consultation for the 2021 Census

“From across the consultation responses specific requests for
additional options within the ethnicity question included;
Anglo-Irish, Cornish, Cypriot, Eastern European, English, Gypsy,
Irish Traveller, Jewish, Kashmiri, Latin American, Orthodox
Jewish, Roma, Sikh, Somali, Turkish, Western European, White
Cornish, White European and Yemeni. Some respondents also
advocated allowing respondents to tick multiple categories and
removal of the use of colour terminology.”

https://www.ons.gov.uk/census/

censustransformationprogramme/consultations/

the2021censusinitialviewoncontentforenglandandwales

https://www.ons.gov.uk/census/censustransformationprogramme/consultations/the2021censusinitialviewoncontentforenglandandwales
https://www.ons.gov.uk/census/censustransformationprogramme/consultations/the2021censusinitialviewoncontentforenglandandwales
https://www.ons.gov.uk/census/censustransformationprogramme/consultations/the2021censusinitialviewoncontentforenglandandwales


 

 

Ethnic diversity in politics and public life 

9 Commons Library Research Briefing, 20 October 2025 

is less reliable because it is based on a survey sample. However, it provides 
an indication of the UK-wide pattern. 

According to APS data, approximately 16% of the UK population identified 
with an ethnic group other than White in the 2024/25 financial year. This 
remains largely unchanged to previous years. 

 

 
Source:  Nomis, Annual Population Survey, April 2024 - March 2025 [data collection].  

The Annual Population Survey is based on a weighted sample of UK households and these figures should 
be treated as approximate estimates only. 

"Black/Black British" includes people from Black, African, and Caribbean backgrounds. 

"White" includes people identifying as Irish Travellers except in Northern Ireland, where this group is 
counted under "Other ethnic groups". 

Population by ethnic group, UK
2024/25

Ethnic group UK %
White 84%
All other ethnic groups 16%

  Asian/ Asian British 8%
  Black/ Black British 4%
  Mixed/ Multiple ethnic groups 2%
  Other ethnic groups 2%

Source: House of Commons Library Research Briefing on Ethnic diversity in

politics and public life 2025

https://commonslibrary.parliament.uk/research-briefings/sn01156/
https://commonslibrary.parliament.uk/research-briefings/sn01156/
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Diverse outcomes: living standards by ethnicity 
  

Reflecting some of the limitations of the data and the need to avoid small sample sizes, in the 
following household income analysis we merge or exclude categories to give seven large groups.[5]

Household income trends

Figure 2 gives a similar picture to Figure 1 in terms of the recent di!erences between these groups 
(now simplified), but also shows how these have changed over time.[6]

Even looking only at larger populations, and then also averaging incomes over two years at a time, 
the data can be noisy and so small fluctuations should not be overinterpreted. Nonetheless, it is 
clear that large income gaps have proven persistent.

[5]  Specifically, from the 18 categories in Figure 1, we exclude the various “any other” and “mixed” categories and the Chinese 

and Arab groups as these are not available for the full time series and/or have small sample sizes. Due to questionnaire changes, we 

are only able to break down the White population into ‘British’ and ‘other’ and even this is not possible prior to 2001-02. It should be 

noted that in 2011-12 the category changed from ‘White - British’ to ‘White - English/Welsh/Scottish/Northern Irish/British’.

[6]  Unlike in Figure 1, in these time series we exclude Northern Ireland due to a lack of data prior to 2002-03.

Figure 2: Differences in typical household incomes by ethnicity are longstanding but not immutable

Median equivalised disposable income before housing costs (2016-17 prices), two year average

Notes: GB only. Prior to 2001-02, all ‘White’ groups are included in the ‘White British’ grouping, and questionnaire changes in 2010-11 and 2011-12 may have produced small recategorisa-
tions between the ‘White British’ and ‘White other’ groups. 

Source: RF analysis of DWP, Households Below Average Income
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https://www.resolutionfoundation.org/app/uploads/2017/08/Diverse-outcomes.pdf


US racial wage gaps cannot be explained by gender,
education, or full-part-time work

There is also research from other developed societies showing that
ethnic minorities face an ‘ethnic penalty’ in the labour market, both
in the chances of getting a job and in wages (e.g. Heath et al.) . . .



Discrimination against ethnic minority job applicants in
Britain has not improved much

Call back ratios from field experiments
Source: Heath et al. Social Progress in Britain



Unemployment typically higher among immigrants

Source: Dancygier and Laitin, AnRevPolSci, 2014



Ethnic Agendas in Britain: Heath et al 2013
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groups, but in every case the overwhelming majority of all groups support
improved opportunities. Here, moreover, it is clear that minorities are on the
opposite side of the argument from the majority group

In a sense, ‘making every effort to improve opportunities for black and Asian
people’ is a relatively easy statement to agree with if you are black or Asian
yourself, so we asked a more difficult question on affirmative action policies:

And how much do you agree or disagree with this statement:
Black and Asian people in Britain who apply for jobs should be given priority, to try to

make up for past discrimination against them.

Affirmative action of the sort implied in this question is a fairly extreme policy
which has never been strongly advocated in Britain, and might even be
against EU law. Something approaching affirmative action was actually
included in the Equality Act 2010 for women, although surprisingly not for
ethnic minorities. That is, the Act allowed firms to appoint women in prefer-
ence to men if they were in other respects equally suited for the job. In
practice, ethnic minority groups have tended to ask for more modest inter-
ventions in order to promote equal opportunities, and so we do not expect to
find great support for this policy even among minorities. The second column
of Table 4.3 shows that this is indeed the case: only 28 per cent of our ethnic
minority sample supported affirmative action. But even this figure contrasts
very sharply with the white British figure, which was only 1 per cent. More-
over, there is no significant variation between the ethnic minority groups in
their support for affirmative action.

Overall, then, while there is only modest support on the part of minorities
for measures as strong as affirmative action, our evidence does show that

Table 4.3. Attitudes to minority opportunities and affirmative action by ethnic group
Percentage favouring the ‘progressive’ side of the debate (cell percentages)

Ethnic background Improve opportunities
for minorities

Give priority to minorities N

White British 20 1 2761
Indian 65 26 586
Pakistani 71 28 665
Bangladeshi 70 37 271
Black Caribbean 74 20 603
Black African 75 36 530
Mixed white/black 62 25 80
All ethnic minorities 70 28 2775
Majority/minority difference !51 !27

Notes: For the scale item on improving opportunities, the percentage gives those who place themselves to the left of the
mid-point. For the item on giving priority, it is the percentage who agree or agree strongly with the statement. Figures in
bold are ones where there is a significant difference from thewhite British percentage. Chi2 for improving opportunities =
1543.2, for giving priority = 1010.9, 6 df, p < 0.001 for both analyses.
Sources: BES 2010, EMBES 2010, weighted data
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▶ Discrimination provides a basis for politicisation of ethnicity in
Britain and elsewhere
▶ Labour passed all minority protection legislation in Britain

▶ Also distinct ethnic agenda on foreign policy, anti-terror, and
ethno-religious cultural protection



Ethnic Agendas and Intersectionality in the US

Source: Yildirim (BJPS, 2021)

https://www.cambridge.org/core/journals/british-journal-of-political-science/article/rethinking-womens-interests-an-inductive-and-intersectional-approach-to-defining-womens-policy-priorities/F6530BCC2DB64328CB274794E2981F42


Ethnic Agendas depend on priming: McCauley, APSR 2014
▶ Ethnic, religious, national and linguistic divisions often all seen

as ethnic identities, but they can be associated with different
policy preferences

▶ In Ghana and Cote d’Ivoire ethnic priming leads to preferences
for local goods, while religious (Muslim vs Christian) priming
leads to preferences for high moral standards

▶ McCauley supposes this is because ethnic groups are more
geographically bounded in these countries

▶ Beiser-McGrath et al (BJPS, 2021) show that geographical
boundedness does matter:
▶ “government co-ethnics are in the majority, public goods

benefit all locals regardless of their ethnic identity. Outside of
these strongholds, incumbents pursue discriminatory strategies
and only their co-ethnics gain from favoritism. . . . implications
in the local incidence of infant mortality.”

▶ based on data from 22 sub-Saharan African countries from
1960-2013.

https://www.cambridge.org/core/journals/british-journal-of-political-science/article/who-benefits-how-local-ethnic-demography-shapes-political-favoritism-in-africa/B9AA926C784F4E252C6C1D4AA59AC0BE


Ethnic Agendas depend on priming: McCauley, APSR 2014



Coexistence of Ethnic Groups
Segregation

▶ Groups live apart, either by minority choice or majority
imposition.

Assimilation

▶ Disappearance of cultural and other distinctions and
restrictions of movement and marriage between ethnic groups

▶ Segregated Assimilation: Minorities may be assimilated, but
not equally into all sections of society (Portes, Economic
Sociology of Immigration, 1995)

e.g. to middle-class or to under-class

Integration

▶ Occurs when all barriers to full participation in a society have
been dismantled (Kymlicka 1995)

▶ Integration may happen faster in certain spheres
(public/private)

▶ Multiculturalism: diversity of groups which are expected to
remain culturally distinct and differences may even be
supported by the state.

Multiculturalism, assimilation and segregation have all been held as
normative ideals.



Political Integration of EM in Britain: Heath et al 2013
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homeland politics to decline as later generations acquire British citizenship
and adopt a British (or dual) identity. Conversely, interest in and knowledge of
British politics may be expected to increase. However, this may move at
different rates for different groups. Even though our evidence so far suggests
that informal ethnic social capital has no effect on commitment to democratic
norms, it is still possible that rates of generational change will be slower in
more cohesive communities with higher levels of bonding social capital. Do
low levels of political interest persist among the communities of Bangladeshi
or Pakistani background, for example?

We begin by looking at changing patterns across generations for all minor-
ities combined, using the distinction between first, one point five and second
generations described in Chapter 2. This provides us with the headline results,
which are shown in Table 3.3. We also look at the patterns among a sample of
‘quasi-parents’ (as we did in Chapter 2), so that we can explore change
between parental and filial generations. And, given the youthful profile of
our second generation minorities, we also make some comparisons with
younger members of the majority group.

The most striking results in Table 3.3 are the declining levels of interest in
homeland politics and in duty to vote, where the first-generation figures were
higher than the white British ones. This contrasts with the increasing level of
political knowledge, where the first-generation figures had been lower than

Table 3.3. Generational differences in political orientations and knowledge
Cell percentages

Ethnic minorities White British

1st
generation

Quasi-
parents

1.5
generation

2nd +
generation

All Age 18–45

Agree every citizen’s duty
to vote

92 90 88 81 78 66

Disagree family/friends
think voting waste of
time

78 75 70 68 70 67

Interested in homeland
politics

35 24 19 10 – –

Interested in British politics 38 36 41 37 41 33
Knowledge of British

politics (mean scores)
2.5 2.5 2.7 2.7 2.9 3.0

N 1313 332 449 997 2761 1021

Notes: The percentages are for ‘agree’ or ‘strongly agree’ about duty to vote, ‘disagree’ or ‘disagree strongly’ for norms of
voting, ‘a great deal’ or ‘quite a lot’ of interest in homeland and British politics. Quasi-parents defined as respondents
born abroad who were aged fifty-five or over in 2010 and had been resident in Britain for twenty-five years or more. For
columns 1 to 3, figures in bold are significantly higher than the overall ethnic minority expectation. Chi2 (duty) = 67.4,
p < 0.001; (family/friends) = 48.2, p < 0.001; (interest in homeland) = 146.3, p < 0.001; (interest in British politics) = 5.9,
p > 0.05 (all with 2 df).
Sources: BES 2010, EMBES 2010, weighted data
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▶ Democratic norms stronger among 1st generation

▶ Knowledge stronger among 2+ generation



European Immigration (Crouch, 1999) I

Few European countries had any sizeable immigrant minority in
1950s.

In 1950s and 1960s migrants were temporary single men and with
(near) full employment in the host country, the arrangement was
clearly mutually beneficial.

By 1970s, high unemployment and increasing presence of migrant
families led to demand for greater restrictions on immigration.



European Immigration (Crouch, 1999) II

Three kinds of immigration

1. European periphery to core, e.g. Irish to UK, Italians and
Spanish to Germany, Portuguese to France

2. Colonial: e.g. from Caribbean and S Asia to UK, N Africa and
Indochina to France, SE Asia and Caribbean to NL

3. (Other) Labour migration e.g. from Turkey to Germany and
Austria

Different policy issues depending on varying conception of
citizenship.d

▶ Britain: inclusive imperial concept

▶ USA: by birth in USA (jus solis)

▶ Germany: by parentage (jus sanguinis)

Those traditions are changing (e.g.France in 1993 shifted focus
from soli to sanguinis with elements of both) with the evolving
politics of citizenship law Goodman, AnRevPolSci, 2023.

https://www.annualreviews.org/doi/10.1146/annurev-polisci-051921-102729


Source: Goodman, AnRevPolSci, 2023.

https://www.annualreviews.org/doi/10.1146/annurev-polisci-051921-102729


Ethnicity and Protest Participation in US
▶ Despite recent waves of Black Lives Matter and related protest,

historically and on average ethnic minorities have been less likely to
participate in protest politics in US and elsewhere.

▶ This is partly due to these groups having less of the resources etc.
that facilitate participation generally.

▶ As well as grievances relating to discrimination and police, important
historical and contemporary contests over citizenship and voting
rights
▶ For Blacks most notably the Civil Rights movement, Voting Rights Act

(1965), and recent regulatory changes after Shelby County v Holder
(2013).

▶ For Latinos, contest primarily over citizenship, especially with Trump
proposal to end birthright citizenship

▶ Santoro et al. (2012) argue that Mexican Americans are most likely
to protest when they have some but not too many social ties with
whites.
▶ In part because cross-cutting ties increase ethnic identity and political

interest
▶ Too much bridging social capital can be a bad thing for minority

participation



Xenophobia effects on participation (Perez, AJPS, 2014)

▶ Xenophobic rhetoric against Latinos raises the salience of
ethnic identity

▶ Identity threat leads high-identifying group members to trust
government less and engage in political efforts that assert
their group’s positive value

▶ Survey experiment: xenophobic treatment includes the bit in
italics
▶ Before moving on to the next set of questions, I want you to

read a comment made recently by a politician in our nation’s
capital. A prominent member of Congress made the following
statement to reporters the other day: “The issue of illegal
immigration needs to be addressed by this Congress. Illegal
immigrants are taking away American jobs, threatening
American culture, and endangering America’s national security.
We need to secure our borders immediately.”



Perez (AJPS, 2014) continued



Ethnicity and Turnout in the US

▶ Ethnic minorities (especially Latinos) have a lower turnout
than Whites on average, but there are exceptions.
▶ African-American turnout was about the same as for whites

when Obama was a candidate

▶ Verba et al. (1993) argue that the differences in turnout can
be explained by differences in education, class and religious
activity.

▶ Many of the same factors related to high turnout for whites
(e.g. socioeconomic status, political interest, efficacy, social
connectedness) also apply to ethnic minorities



Source: Pew 2020

https://www.pewresearch.org/2020/09/23/the-changing-racial-and-ethnic-composition-of-the-u-s-electorate/


Source: US Current Population Survey, 2020

https://www.census.gov/library/stories/2021/04/record-high-turnout-in-2020-general-election.html


Ethnicity and Political Participation in Britain
Political participation levels of minorities slightly lower than those
of Whites but the turnout gap largely explained by registration
rates (partly due to citizenship and temporary status).

Although turnout overall is lower in constituencies with more ethnic
minorities, ethnic minority turnout is greater in such places (Cutts
et al. 2006).



Ethnicity and Vote Choice: Britain
▶ Minorities consistently around 80% Labour from 1974 to 2001,

and little fluctuation with the overall popularity of Labour.
▶ However, the Labour vote among ethnic minority vote

dropped, especially among Pakistanis; probably due to the
Afghanistan and Iraq wars.

More recent surveys less good, but minorities particularly unlikely
to vote UKIP in 2015 and still overwhelmingly Labour.



Key findings from Heath et al. (JEPOP 2011)
▶ Ethnic differences in turnout are much larger than those of

class, housing tenure or religion.
▶ Age, educational qualifications, social class and organisational

involvement are not the strong predictors of turnout among
minorities that they are among the majority.

▶ Membership of the petty bourgeoisie is not associated with
support for the Conservatives among minorities in the same
way that it is among the majority, nor is council housing
generally associated with stronger Labour support among
minorities.

▶ There was no evidence of a distinctive general Muslim effect
either on turnout or on vote choice.

▶ But generational differences are important among minorities
for both outcomes, with first generation immigrants being less
likely to vote but more Labour if they do than 2nd or 3rd
generation immigrants.



Ethnic-group contextual effects: Heath et al 2013
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involvement within black Caribbean and black African groups, and indeed we
found that pro-Labour sentiments were particularly prevalent among both
black Caribbean and black African members of Pentecostal churches. It is
arguable whether religious divisions are the major dividing lines within the
white majority group, and we also experimented with alternatives such as the
national identities of Scottish,Welsh, and English, andwith class identities. In
practice, we found low levels of consensus within the whitemajority whatever
subdivisions we used, and for consistency we therefore adopted religious
affiliation as the basis for creating subdivisions.27

We must emphasize that not all of the ethno-religious groups that we distin-
guish in this way are equally solidaristic. Some, such as thewhite groups, groups
of mixed heritage, or the non-religious may indeed have rather low levels of
within-group solidarity. But this is a key part of the explanatory mechanism
rather than a weakness of the classification. We are unable to explore issues of
group solidarity when comparing minorities with the majority group, since the
main BES did not include the relevant measures of group solidarity. But we will
pursue this in detail in the final part of the chapter, analysing variations
between ethnic minorities (and dropping the white groups).

Figure 6.1 shows quite a strong relationship between the degree of consen-
sus on Labour positions within an ethno-religious group and the level of
Labour partisanship in that group. Broadly speaking, the black groups are
towards the top right area of the figure and the white groups towards the
bottom left area, with the South Asian groups neatly in between. This clearly
suggests that the approach has some potential.
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Figure 6.1. Ethno-religious group consensus on Labour policies and Labour partisanship

Sources: BES 2010, EMBES 2010
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▶ Ethnic differences in Labour partisanship are explicable by the
extent of pro-Labour attitudes in the group
▶ A group contextual effect that goes beyond individual-level

attitudes
▶ Also group level fraternal relative deprivation matters



Ego- and Socio-tropic perceptions of discrimination:
Sanders et al (PolStud 2013)

▶ Voting calculus of ethnic minorities similar to that of white
British after controlling for Labour partisanship, thereafter . . .

▶ Personal experience of discrimination has a negative effect on
Labour voting

▶ but those who have high levels of British cultural practices
and also perceive other members of their group being
discriminated against are more likely to vote Labour

▶ Note that at the 2010 election was that Labour had been in
power for 13 years

▶ Goerres et al (BJPS, 2022) find that the voter calculus of
ethnic minorities in Germany is similar to that for the majority,
with no evidence for specifically ethnic factors at play.

https://www.cambridge.org/core/journals/british-journal-of-political-science/article/new-electorate-explaining-the-party-preferences-of-immigrantorigin-voters-at-the-2017-bundestag-election/AB3C85E5AE1BE99CE72D834876244D36


Ethnicity and 2024 British General Election (Martin, ParlyAff, 2025)

Ethnic m
inority voters 

 
243

Table 13.3. Average change in vote share in constituencies according to ethnic diversity

Change 
2019–24

All seats
Top 25% 
diversity

Black >=15% Indian >=15%
Pakistani 
>=15%

Bangladeshi 
>=15%

Muslim >=15%
Hindu 
>=15%

Turnout −7.7 −9.3 −10.7 −9.5 −10.6 −12.6 −9.9 −7.4

Conservatives −20.6 −14.3 −9.0 −11.5 −15.2 −8.8 −12.7 −5.1

Labour +1.9 −7.6 −11.3 −16.0 −23.1 −26.0 −16.9 −10.9

Liberal 
Democrats

+0.4 −1.8 −2.2 −1.6 +0.5 −2.0 −0.9 −1.4

Green +4.2 +7.0 +10.5 +4.4 +5.8 +9.3 +6.8 +3.7

Reform UK +12.6 +8.3 +5.1 +6.9 +9.2 +4.4 +7.6 +5.0

All others +2.6 +8.3 +6.9 +17.7 +22.8 +23.1 +16.1 +8.7

N 632 158 28 20 20 5 64 5

Downloaded from https://academic.oup.com/pa/article/78/Supplement_1/236/8306918 by The Librarian. user on 06 November 2025

https://academic.oup.com/pa/article/78/Supplement_1/236/8306918


Ethnicity and vote choice: US (Manza and Brooks, 1999)
Before 1930 those Blacks with a vote were almost all Republican
(the party of Lincoln).
Realignment of Blacks to FDR’s Democrats in 1930s with the New
Deal.
Further reinforcement in 1964 with the Civil Rights act and a racist
Republican candidate (Goldwater).

▶ Since then Black voters have been around 80% Democrat with
a small exception of McGovern.

While race is clearly the major cleavage in the US,

▶ Blacks are only 13% of the population and have a much lower
turnout than Whites.

▶ Blacks are concentrated in safe Democratic congressional
districts, especially since the practice of creating
minority-majority districts, thereby limiting their political
influence.

▶ Hispanic population about two-thirds Democrat, but exit poll
figures disputed



Source: Pew 2020

https://www.pewresearch.org/2020/09/23/the-changing-racial-and-ethnic-composition-of-the-u-s-electorate/


US 2008 Exit Poll

Source: NY Times

http://elections.nytimes.com/2008/results/president/exit-polls.html


US 2014 Exit Poll

Source: NY Times



US 2016 Exit Poll I



US 2016 Exit Poll II

Source: NY Times



US 2020 Exit Poll

Source: New York Times

https://www.nytimes.com/interactive/2020/11/03/us/elections/exit-polls-president.html


Source: New York Times

https://www.nytimes.com/interactive/2020/11/03/us/elections/exit-polls-president.html


Source: New York Times

https://www.nytimes.com/interactive/2020/11/03/us/elections/exit-polls-president.html


Source: New York Times

https://www.nytimes.com/interactive/2020/11/03/us/elections/exit-polls-president.html


US 2024 Exit Poll

Source: CNN

https://edition.cnn.com/election/2024/exit-polls/national-results/general/president/


Hispanic voters disproportionately swung to Trump in 2024

Source: The Economist

https://www.economist.com/united-states/2024/11/06/hispanic-men-helped-propel-donald-trump-back-to-the-white-house


Ethnocentrism and Obama support, Kam and Kinder
(2012)

▶ Obama won in 2008 despite loosing support from White
ethnocentric Democrats and Independents
330 CINDY D. KAM AND DONALD R. KINDER

FIGURE 2 Ethnocentrism and Vote for Obama in
2008 among Democrats,
Independents, and Republicans
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Source: 2008 American National Election Study.

against Obama can be seen more clearly in Figure 2,
where we display the predicted vote for Obama as a
function of ethnocentrism, when its effect is estimated
separately for Democrats, Independents, and Republi-
cans.6 As revealed there, the effect of ethnocentrism is
most pronounced among Independents; less dramatic but
still potent among Democrats; and fades away among
Republicans. In 2008, Republicans voted overwhelm-
ingly for Senator McCain regardless of their ethnocen-
tric inclinations. But among Democrats and Indepen-
dents, as ethnocentrism increased, Obama’s prospects
plummeted.

The importance of ethnocentrism in the 2008 vote is
confirmed in a second and entirely independent test. Here
we draw on data from the CCAP, the online panel study of
registered voters during the 2008 campaign. Key for our
purposes, the September 2008 wave of CCAP included
instrumentation that allows us to build a good measure
of ethnocentrism.7 The CCAP results, shown in column 2
of Table 1, reveal that, just as we saw with NES data,

6We reestimate the model in Table 1, separately for Democrats,
Independents, and Republicans. MNL estimates for the effect of
ethnocentrism were as follows: b = 2.73 (s.e. = 1.38, p < 0.05) for
Democrats, b = 4.09 (s.e. = 1.26, p < 0.01) for Independents, and
b = –0.20 (s.e. = 2.14, ns) for Republicans. The predictions in
Figure 2 set Female to a value of 1 and all of the other variables to
their means.

7E is based on two trait evaluations (hardworking vs. lazy; intelli-
gent vs. unintelligent) applied to four groups (whites, blacks, His-
panics, and Asians; scap718w/b/a/h, scap719w/b/a/h). For white
respondents, E is centered on 0.04 with standard deviation of 0.14
and Cronbach’s ! = 0.80. Partisanship (scap8) is derived from the
September wave as well. For Policy Positions, we create a two-item

ethnocentrism had a strong, independent, and statistically
significant effect on the 2008 vote.8

This strong connection between ethnocentrism and
opposition to Obama, appearing in two independent
tests, also shows up across alternative specifications and
alternative measures. These additional tests, all based on
the 2008 ANES, appear in Table 2. The first column
presents results from a simple replication of the vote
model, but with vote replaced by the thermometer score
rating of Obama. (We carry out these additional tests with
the thermometer rating because it offers a more sensitive
measure than vote.) As the first column shows, ethno-
centrism has a large negative effect on Obama’s rating, as
expected.

The second column of Table 2 entertains the possibil-
ity that white opposition to Obama in 2008 was rooted,
in part, in principle. White Americans might have said
no to Obama not so much because they experienced
him as different, but because they saw him as advocat-
ing a bigger, more intrusive government. Or, they might
have voted against him because they saw him as a radical
egalitarian bent on spreading the wealth. Obama did in
fact advocate an expansion of government programs, and
he did in fact push for progressive tax policies. It would
not be surprising to discover that, when faced with a
choice between Obama and McCain, voters in 2008 were
influenced by their views on government and equality.
Nor would it be all that surprising to discover that the
effect we have so far attributed to ethnocentrism belongs,
in part, to principles.9

Fortunately, good and reliable measures of Ameri-
cans’ views on government and on equality were included

index based on guaranteed jobs (ocap1104) and health insurance
(scap20) (! = 0.73). National and Household Economic Assess-
ments are derived from ocap9 and ocap1100, respectively. We also
control for Political Information (a 10-item index with ! = 0.85, de-
rived from profile101–110) and Education (profile57), and include
a dummy for Female (profile54). All items are coded similarly to
how they are in the ANES analysis.

8The CCAP sample is drawn from registered voters (as opposed
to the ANES sample, which selects eligible voters). Over 96% of
CCAP respondents reported turning out to vote. Hence, with the
CCAP data, we use logistic analysis to analyze preference for Obama
versus McCain. Multinomial logit (with inclusion of the tiny base
category for abstainers) produced nearly identical results. These
are unweighted regression analyses. Weighted analyses produced
similar results. As with the ANES, the CCAP analyses also suggest
that the effect of ethnocentrism is greatest among Independents,
sizable among Democrats, and smallest among Republicans.

9On the power of principles to shape contemporary public opin-
ion, see Feldman (1988), Kinder and Sanders (1996), and Markus
(2001).

▶ Ethnocentrism effect seems to operate through racial
resentment (anti-African American) and anti-Muslim
sentiment



Racialised perceptions of candidate ideology: Jacobsmaier
(Pol Behav. 2014)

▶ Direct racial prejudice by Whites against African American
candidates is outweighed by the indirect effects via perceived
candidate ideology

▶ Black candidates are seen as more liberal (left-wing) than
White candidates with similar policy positions

▶ This leads some White voters to be less likely to vote for
Black candidates because of greater perceived policy distance

▶ By contrast, “Asian candidates have comparatively strong
crossover appeal, winning at higher rates than Blacks or
Latinos for any given percentage of the reference group. All
else equal, Asian American candidates fare best in multiracial
districts.” (Lublin and Wright, APSR, 2023)

https://www.cambridge.org/core/journals/american-political-science-review/article/diversity-matters-the-election-of-asian-americans-to-us-state-and-federal-legislatures/48998A537759BDC8983B25AF5BDA0C7F


Non-white MPs in Latin America are more left wing
(Acquarone & Di Landro, LegStudQ, 2024)

4 |   ACQUARONE and DI LANDRO

with country and year fixed effects and controls, and 
models with country, year, and party fixed effects and 
no controls.

4 |  ARE LEGISLATORS FROM 
HMGs MORE LEFTIST?

Figure 1 displays the results of our individual- level re-
gressions of MPs' left–right ideological self- placement 
on each of the three identity variables. As discussed 
previously, we estimated six models per HMG identity, 
varying the specification of the fixed effects from model 
to model.11

The leftmost panel depicts the results for models 
where the explanatory variable is the gender of an 
MP, coded positively for women. Models with coun-
try, country and year, and country and legislature 
fixed effects produce estimates of an ideological gap 
between women and men MPs, the former being rel-
atively more left- leaning. After removing the varia-
tion caused by unobserved factors proper from each 
country, year, and legislature, we find that women 
MPs are more left- leaning than men. Nevertheless, 
those gender differences in ideology become non- 
statistically significant once we include fixed effects 
for political parties. We observe a similar trend in 
the center panel regarding ethnicity: the first three 
models indicate ideological differences between 
non- white and white MPs, but these differences are 
significantly reduced once party fixed effects are 
taken into account; nevertheless, non- white MPs still 
lean to the ideological left of white MPs. Finally, we 
do not find differences in the ideological positions of 
young adult MPs and older MPs across model spec-
ifications, but the evidence suggests that the former 
might take more right- leaning stances than the latter 
(see Appendix E).

Each point represents the coefficient estimate of a bi-
variate regression of an MPs' left- right ideological self- 
placement on a dummy variable indicating whether the 

MP is a woman, non- white, or a young adult. Horizontal 
bars represent 95% confidence intervals.

5 |  DOES INCLUSION MOVE 
PARTIES TO THE LEFT?

Table 1 displays the results from the aggregate- level 
models of party ideology. Starting with the models that 
include country and year fixed effects and no controls 
(i.e., Models 1, 4, and 7), we see that increases in par-
ties' shares of women and non- white MPs in election 
t are associated with a leftward shift in t + 1 (p < 0.05 
and p < 0.001, respectively), whereas the inclusion of 
young adults is associated with a subsequent ideologi-
cal shift to the right (p < 0.1).

Models 2, 5, and 8 include the vector of controls, 
removing the statistical associations between the per-
centage of women in a party's parliamentary delega-
tion and the overall ideology of the party in the next 
election. That is not the case for the percentage of 
non- white MPs, a coefficient that remains negative and 
statistically significant, meaning that the association 
between the share of non- white legislators and the par-
ty's ideology holds after we condition on a set of rele-
vant covariates. Similarly, the coefficient for the share 
of young adults remains positive and statistically signifi-
cant even after including controls (p < 0.1). Lastly, using 
party fixed effects (Models 3, 6, and 9) removes any as-
sociation between inclusion and party ideology during 
the next election. Results are stable using alternative 
measures of party ideology and accounting for gender 
quotas (Appendix E), a characteristic feature of the 
Latin American institutional landscape (Htun, 2016 ).

Altogether, our findings stress the importance of 
political parties. The lack of ideological differences be-
tween MPs from HMGs and their counterparts within 
parties and the lack of within- party correlations be-
tween HMG presence and party ideology indicate that 
any observed association between elite identity and 
ideology stems primarily from differences between 

F I G U R E  1  Ideological self- placement of legislators from HMGs in Latin America (1998–2019).

Country FEs

Country and Year FEs

Country and Legislature FEs

Party FEs

Party and Year FEs

Party and Legislature FEs

−1.0 −0.5 0.0 0.5 1.0 −1.0 −0.5 0.0 0.5 1.0 −1.0 −0.5 0.0 0.5 1.0
Estimated coefficient for each sociodemographic background
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. . . but Non-white MPs in Latin America are not more more left wing than other

MPs from their parties (Acquarone & Di Landro, LegStudQ, 2024)

   | 5LEGISLATIVE STUDIES QUARTERLY

parties. We believe this is linked to how party ideology 
influences the inclusion of underrepresented groups in 
politics, a point we further discuss in Appendix E.

6 |  CONCLUSION

This paper challenges prevalent assumptions regard-
ing marginalized groups and ideological representa-
tion. We find evidence that MPs from HMGs do not 
significantly differ ideologically from their counter-
parts in dominant groups and that inclusion does not 
shift the overall ideology of parties. This underscores 
the nonlinear relationship between identity and ideol-
ogy (Preuhs & Hero, 2011), cautions against essential-
ist narratives that equate marginalization with uniform 
stances (Williams, 1998), and raises questions about 
the leverage HMGs have even when politically included 
(Bjarnegård, 2013; Espírito- Santo et al., 2020).

By paying attention to influences exerted by differ-
ences between countries, years, and parties, our find-
ings highlight that party differences, rather than identity 
itself, explain the ideological disparities between mar-
ginalized and dominant legislators. This hints at the 
interplay between political selection and ideological 
alignment, which further research should address. 
While HMGs may exhibit certain ideological tenden-
cies, party selection processes and strategic consider-
ations likely mitigate these differences. This reinforces 
the importance of addressing differences between citi-
zens and elite populations (Gulzar, 2021).

In emphasizing the heterogeneity within and be-
tween marginalized groups, our study also paves the 
way for work examining how crosscutting and inter-
secting identities (Htun, 2004; Hughes, 2011), varying 
constituent concerns (Griffin & Newman, 2007; Juenke 
& Preuhs, 2012), and legislative quotas (Barnes & 
Holman, 2020; Hughes et al., 2017) further complicate 
the relations between identity and ideology among 
elites. These complexities underscore the need for a 
deeper understanding of the interplay between identity, 
ideology, and electoral structures in shaping political 
representation, especially in a political landscape char-
acterized by significant ideological shifts and increased 
inclusion of traditionally underrepresented groups.
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E N D N OTES
 1 Research is predominantly based in the U.S. and, to a lesser ex-

tent, Western Europe (Erzeel & Rashkova, 2022). Within the group 
of Western democracies, Latin America lags significantly behind 
in advancing women's representation, stands out as the most 

TA B L E  1  Presence of legislators from HMGs and party ideology.

Dependent variable

Party left–right ideologyt+1

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

% Woment −0.020* 0.005 0.001

(0.008) (0.008) (0.003)

% Non- whitet −0.037*** −0.026** 0.002

(0.009) (0.008) (0.002)

% Young adultst 0.019 0.019 −0.003

(0.011) (0.011) (0.003)

Constant 0.471 0.256 −0.139 −0.201 11.599*** −2.431*** −0.350 0.444 −0.126

(1.276) (1.020) (0.302) (1.934) (3.250) (0.202) (1.258) (1.254) (0.299)

Controls No Yes No No Yes No No Yes No

Country FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Year FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Party FE No No Yes No No Yes No No Yes

Observations 217 202 217 68 64 68 217 202 217

R2 0.159 0.515 0.982 0.384 0.578 0.999 0.145 0.218 0.982

Adjusted R2 0.007 0.409 0.967 0.157 0.367 0.995 −0.009 0.054 0.968

*p < 0.05; **p < 0.01; ***p < 0.001;
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Parties moving to the right on immigration simultaneously increase ethnic minority

MPs as reputational shields (van der Wardt et al, EPSR, 2024)

We move on to our second, auxiliary ‘Disadvantaged Parties Hypothesis’. Table A5 of the SI
again depicts the regression coefficients. Based on these coefficients, Figure 4 depicts the difference
in the predicted probability of each type of platform shift if we increase the lagged mood shift
variable along its IQR. As shown, in line with HYPOTHESIS 2, disadvantaged parties – the party
families most in favor of multiculturalism – are the most likely to respond by significantly shifting
towards monoculturalism if the public makes this IQR move to the right. For ethnic-regional,
green and social democrat parties, the effect significantly differs from zero at the 95 confidence
level, while the effect for communist parties is significant at the .90 level. Notably, the effect for
green parties is the largest. To gain an impression of the effect size: if we increase the lagged public
mood shift variable along its IQR, the probability (between zero and one) that a green party moves
toward monoculturalism increases by 0.27. Hence, also HYPOTHESIS 2 is confirmed by the data.

Together these analyzes suggest that parties that significantly shift their platform to the right in
response to a rightward public mood swing, are more likely to concurrently increase EM
representation. While this is regardless of party family (we control for this), our evidence for
HYPOTHESIS 2 suggests that disadvantaged parties may be overrepresented among those in need
of this strategy. In fact, Table A7 of the SI presents the full list of parties that engaged in
reputational shield tactics in response to rightward public mood shifts: 17 cases in total. The social
democrats are clearly overrepresented (6 cases). Together with the other disadvantaged party
families, ethnic-regionalist ecologist, and communist parties, they constitute 12 (out of 17) cases.
Hence, reputational shield tactics is mostly a strategy of the disadvantaged, more left-wing parties.
Still, we also observe several liberal and one Christian democrat using it. That there are no cases of
nationalist parties on the list is likely due to the fact that it makes little sense for them to make a

Figure 3. Predicted changes in the probability that a party will increase, decrease or hold its number of EM MPs (x-axis) if
we move from a situation where the mood shifted 3.15 units to the left (25th percentile) to one where it shifted 6.49 units to
the right (75th percentile) (x-axis) conditional upon the platform shift made by the party (y-axis). Pseudo R2= 0.35, N= 238.
90% (95%) confidence interval inside (outside) brackets. The regression coefficients for the full models are in Table A4
(Model 2) of the SI.
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“Looking at parliaments of eight European countries between 1990
and 2015, we find that parties that shifted to the right in response
to a public mood swing to the right are indeed significantly more
likely to bring more ethnic minority politicians into parliament.”

https://www.cambridge.org/core/journals/european-political-science-review/article/ethnic-minority-mps-as-reputational-shields-how-western-european-political-parties-respond-to-public-opinion-shifts-on-immigration-policy/1776BF1E85205FD7577E59E7F5D027F3


Representation of Ethnic Minorities

Ethnic minorities tend to be under-represented in legislatures.
Comparative work is difficult due to data availability and
considerations of functional equivalence,

▶ e.g. Norris (2004) compares the England-Scotland-Wales
ethno-national division in Britain with Jewish-Arab division in
Israel.

Institutional arrangements can make a difference

▶ Mixed evidence for Lijphart’s claim that PR improves minority
representation.

▶ Majoritarian systems can help if minorities are clustered.

▶ Systems of reserved seats (e.g. India) and minority-majority
districts (USA) can be established.



Dancygier 2017: Dilemmas of Inclusion

▶ Muslims in Europe get included (represented in local
government) when left parties think that doing so would win
them more seats

▶ Parties think that when the local Muslim population is large
enough, given the electoral system

▶ When left parties do include Muslims, it burnishes their
ideological ‘inclusion’ credentials but creates tensions
elsewhere:
▶ Muslims more socially authoritarian, especially on

homosexuality and gender
▶ The Muslim candidates and councillors are overwhelmingly

male
▶ End up with the spectacle of sex-segregated Labour party

rallies (Birmingham 2015)

▶ Note that the argument depends on there being a block
Muslim vote and the strategic logic might not work the same
way at the national level.



Effect of quotas: Hughes (APSR, 2011)
Minority Women’s Political Representation August 2011

TABLE 5. Summary of Effects of Quota Policies for Minority and Majority
Women and Men

Quota Type Primary Beneficiaries Not Beneficial For

Party gender quotas Majority women Minority men
National gender quotas Women (majority more) Minority men
Minority quotas Minorities (men more) Majority women
Mixed quotas Minority men and majority women Minority women
Tandem quotas Minority women Majority men and women

at some expense to majority men’s seats (as well as
to majority women’s seats). With tandem quotas, mi-
nority women’s odds of election are only 0.67 those of
majority men, or 1.5 times less likely to be elected, a
substantial improvement. Minority men, alternatively,
benefit from minority quotas in any form, whether as
standalone policies or in combination with gender quo-
tas. It is only when gender quotas are present without
minority quotas that minority men’s odds of election
decrease.

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

The increasing adoption of quotas around the world
is changing the face of national politics. Women,
minorities, and minority women are entering national
legislatures in numbers that usually could not have
been achieved through regular electoral mechanisms.
In this article, I considered the effects of quotas on
minority women’s political representation. I find that
without the assistance of quotas, minority women’s rep-
resentation is abysmally low. Their odds of election are
1 in 14 compared to majority men, 1 in 2 compared to
minority men, and 1 in 3 compared to majority women.
But, with the assistance of quotas, some or all of these
odds improve.

I present a summary of the results from both mul-
tivariate and descriptive analyses in Table 5. Notably,
discussion of effects of quotas on majority and minor-
ity men’s representation are drawn from the descrip-
tive results, and must be regarded as more speculative.
Similarly, results for tandem and mixed quotas today
only affect a small number of countries and groups,
so results must be interpreted with caution. For each
quota policy, I list groups that are primary beneficiaries
and groups that appear not to benefit. So, for example,
the first row of the table indicates that majority women
benefit from party gender quotas but that minority
men may not. Although party gender quotas do not
necessarily reduce minority women’s representation
compared to countries with no quotas, minority women
are not a primary beneficiary. If women’s movements
are unsuccessful pressuring for gender quotas at the na-
tional level, movements for party gender quotas should
consider party incentives for including diverse women
candidates.

Looking broadly at the primary beneficiaries of quo-
tas, the results suggest that as standalone policies, gen-

der and minority quotas tend to benefit primarily ma-
jority women and minority men. Minority women do
benefit from national gender quotas or minority quotas
to a lesser degree. But majority women appear to be
the only beneficiaries of party gender quotas. The pic-
ture changes substantially, however, when these poli-
cies combine. The few countries with tandem quotas
have dramatically higher levels of minority women’s
legislative representation than any other institutional
configuration of quotas. Mixed quotas, however, do not
appear to change the tendency of minority quotas to
benefit minority men and party gender quotas to ben-
efit majority women.

Given a limited number of seats in national legis-
latures, expanding the representation of some groups
necessarily reduces the representation of other groups.
Gender quotas alone appear to increase women’s rep-
resentation at some expense to minority men’s election
odds. Similarly, when minority quotas are used without
gender quotas, women’s representation is low. Thus,
quotas designed to increase the representation of one
marginalized group appear to come often at the ex-
pense of other marginalized groups, rather than major-
ity men. When policies combine, however, the picture
can change. I conclude tentatively here that tandem
quotas most directly challenge rule by majority groups.
Though minority women benefit more from tandem
quotas than majority women, tandem quotas may be
the policy that most effectively takes a large share of
seats from majority men.

Ironically, however, it is majority men’s efforts to
remain in power that may ultimately drive higher levels
of minority women’s representation in some contexts.
The case of Burundi demonstrates this process well.
In addition to using a 30% national gender quota, Bu-
rundi reserves three seats for the Twa, or pygmies, and
mandates an overall 60/40% split between majority and
minority ethnic groups. Gender and ethnicity are both
regulated at the national level through the same mech-
anism: coopting seats. All political parties compete for
101 seats, but following the elections, additional mem-
bers are coopted to ensure that the quotas are met.
In 2005, for example, 18 additional seats were coopted
after the election. Because a minority woman can meet
both the ethnic and gender requirements while filling
only a single seat, the election or cooptation of mi-
nority women means that more majority men can be
included in the legislature while still meeting the quota.
Indeed, of the 18 coopted positions, more than half

616

▶ Minority quotas tend to be better for minority men than
minority women

▶ But the conjunction of national gender and ethnicity quotas
are good for minority women because they can satisfy both.

▶ Minority women can sometimes be more successful than
minority men without quotas.



Intersectionality in candidate preference in Bihar
(Hankla et al,CPS, 2022)

“Scheduled Caste and Muslim voters also prefer candidates from
their in-groups. At the same time, we identify evidence of
intersectional effects, namely, that Muslim women candidates
suffer from a disadvantage vis-a-vis women candidates from other
backgrounds. We also show that women voters prefer candidates
who offer security, especially when the candidates are women.
Finally, we demonstrate that personal experience with caste
discrimination increases support for women candidates.”

https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/abs/10.1177/00104140221141838?journalCode=cpsa
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decreased to 15 in 2024. Although, the proportion of Conservative MPs elected 
in 2024 was the highest recorded proportion since 1987, at 12%.  

Parmjit Singh Gill became the first Liberal Democrat MP from a minority ethnic 
background after winning the 2004 Leicester South by-election. 

Following the 2024 General Election, of the 90 minority ethnic MPs, 66 are 
Labour (73% of all minority ethnic MPs, and 16% of all Labour MPs), 15 are 
Conservative (17% of all minority ethnic MPs, and 12% of all Conservative MPs) 
and five are Liberal Democrats (6% of all minority ethnic MPs, and 7% of all 
Liberal Democrat MPs).  

Female MPs from minority ethnic groups in the House of 
Commons 
The chart on the left shows the number of MPs from minority ethnic groups by 
gender and party elected at the last general election. 

Before 2010, Diane Abbott, Dawn Butler and Oona King had been the only 
female MPs from any minority ethnic background. In 2010, the first women of 
Asian origin were elected (six in total).7 

Following the 2024 General Election, there were 51 women from minority 
ethnic groups in the House of Commons, making up 8% of all MPs. Female 
MPs from a minority ethnic background made up 19% of the 263 female MPs, 
and more than half (57%) of all minority ethnic MPs. 41 were Labour, seven 
were Conservative and three were Liberal Democrat. 

2.2 The House of Lords 

As for MPs, Parliament does not collect information about the ethnicity of 
Members of the House of Lords.  

The first peer from a non-European background is widely believed to be Sir 
Satyendra Sinha, created Baron Sinha of Raipur, a hereditary peerage, in 
1919.8 He was made Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State for India in the 
House of Lords in 1919.  

The first peer of African descent is widely reported to have been the 
Trinidadian cricketer and lawyer Learie Constantine, created Baron 
Constantine of Maraval and Nelson in 1969.9 

 

7  Bdnews24, UK gets its first Bengali MP, The Times of India, Priti Patel is UK’s first Gujarati woman MP 
8  Columbia Encyclopaedia, 6th edition, Columbia University Press, 2008 
9  100 Great Black Britons, Lord Leary Constantine 

 
Source:  Operation Black Vote, 
British Future (personal 
correspondence) 
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MPs from minority ethnic backgrounds by party 
The table below shows the number and percentage of MPs from minority 
ethnic backgrounds elected by party between 1987 and 2024. 

 

The four minority ethnic MPs elected in 1987 were all Labour, and the number 
of Labour MPs from a minority ethnic group has grown at every election since 
then, reaching a record high of 66 in 2024.  

The first minority ethnic Conservative MPs elected since 1987 were Nirj Deva, 
who was born in Sri Lanka, and Sebastian Coe, who had an Indian 
grandfather.6 Both were elected in 1992 but lost their seats in 1997. 
Conservatives Adam Afriyie and Shailesh Vara were elected in 2005; since 
then the number increased at each general election to 23 in 2019, but 

 

6  British Future, The Melting Pot Generation [PDF], 2012, p16; Nirj Deva website, biography [accessed 
10 July 2023] 

 
Source: British Future (2024), House of Commons Library briefing, General election 2024 results 

MPs from minority ethnic groups
Elected at general elections since 1987

LAB CON LD Other Total
Number
1987 4 0 0 0 4
1992 5 2 0 0 7
1997 9 0 0 0 9
2001 12 0 0 0 12
2005 13 2 0 0 15
2010 16 11 0 0 27
2015 23 18 0 0 42
2017 32 20 1 0 53
2019 41 23 2 0 66
2024 66 15 5 4 90

Percentage
1987 2% - - - 1%
1992 2% 1% - - 1%
1997 2% - - - 1%
2001 3% - - - 2%
2005 4% 1% - - 2%
2010 6% 4% - - 4%
2015 10% 5% - - 6%
2017 12% 6% 8% - 8%
2019 20% 6% 18% - 10%
2024 16% 12% 7% 67% 14%

Source: House of Commons Library Research Briefing on Ethnic diversity in politics and public life 2025

https://commonslibrary.parliament.uk/research-briefings/sn01156/


Ethnic Minority Candidates and MPs in Britain

▶ Increase in EM representation for Tories mainly by placing
more EM candidates in safe seats despite an electoral penalty,
initially as part of a ‘modernisation’ drive in 2010.

▶ Labour EM candidates tend to do at least as well as white
candidates in diverse areas, and EM Labour MPs tend to be
elected from diverse constituencies.

▶ Farrer and Zingher (JEPOP, 2018) show that nomination of
ethnic minorities as candidates is more strongly linked to
district ethnic diversity for centre-left than centre-right parties
in UK, US and Australia, because, they argue, centre left
parties reap greater electoral rewards from descriptive
representation of minorities.

https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/full/10.1080/17457289.2018.1425694


Farrer and Zingher (JEPOP, 2018)

https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/full/10.1080/17457289.2018.1425694


Source: Commons Library Briefing Paper (2022)

3 (13%) of the Starmer’s first cabinet are from ethnic minorities.

https://commonslibrary.parliament.uk/research-briefings/sn01156/


Voting for Ethnic Minority Candidates in Britain:
Fisher et al. (BJPS 2014)

▶ Ethnic minority candidates suffered an average electoral
penalty of about 4 per cent of the three-party vote from
whites
▶ mostly because those with anti-immigrant feelings were less

willing to vote for Muslims.

▶ No significant effects of candidate ethnicity for non-Muslim
Indian and black voters,

▶ Pakistani candidates benefited from an 8-point average
electoral bonus from Pakistani voters.

▶ Bradford West in 1997 saw a swing against the national tide
to a Muslim Tory standing against a Hindu Labour candidate



Ethnicity and Vote Choice in Norway: Bergh and Bjorklund
(PolStud 2011)

As elsewhere in Europe, immigrants in Europe much more likely to
vote for the left. Table also shows that they use the PR open-list
preferential voting system to vote for candidates from their native
country.



Conclusion

Ethnicity is perhaps the most important cleavage in terms of
arbitrary inequality, strength of identity, and political polarization.

Despite their in-group cohesion and distinct political preferences,
their relatively small numbers limit the electoral power of ethnic
minorities in Western Europe.

Political representation of ethnic minorities varies between
countries partly as a result of institutional differences, especially
quotas, and party strategies.


