- Write a 1-3 sentence summary of each section of the article. 
- Analyze and evaluate the reasoning that Bird develops in her article. How convincing do you find her arguments? A number of arguments are highlighted below, but there are many more. What strengths and weaknesses do you find in her arguments?
-Conclusion for French section not clear- conclusion for Denmark much better and includes implications
-not the same sub-headings for each country? – different analyses so not comparable? 
- ‘international events may also impact the political participation and representation of immigrant communities’ should this be introduced in the conclusion?!
 - What is the objective of Bird’s research? 
- to examine political representation among visible ethnic minorities in France, Denmark and Canada
-What factors tend to produce better levels of representation in some places than in others, and –
-what are the characteristics of minorities who emerge as elected representatives in these countries? 
Research Qs: which and a how: which groups, how do they look, how do they get DR 
-no hypothesis (in assignment you do not need to say that there is no hypothesis- don’t say what the author does not do. Saying e.g. normative is enough)
-3 highlighted are the 3 elements of the objective
- examine the domestic conditions which produce or constrain opportunities for visible minority representation.
- the major focus is on the macro and meso-context of political systems—those elements that may be said to pull (or to obstruct) visible minorities to enter politics.
- What is Bird’s motive? 
-However, it has generally ignored the complex interaction between macro-level political institutions and micro-level processes of identity formation and collective mobilization among particular groups
-An apparent increase in political participation among visible minorities in many countries, along with growing attention of political parties to these voters, makes it more important than ever to examine the dynamics of ethnic representation in comparative context. This article charts out a middle ground of theoretical empirical analysis on visible minority representation in politics
-not good that motive is on pg 427
-Gap 1: existing research tends to focus on single cases/case studies- not satisfied with current level of analysis. 
-Gap 2: 426-7 mentions M. says authors have developed normative analysis. Has ignored complex interactions between macro and micro (see above) individuals vs insts and how this works towards/against DR.
-focus on existing research 
-Gap3: The theoretical research on descriptive representation can also be criticized for its failure to differentiate sufﬁciently among groups
---when we talk about DR (normative) we talk about marginalised groups- can be minorities, or majority controlled by more powerful majority (e.g. women) doesn’t care about how you identify the group, but wants people to differentiate between organisational differences (normative analysis neglects these differences- so can’t answer which factors get you access, and which groups get access).
(don’t really need to discuss motive in assignment) 
- What does the theory of "political opportunity structures" mean? 
-denotes the degree of openness or accessibility of a given political system for movement initiators.
-In a very inﬂuential study, Herbert Kitschelt describes political opportunity structures as “speciﬁc conﬁgurations of resources, institutional arrangements and historical precedents for social mobilization, which facilitate the development of protest movements in some instances and constrain them in others
-theoretical framework of article
-what makes it easy/difficult for groups to gain access to society
-model of interaction: everything interacts/ plays a role. End objective is descriptive rep- model explains how. 
-not only enough to create collective id and mobilize- still need access to gov. if you don’t have open pol system, then you only get citizenship, no rep. 
-at end emphasises inst aspect. Insts + behavioural aspects
-do insts matter? Which factors affect which groups get DR? uses model to examine
- What research method(s) does Bird use to examine the factors that influence the political representation of visible minorities? 
-institutionalist approach
-qualitative data, fieldwork and interviews. Compares 3 countries. Starts analysis based on model. 
-macro, micro, meso 
-These elements can be condensed into three general factors: citizenship regimes, interest constellations, and institutions
---A country’s citizenship regime includes its rules of access to citizenship (legal rights),and the cultural rights of citizenship (cultural assimilation or cultural pluralism)
------One important consideration is the historical relationship between receiving and sending societies. Another important element of a citizenship regime is the extent to which it produces equal social and economic rights
---Ethnic groups may also differ widely in their interest in political participation: related to its size and spatial density, the completeness of its social institutions, and resources such as communication networks and leadership
---The responsiveness of the political system to ethnic mobilization is determined by a number of factors: participatory democratic culture, democratic candidate selection rules, strong party competition, a high degree of legislative turnover, and public funding for political campaigns may also make political systems more open to ethnic minority candidates.
----must not neglect the role of individual candidates. Visible minority candidates use ethnicity in a selective and entrepreneurial fashion
 Those factors that vary at the level of country may be classiﬁed as macro-contextual, and are expected to impact opportunities for minority representation at all jurisdictions and locales within a country
-In this article, I pay selective attention to micro-contextual factors, and describe only a few instances where local characteristics impact minority representation
-In the following sections, I describe differences in patterns of visible minority representation in France, Denmark, and Canada, and discuss the principal features that account for these differences.
-what is analysed: citizenship regime, party strategies, closed/open political system, promotion of ethnic elites
- What is Bird’s main conclusion regarding political representation in France?  Assimilationist citizenship model
-key explanation for France’s distinctively poor record lies in the intersection of two features: its ofﬁcially assimilationist citizenship regime; and a political system in which party leaders enjoy broad discretion in promoting ethnic elites with little if any democratic negotiation.
-France has a moderately open citizenship regime. More signiﬁcant than limited access to citizenship and voting rights are the limited cultural rights granted ethnic minorities under France’s assimilationist model of citizenship
-One of the most striking observations of France is the almost complete absence of visible minority representatives within local politics, including within the banlieues of major cities, which host the densest concentrations of citizens of immigrant origin
-the potential for political mobilization of the minority community has become increasingly apparent to France’s mainstream political parties, and they have responded with electoralist pragmatism
-The French political system thus remains largely closed to visible minorities at all levels
-even though efforts are made, how the country works means there is little DR. 
-find strong and big groups (have potential) but way insts are set up, and because structure is closed, they don’t get rep. 
- What is Bird’s main conclusion regarding political representation in Denmark? Assimilationist citizenship model
-Ethnic minority representation is increasing, but this comes in the context of growing animosity toward immigrants and public fear that cultural difference is eroding the universalistic structures and shared ideological presumptions of the Danish state
-Despite relatively modest numbers of foreigners in Denmark, immigration and ethnic diversity has become, in just the last ten years, a highly charged issue.
- In keeping with this rhetoric, policy changes over the past decade have produced a continual erosion of the social entitlements and political rights of non-citizens, and have gradually legitimized differential treatment of the population on the basis of their ethnic origin and identity
-Denmark has the most restrictive access to nationality: newcomers must wait seven years before attaining permanent residency, and at least nine years to attain Danish nationality
-In this environment, political actors and public opinion have come to focus on, and to ideologically exaggerate, the immigrant “problem.”
- the Danish electoral system has remained distinctively open and responsive to ethnic participation: produces three positive consequences for visible minority representation; First, visible minority candidates receive higher than average numbers of personal votes-typically “burst the list” and win seats. Second, parties understand it’s politically advantageous to include visible minorities on list, (ability to attract a large number of personal votes). Finally, due to ethnic candidates’ mobilization strategies, voter turnout among immigrants tends to be exceptionally high in these elections, sometimes higher than turnout among indigenous citizens
-electoral rules produce higher levels of political engagement and representation among visible minorities- also generate a distinctive set of electoral strategies among minority candidates
---Visible minorities have run as candidates across the whole spectrum of parties. However, the optimal strategy for election is to seek the candidacy with one of the largest parties
---Given that they are running in multi-member constituencies, visible minority candidates may choose to mobilize support within the ethnic minority community, or among ethnic Danes, or (more difﬁcult still), to cast their appeal broadly across both communities. This choice has produced very distinctive models of ethnic representation
---Electoral strategies among ethnic minority candidates thus depend upon a host of factors, including the personal background of each candidate and the nature of the ethnic vote in particular locales.
-Local minority councillors also appear to have a signiﬁcant substantive inﬂuence in policymaking, compared to their counterparts in the Danish parliament, or compared to local councillors in France
-In sum, local voting rights and strong communities of ethnic interest, combined with Danish electoral rules, appear to be the most important features affecting the opportunity structure for visible minority representation in Danish politics. (only discusses opportunity structure? NOT PART OF OVERALL OBJECTIVE?)
---meso context. Groups may not be as strong as French, but due to structure they are getting more access
---Their participation in the political life of Danish society will be crucial for inﬂuencing the framework of their lives and the development of the country as a whole.
- What is Bird’s main conclusion regarding political representation in Canada? Multicultural citizenship model
-Visible minority representation in Canadian national politics has increased steadily over the past two decades. Surprisingly, visible minorities are far less numerous in local politics.
-This makes access to voting rights for newcomers to Canada more open than in Denmark or in France
-Visible minority representation at the national level is at least as high in Canada as in Denmark, and much higher than in France. However, representation at the local level is much lower than in Denmark.
- factors that account for stronger representation of visible minorities in national politics; densely concentrated electoral rules and nomination procedures produce strong incentives for parties and individual candidates to mobilize visible minority voters. 
-party selection rules. Main argument re incumbency. Rules allow candidates not only to be elected, but to then make it up to parliament. 
-All ethnic groups are not equally involved or represented in electoral politics
- What are Bird’s overarching conclusions? (Note that she offers a number of secondary conclusions. To address this prompt, you should provide Bird’s most direct answers to the research question.) 
- factors vary across and within countries, the result is very different levels of representation from one country to another, as well as important local differences within each country. 
-Conﬁgurations across three factors have an important impact on the electoral strategies of individual ethnic candidates, and determine the style and substance of ethnic representation in each country.
---represent very different models of how a political community should deal with ethnic minorities; 
---they demonstrate signiﬁcant variations in terms of their electoral systems 
---they have different histories of migration and therefore quite distinctive minority populations.

-political parties in each country have responded pragmatically to growing numbers of immigrant-origin and visible minority citizens. The promotion of visible minority candidates has become a key strategy in courting electoral support among this increasingly politicized population
- no direct equivalence between statistical and substantive representation
- openness of the political system, party processes of candidate selection, and electoral rules appear to be the most decisive factors with respect to the numerical presence or absence of visible minorities in political ofﬁce
--- also account for the particular electoral strategies adopted by visible minority candidates, their representative role once elected, and their accountability to minority interests
- The evidence presented here also suggests that the political opportunity structure can be very different for visible minority women seeking candidacy and election, than for visible minority men.
- A further pattern apparent across the three case studies is the surprisingly high number of minority candidacies among center right and right wing parties
- These systems do not have universal consequences for political representation; rather their effects vary depending upon the autonomous capacity for political mobilization demonstrated by different visible minority groups.
-.Most clearly, the political under-representation of visible minorities can be taken as a proxy for particular dysfunctions within the political and electoral systems of a given country
-meso-context is the most important thing to explain how groups acquire rep. how open the system is. (answers the first ‘what’ Q)
-The evidence presented here also suggests that the political opportunity structure can be very different for visible minority women seeking candidacy and election, than for visible minority men.
---indirect answer to second Q
- Consider the relationship between Mansbridge’s (1999), Pantoja and Segura’s (2003), and Bird’s (2005) respective analyses of descriptive representation when addressing the following prompts: 
o List the three studies' objectives. What similarities and differences can you identify between them? 
Bird + Mansbridge 
	Similarities 
	Differences

	-both have research Qs
-both don’t use statistical analysis
-both based on broader concept of minority representation
	-Bird uses some empirical examples to support points
-M specifically focuses on DR, B on general minority representation
---M wants to know when DR should be used
---B wants to know what enables/constrains minority representation



Bird + P&S
	Similarities
	Differences

	-both look into effect of minority rep in legislatures
-both based on wider concept of minority representation
-both discuss contextual factors?

	-P&S have explicit hypotheses
-P&S use statistical analysis
-P&S specifically focus on DR and political alienation



-B doesn’t mention essentialism. But does essentialize? Says that there should be differentiation between groups? 
-M wants to move beyond dichotomous and use context- B and PS use context. 
-all agree with DR. none are trying to prove that DR is –ve or shouldn’t happen. See it as good. 

-make arguments where all three are included. 
-move beyond dichotomous approach to a contextual approach- when should DR be used?
-explain what factors play a role for DR
o On p. 457, Bird writes about the differences between “push” and “pull” factors. Read this passage carefully. Do either of the other articles you’ve read address “push” or “pull” factors? If so, which article address which type of factor? How might you use this to consider (a) synthesis and (b) evaluation of the articles?
-pull: meso, insts. MOST IMPORTANT
-push: micro, behavioural 
-PS address push factor. Don’t look at how Push and pull factors interact
-M is normative. Uses pull (insts) 
Evaluation: best way to approach DR- push/pull?  develop evaluation for this e.g. combine these and have better argument 
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Workgroup notes:
-ridings=districts
-visible minorities= (footnote 61) category by Canadian gov on consensus. 
-elected officials using power/access to funds to help themselves in their political career (doesn’t necessarily mean they are corrupt)
-don’t necessarily have to mention each case in summary, but should discuss how support (cases) help her to reach her main conclusions. 

Assignment 2: 
-review of 3 articles. Unique title (THIS IS NOW IMPORTANT) 
-intro: this section must now include your overall argument. Critical review has an objective. Need to say what motivates you writing this critical review. ‘these 3 articles are good at…however, they fail to explain…’ some groups can still push through doors doesn’t talk about social mobilisation- how do different IDs become organised. 
---rest of text needs to build argument 
-summary: short and precise
-synthesis 
-evaluation: 
Do atomistic - use this as a natural transition between the synthesis and evaluation sections. E.g. if you’ve identified an important difference between the three texts, has one tect made a better choice than others?
----must have criteria to analyse texts by- is support provided by authors enough to support conclusions?
Must focus on holistic: help to understand DR?
-conclusion- have I proven what I want to show? 
