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Executive summary

The topic of youth participation in politics has found its
place on the global agenda, with new attention directed to
the question of how to elect more young people to national
parliaments and other political positions.
The Inter-Parliamentary Union (IPU) adopted the resolution
Youth participation in the democratic process at its 122nd
Assembly (Bangkok, March–April 2010) and established the
Forum of Young Parliamentarians in 2013. It subsequently
designed and distributed a questionnaire on youth participation
in national parliaments to all its Member Parliaments. This
report analyses the nearly 100 responses received by early
October 2014, focusing on patterns of youth representation
in national parliaments, statutory regulations regarding rights
to vote and to run for political office, and the presence of
measures to promote youth participation.
In line with the Rules and Working Modalities of the IPU
Forum of Young Parliamentarians, parliamentarians in this
report are considered “young” if they are under 45 years
old. Recognizing variations in definitions, however, the report
presents the first-ever world ranking of young parliamentarians
according to three cut-off ages: 30, 40 and 45. These data and
rankings reveal the trends below.
• When “young” is defined as under 30, only one country,
Norway, breaks the 10 per cent barrier. Two thirds of
single and lower houses of parliament have 2 per cent or
fewer young parliamentarians. All upper houses have less
than 6 per cent, with three quarters electing no young
parliamentarians at all.
• When “young” is defined as under 40, the proportion
of young parliamentarians increases slightly. Leading
countries are San Marino and Denmark for single and
lower chambers, and Kenya and Belgium for upper houses.
About half of all single and lower chambers have between
10 and 20 per cent young legislators. Upper houses fare
less well, with the vast majority scoring below 10 per cent.
• When “young” is defined as under 45, some States show
substantial progress, most notably the Netherlands with
more than 60 per cent young parliamentarians in the lower
house. Indeed, more than one third of the single and
lower chambers examined in the report had more than
30 per cent young people in parliament. Upper houses
perform less well, however, with the top countries, like
Belgium and Kenya, electing only half as many young
representatives.
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When youth participation is compared with that of other age
cohorts and disaggregated by sex, several notable trends
come to light.
• The largest number of parliamentarians, both men and
women, falls in the 51–60 age range. Men parliamentarians
outnumber women parliamentarians in every single age
group.
• Across all the chambers analyzed in the report, the largest
gap in representation is between men over 45 and women
under 45, suggesting that younger women are doubly
disadvantaged compared to parliamentarians with other
demographic profiles.
• Among the youngest parliamentarians in each chamber,
two thirds were first elected between the ages of 21 and
30. About two thirds are men, and one third women.
Statutory regulations establish access to political rights,
including the right to run for public office. The questionnaire
uncovered several shared tendencies.
• The voting age of 18 is more or less universal, with
virtually no differences across parliamentary chambers.
• The age at which a citizen can stand for office varies more
substantially. Nearly half of the chambers studied stipulate
a minimum age of 18. In most cases, however, citizens
must wait several years – most often until age 21 or 25,
but sometimes as long as age 35 or 40.
• Data in this report suggest a clear relationship between
higher eligibility ages and the lower representation of
young lawmakers. This is especially the case for upper
houses of parliament.
• Very few countries have recently changed the regulations,
but those that have done so have moved uniformly to
reduce their age requirements.

• Other networks are not exclusively composed of
young legislators, but serve to coordinate the work of
parliamentarians interested in promoting youth issues in
public policy.
• When asked whether there were “any parliamentary
bodies dealing with youth issues”, nearly 75 per cent of
the respondents answered “yes”.
• Among these, 31 chambers reported the existence of a
committee with “youth” or “children” in its title. However,
few of those committees focused solely on youth or
children, dividing their attention between other subjects
– particularly education, family and sports – or other
marginalized groups.
• Youth parliaments, finally, exist in more than one third of
the countries responding to the questionnaire. About half
enjoy a formal relationship with the national parliament,
but the majority are coordinated by non-governmental
organizations, government ministries, and schools and
other local authorities.
In sum, this mapping exercise reveals some encouraging
patterns, but also the need for further action to support the
greater inclusion of young people and youth perspectives
in parliament. Country-level experiences also point to some
emerging “best practices” that should be further developed
and shared with other parliaments around the world.

The questionnaire uncovered a variety of measures used
around the world to promote youth representation, in terms
of the election of more young parliamentarians and the
formation of public policies responsive to the needs and
priorities of young people.
• Youth quotas are a measure that could directly contribute
to the election of more young parliamentarians. According
to the survey, however, this tool is only rarely used.
• A small but growing number of chambers reported the
existence of parliamentary networks, both formal and
informal, bringing together young parliamentarians.
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Introduction

Political participation by young people has emerged in recent
years as a crucial new focus of efforts to enhance democracy
worldwide. This attention apparently springs from two trends
that appear, at first glance, to exist in tension with one
another. The first concerns worries about “political apathy”
among young people, measured largely in terms of low voter
turnout. The second is increased recognition of the central
role played by young people in movements for democracy
around the globe. Together, these trends have inspired nongovernmental organizations to launch new programmes to
identify and train youth activists to become political leaders.1

Other international organizations have also taken initiatives in
this regard. In 2013, the UN Secretary-General, Ban Ki-moon,
appointed a special Envoy on Youth.4 The same year, United
Nations Delevopment Programme (UNDP) published a report,
Enhancing youth political participation throughout the electoral
cycle, before drafting the UNDP Youth Strategy for 2014–2017,
the core goal of which is to strengthen youth participation in
politics and public institutions. Similarly, the theme of the 2014
International Day of Democracy was “Engaging young people on
democracy” and the focus of the Council of Europe’s Third World
Forum for Democracy, to be held in November 2014, is “From
participation to influence: Can youth revitalize democracy?”

Young people play a key role
in movements for democracy
around the globe.
© Reuters (A. Waguih), 2013
They also led to the inclusion of youth participation on the
agenda of the IPU, which adopted the resolution Youth
participation in the democratic process at its 122nd Assembly
(Bangkok, March–April 2010).2 The IPU subsequently established
the Forum of Young Parliamentarians in 2013, with the aim
of “enhancing the quantitative and qualitative participation of
youth in parliaments and in the IPU”.3 The first-ever IPU Global
Conference of Young Parliamentarians was convened in October
2014 on the theme “Taking democracy to task“.
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1. See for example https://www.ndi.org/youth.

3. See http://www.ipu.org/strct-e/young-new.htm.

2. The resolution is available at http://www.ipu.org/conf-e/122/res-3.htm.

4. See www.un.org/youthenvoy/about/.

The topic of youth participation in politics is therefore clearly
on the agenda. Yet in debates over whether young people
are disengaged and alienated from formal politics, or active
and creators of new forms of doing politics (for a review,
see Farthing, 2010), most attention has focused on young
people as voters and as social movement activists (Carroll,
2011; Desrues, 2012; Diuk, 2013). Rarely has the question
been conceptualized in terms of the need to elect and
appoint more young people to political positions. Moreover,
when youth representation has been discussed in policy or
academic circles, the focus has been on mechanisms of policy
consultation like youth councils and youth parliaments, which
aim to give young people a voice in political debates and policy
proposals (Matthews, 2001; Patrikios and Shephard, 2014;
Shephard and Patrikios, 2013).
The presence of young people in elected positions is
important for a variety of reasons. First, the median age
of the world’s population is 28.5 (UNDESA, 2013). Half
of the global population is younger, with the median age
dropping to 26.4 in less developed regions and 19.3 in the
least developed. Further, among the voting age population
worldwide, 49 per cent are between the ages of 20 and 39
(UNDESA, 2013).5 Young people, like women, are therefore
a politically “excluded majority” (Joshi, 2014). It is perhaps
for this reason that, when surveyed, parliamentarians identify
“age” and “gender” as the two most legitimate identities
for positive action in candidate selection processes (Lisi and
Freire, 2012). In other words, if young people constitute a
large proportion of the population, they merit more than a
token presence in legislative institutions for reasons of justice
and democratic legitimacy. As the IPU noted in its 2010
resolution, “meaningful democracy requires the full and active
participation of young people”.
Second, when a significant segment of society is not included
in political debates and decision-making, their policy interests
may be overlooked – advertently or inadvertently – and the
resources they may bring to politics may be lost, to the
detriment of all. The participation of young people can be
crucial “to prevent the ills affecting them in particular”, and for
“enhancing democracy and placing new issues on the political
agenda” (IPU, 2010).

Despite the importance of youth participation, very little is
known about the age profiles of parliamentarians, apart from
a handful of individual country studies (Burness, 2000; Kissau,
Lutz and Rosset, 2012) and single-region comparisons (Joshi,
2013; Joshi and Och, 2014). There is also little systematic
information on mechanisms to enhance youth participation
in electoral politics, beyond brief mentions in assorted case
studies that often address other topics, like internal party
democracy (Scarrow, 1999), candidate selection procedures
(Reiser, 2014), or women’s representation (Darhour and
Dahlerup, 2013).
The paucity of information on youth representation in
national parliaments prompted the IPU, in light of its position
as the global reference point on parliaments, to design a
questionnaire on youth participation in national parliaments
that was distributed to all IPU Members. This report analyses
the nearly 100 responses that had been received by the
beginning of October 2014. It focuses on patterns in youth
representation in national parliaments, statutory regulations
regarding the rights to vote and run for political office, and the
presence of measures to promote youth participation.
The initial findings point to substantial progress in some
countries in electing parliamentarians from younger age
cohorts, while other countries continue to lag behind. Gender
differences are also evident, with the women who are elected
often being from younger age groups. Trends in eligibility ages
have been relatively stable, although a handful of countries
have lowered their minimum ages to vote or to run for office
in recent years. Strategies to promote youth representation
encompass measures to elect more young parliamentarians,
like youth quotas, and structures to devise and inform public
policies that will be responsive to the needs and priorities
of young people, including various types of parliamentary
bodies. A number of countries have also established youth
parliaments, a longer-term measure that can help promote
youth participation into the future.

Third, the inclusion of young people in parliaments and other
elected assemblies may play an important symbolic role
in motivating younger citizens to become more politically
involved, by demonstrating that politics is open to their
participation and by providing potential role models (Bouza,
2014). At a time when many young people are expressing
a “dwindling interest in formal political activity”, youth
participation can promote “active citizenship” and offer new
“opportunities for civic engagement, education, and learning
about government”, thereby “strengthening young people’s
social responsibility” (IPU, 2010; see also: Mansbridge, 1999;
Phillips, 1995).
5. The author’s calculations are based on data from UNDESA (2013).
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Youth and
representation
One of the challenges in a study of young parliamentarians
relates to ambiguities surrounding the definitions of “youth”
and “political participation”. As UNDP (2013, p. 13) notes, many
UN entities define “youth” as the population segment between
15 and 24 years of age. However, age-related exclusion in the
political sphere often extends beyond the age of 24, so much
so that individuals under the age of 35 are rarely found in
political office. “Youth” is similarly defined in a broad manner
across the survey responses analysed in this report, from 25
to 30, 35, and even 40 years of age. To be consistent with
the Rules and Working Modalities of the IPU Forum of Young
Parliamentarians, parliamentarians in this report are considered
“young” if they are under 45.6 The concept of “political
participation” is similarly broad, being used to describe many
different parts of the political process, before, during and after
elections. While voting is often viewed as the key political
right, discussion at the national and international levels has
increasingly moved towards understanding political participation
in terms of equal access to decision-making positions as
well (Krook and True, 2012). In line with this usage, the term
“participation” is used here to refer to numerical presence in
parliament and other elective institutions.

Debates about participation in this sense have accelerated
globally over the past two decades, with women being
the main focus of attention. As a result, the percentage of
women in national parliaments has nearly doubled in the
past 20 years, from 11.7 per cent in 1997 to 21.8 per cent in
2014, according to the IPU’s online database on Women in
National Parliaments.7 A key factor driving this change has
been the adoption of various types of electoral gender quotas
by national parliaments and political parties in more than 100
countries (Krook, 2009). Activism and research have also
focused on the political inclusion of ethnic minorities, with
seats being reserved for these groups in almost 40 countries
(Hughes, 2011; Krook and O’Brien, 2010). Over the past
several years, two other groups – sexual minorities and people
with disabilities – have come into greater focus as groups
that deserve to be included in the political process (Reynolds,
2013). In contrast, only a few countries have discussed or
approved age-based quotas – despite the fact that “age” and
“gender”, according to one survey (Lisi and Freire, 2012), are
viewed as the two most widely accepted categories in need
of enhanced political representation.

Age, or “youth”, may be considered by some to be qualitatively
different from these other types of identities simply because it
is seen as a temporary phase that people “grow out of” over
time – in contrast to features like sex and race, which tend to be
seen as less mutable. Nonetheless, as research on socialization
suggests, being part of an age cohort can also define a social
perspective or reflect a shared experience of certain historical
events – all of which can be carried forward in time, with longerterm political implications (Inglehart, 1997; Ingelhart and Norris,
2003). In addition, some policy issues may be of particular
concern to young people owing to their position in the life cycle:
examples are education, university tuition, employment and
military service, and issues like climate change and technology,
which will likely have a greater impact on future generations.

7. See www.ipu.org/wmn-e/arc/world010197.htm and
6. Ibid.3
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www.ipu.org/wmn-e/world.htm.

Third, in many political parties, a key informal requirement to
be nominated as a parliamentary candidate is prior political
experience, often at the local or regional level. Young
prospective candidates must thus contend with a double
challenge: being viewed as “too young” or “immature”
because of their age, and having a short or non-existent
political career. Both these factors may render them “less

Diego Ventimilla, youngest
parliamentarian in Ecuador
and Board Member of
IPU’s Forum of Young
Parliamentarians.
© IPU (P. Albouy), 2014

There are several reasons why young people may be
underrepresented in terms of their numbers in the population.
First, the minimum age required to run for office is, in many
countries, somewhat higher than the minimum voting age.
Young voters must therefore sometimes wait until age 25, 35,
or even 45 before they are permitted to present themselves
as candidates. This is especially true for the upper house of
parliament, which tend to require a higher minimum age.

Too young to cast a ballot,
students vote with their feet
and march against racism.
© Reuters (W. Burgess),
1998

least in part, by existing political discourses and practices that
overlook or exclude their needs and interests (Cammaerts et
al.; 2014). These patterns indicate a degree of alienation from
formal politics, and pose practical problems when recruiting
young candidates, since party membership is typically required
by many parties before a person can be selected.

qualified” in the eyes of party elites, regardless of the many
resources and new perspectives that young representatives
could bring to the political sphere.

Second, international studies – and political debates – show
that young people are much less likely than older citizens to
vote and join political parties (Goerres, 2009). Whether this is
due to a general decline in civic engagement (Putnam, 2000)
or a tendency among younger cohorts to be less interested in
formal political activities (Miller and Shanks, 1996) is not clear.
However, some observers have suggested that young people
remain interested in politics more broadly but are simply more
active in alternative forms of political participation (Briggs,
2008; Sloam, 2007). This is because they are turned off, at
7

Survey findings

The IPU sent the youth participation survey to all Member
Parliaments. By the time of this report, 98 responses had been
received from 76 countries: 72 from single or lower houses
and 26 from upper houses. In some cases, information was
received from only one chamber of a bicameral parliament.
A list of respondents is available in Annex 1. Nearly half of
the questionnaires returned were from Europe and North
America (44 chambers in 35 countries), followed by Africa
(18 chambers in 16 countries), Asia (17 chambers in 11
countries), Latin America and the Caribbean (13 chambers in
9 countries), the Pacific (5 chambers in 4 countries), and the
Arab States (1 chamber in 1 country). The preliminary results
are presented in Table 1 and analysed below, to be updated as
new data become available.

The text of the questionnaire is presented in Annex 2. The
demographic information requested from each parliament/
parliamentary chamber included a breakdown of its
members by age cohort and sex, the name, age and sex of
the youngest member of parliament, and the political party
affiliation of parliamentarians by age and sex.8 The survey
inquired about statutory regulations, namely the minimum
age for voting and running for parliament, and whether either
of these limits had recently been changed. The final part
contained a series of questions about measures to promote
youth representation, including the presence of quota
policies, caucuses or networks of young parliamentarians
or dealing with youth issues, parliamentary committees
addressing youth questions, youth parliaments to engage
young citizens, and other measures to recruit and support
youth participation.

Table 1: Members of Parliament under 30

Single and lower houses of parliament*

Upper houses of parliament**

Rank

per cent

Country

Rank

per cent

Country

“

“

Ireland

1

5.9

Kenya

“

“

Viet Nam

2

3.2

Trinidad and Tobago

28

1.1

Nicaragua

3

1.7

Belgium

29

1.0

Finland

“

“

Ireland

30

0.9

Burundi

4

1.1

Spain

“

“

Equatorial Guinea

5

0.5

Myanmar

“

“

Spain

6

0.0

Australia

31

0.8

Japan

“

“

Austria

“

“

New Zealand

“

“

Belarus

32

0.7

Australia

“

“

Bosnia and Herzegovina

“

“

Croatia

“

“

Brazil

“

“

Lithuania

“

“

France

33

0.6

Zambia

“

“

India

34

0.5

Myanmar

“

“

Japan

35

0.3

Bangladesh

“

“

Malaysia

36

0.2

France

“

“

Namibia

37

0.0

Cameroon

“

“

Netherlands

“

“

Cabo Verde

“

“

Paraguay

“

“

Chad

“

“

Philippines

“

“

Cyprus

“

“

Poland

“

“

Democratic Republic of the Congo

“

“

Russian Federation

Single and lower houses of parliament*

16

2.6

Germany

“

“

Malaysia

“

“

Rwanda

Rank

per cent

Country

“

“

Netherlands

“

“

Micronesia (Federated States of)

“

“

Switzerland

1

10.1

Norway

17

2.5

Paraguay

“

“

Monaco

“

“

Uruguay

2

9.0

Denmark

18

2.4

Bosnia and Herzegovina

“

“

Mongolia

“

“

Zimbabwe***

3

6.0

Cuba

“

“

Trinidad and Tobago

“

“

Mozambique

“

“

Latvia

19

2.2

India

“

“

Peru

4

5.8

Chile

“

“

Portugal

“

“

Qatar

5

5.6

Slovenia

20

2.0

Belgium

“

“

Republic of Korea

6

4.8

Serbia

“

“

Estonia

“

“

Sao Tomé and Principe

7

4.7

Canada

“

“

Hungary

“

“

Suriname

8

4.4

Austria

“

“

Poland

“

“

Tuvalu

9

3.7

Sweden

21

1.8

Niger

“

“

Uruguay

10

3.6

Andorra

22

1.7

Greece

11

3.3

Luxembourg

“

“

Philippines

“

“

San Marino

23

1.6

Brazil

12

3.2

Iceland

24

1.5

Switzerland

13

3.0

Zimbabwe

25

1.4

Sri Lanka

14

2.9

Indonesia

26

1.3

Montenegro

“

“

Malta

“

“

Rwanda

15

2.8

South Africa

27

1.2

China

* Data on the age distribution of parliamentarians in Mauritius were
not provided.

8. The data on political party affiliations have not yet been analysed.
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**Data were not provided on the age distribution of parliamentarians

***Calculations for Zimbabwe are based on responses from 38 of

in Canada.

80 legislators.

9

Chloé Smith became the
youngest member of the UK
House of Commons in 2009
when she won a by-election
at the age of 27. © IPU
(L. Fortunati), 2014

When the cut-off is changed to age 40, the proportion of young parliamentarians increases
slightly (see Figure 2). Among single and lower houses of parliament, four countries – San
Marino, Denmark, Serbia and the Netherlands – break the 30 per cent mark. Just under
half of the chambers have between 10 and 20 per cent young parliamentarians. Nearly one
quarter have less than 10 per cent, including four with no young lawmakers. Among upper
houses, only Kenya and Belgium exceed 20 per cent parliamentarians under the age of 40.
The majority, 18 of the 25 chambers with data, fall below 10 per cent. These patterns suggest
that, while youth participation remains impressive in a handful of countries, the trend towards
inclusion remains weak when “young” is defined as being under 40 years old. Upper houses
continue to perform less well than single and lower houses of parliament overall.

Figure 2: Percentage of parliamentarians under 40 (all chambers)
45
40
35
Number of chambers
30
25
20
15
10

Age cohorts and young parliamentarians
Data were collected on the number of parliamentarians
per age cohort disaggregated by sex. Given the debate on
the definition of “young” parliamentarians, the responses
were analysed using three cut-off ages: 30, 40 and 45. The
percentage of parliamentarians in each of these groups
was calculated for each parliamentary chamber. Country
rankings for single and lower houses and for upper houses of
parliament, respectively, are presented on page 8 (percentage
of parliamentarians under 30), Annex 3 (percentage under 40)
and Annex 4 (percentage under 45).

When “young” is defined in terms of parliamentarians
under 30, the data reveal that the election of very young
parliamentarians is extremely rare (see Figure 1). Only one
country, Norway, breaks the 10 per cent barrier. Among
single and lower chambers of parliament, two thirds have 2
per cent or fewer young legislators – and among these, 20
have no young parliamentarians at all. Upper houses perform
even less impressively. Every single chamber has less than 6
per cent young parliamentarians, with Kenya taking the top
spot at 5.9 per cent. Three quarters of upper houses have no
young parliamentarians.

5
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Figure 1: Percentage of parliamentarians under 30 (all chambers)
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When the definition of “young” is expanded to include parliamentarians aged under 45,
the picture changes quite dramatically (see Figure 3), with some States making substantial
progress. Among single and lower houses of parliament, the Netherlands tops the rankings
with more than 60 per cent young parliamentarians. It is followed by San Marino and Andorra
with 50 per cent or more. In all, more than one third of the chambers in the study surpassed
30 per cent young people in parliament. In contrast, only two countries, the Pacific Island
nations of the Federated States of Micronesia and Tuvalu, had no young parliamentarians. Only
five had fewer than 10 per cent.

Jeniffer Vel, member of the
Seychelles National Assembly
and of IPU’s Forum of Young
Parliamentarians.
© IPU (P. Albouy), 2014

Developments are less positive when upper houses are examined. The overall share of youth in
parliament decreases substantially in comparison, with the top countries, Belgium and Kenya,
electing more than 30 per cent young parliamentarians – only half the share in the highestranking countries among single or lower houses of parliament. More than one third of upper
chambers have less than 10 per cent young parliamentarians, although only one country –
Uruguay – has none at all.

Figure 3: Percentage of parliamentarians under 45 (all chambers)
35
30
Number of chambers
25
20

To contextualize youth representation in relation to that of other age groups, the analysis
next examined patterns across age cohorts, divided by sex. Figure 4 maps the number of
parliamentarians in each age cohort across all of the 98 parliamentary chambers responding to
the questionnaire. Several trends are apparent from the data. First, when all parliamentarians
are considered, the largest number by far – both men and women – fall in the 51–60 age
range. The next largest group is the 41–50 age cohort. Most parliamentarians are therefore
middle-aged, with younger – as well as older – groups far less well represented.

15
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0.1–9.9%

10–19.9%

20–29.9%

30–39.9%

40–49.9%

50–59.9%

60%+

Second, within each age cohort, men parliamentarians outnumber women parliamentarians,
in most cases by significant margins. A closer look at these disparities yields an interesting
observation. The three largest groups of men, in absolute numbers, are those in the 41-50,
51–60 and 61–70 age groups. The three most dominant groups of women, however, are
collectively younger, falling in the 31–40, 41–50 and 51–60 age cohorts. Women legislators on
balance, therefore, are more likely to be younger than their male counterparts.

Figure 4: Number of men versus women parliamentarians by age cohort (all chambers)
7000
6000

Men
Women

5000
4000
3000
2000
1000
0
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81–90

91+
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Third, there are important interaction effects between age and sex. Figure 5 divides men and
women parliamentarians according to the IPU-defined threshold of age 45. Viewed in absolute
numbers, the graph is striking: there are more men than women in both age groups, but men
over the age of 45 far outnumber members of the three other groups. Another unexpected
finding is the comparable numbers of younger men and older women elected. The biggest
gap, in contrast, is between younger women and older men, suggesting that younger women
are doubly disadvantaged compared to parliamentarians with other demographic profiles.

Figure 5: Number of men and women parliamentarians under and over age 45
(all chambers)
14000
12000
10000
8000

Statutory regulations

Measures to promote youth participation

One possible explanation for the relative absence of young
people in parliament, especially among the youngest age
groups, may be the laws regulating political rights. The survey
therefore requested information on eligibility ages for voting
and running for parliamentary office. The responses reveal
that the voting age of 18 is more or less universal (85 per
cent, or 83 of the 98 responses received), with virtually no
differences across parliamentary chambers. Citizens have the
right to vote at earlier ages – 16 and 17 – in Austria, Cuba,
Nicaragua and Indonesia. They must wait to vote later – at
ages 19, 20 and 21 – in the Republic of Korea, Cameroon,
Japan and Malaysia.10

In addition to collecting information on the age and sex of
parliamentarians, the survey inquired about the presence of
measures to promote the participation and representation of
young people in the work of national parliaments.

Men under 45
Women under 45
Men over 45
Women over 45

6000
4000
2000
0

The final analysis concerns the youngest parliamentarians in each chamber and the age at
which they were first elected. In two thirds of the chambers responding to the survey, the
youngest lawmakers were first elected when they were between the ages of 21 and 30. One
fifth arrived in parliament between the ages of 31 and 40. The youngest representatives in six
houses of parliament were first elected between the ages of 18 and 20, while five were first
elected between 41 and 50.9 About two thirds are men, while less than one third are women.
The youngest lawmakers, therefore, are more often young men than young women, although
women command a respectable share, confirming the general trends illustrated above.

In contrast, the age at which a citizen can stand as a
candidate varies more widely. The largest share of chambers
in the survey stipulates a minimum age of 18 (43 per cent,
or 42 chambers). More commonly, however, citizens must
wait several years after gaining the right to vote before they
are eligible to run for parliamentary office – usually until
age 21 (18 per cent, or 18 chambers) or 25 (19 per cent, or
19 chambers). The longest wait is generally required to run
for election to the upper house of parliament, where the
minimum age for candidates can be as high as 35, as for the
upper houses in Brazil, Burundi, Paraguay and the Philippines,
or even 40, which is the case for the upper houses in
Cameroon, Rwanda and Zimbabwe.
Putting these two pieces of information together, there is
no gap in age required to vote and to run for election in 35
chambers (36 per cent) in the survey. The gap in the other 56
chambers (57 per cent), however, is not the same in all cases.
It ranges from two years in Austria and Cuba to as many as
22 years for the upper houses in Rwanda and Zimbabwe. The
most common eligibility gaps are three years (15 chambers)
and seven years (17 chambers), reflecting common candidate
eligibility ages of 21 and 25.
Very few countries have recently changed their statutory
regulations. Those countries that have, however, have moved
uniformly to reduce their age requirements. Austria, for
example, lowered the voting age from 18 to 16, and the age
to run for office from 19 to 18, in 2007. In four other cases –
Belgium, the Democratic Republic of the Congo, France and
Kenya – the age for candidates was lowered as a result of
reform. The most dramatic change was in France, where the
age required to run for the upper house was reduced from 35
to 24 in 2008.

Youth quotas
Youth quotas could, it would seem, directly contribute to the
election of more young parliamentarians. According to survey
responses, however, they are only rarely used to bolster
youth participation. Kenya’s 2010 constitution reserves two
seats for people aged 18 to 35 in the upper house, one man
and one woman, allocated by political parties based on the
number of seats won in the election. Along similar lines, the
2003 constitution in Rwanda reserves two seats in the lower
house for citizens under 35, to be chosen by an electoral
college including members of the National Youth Council. The
data returned by Rwanda (lower house) indicate that these
two seats are held by one woman, aged 21–30, and one
man, aged 31–40. Interestingly, of the 24 seats reserved for
women, 11 are held by women under 40 (45.8 per cent) and
16 by women aged between 41 and 45 (66.7 per cent).
Other quota policies used by the chambers responding to
the questionnaire include quotas adopted by political parties,
like Democratic Rally (20 per cent quota for those under
45, adopted in 2010) and Movement for Social Democracy
(20 per cent quota for those under 35, adopted in 2008) in
Cyprus, the Sandinista Front for National Liberation (15 per
cent quota for youth in party leadership and electoral lists,
adopted in 2002) in Nicaragua, and the Social Democratic
Party (25 per cent quota for those under 25) in Sweden. The
response from Mozambique indicated that a party quota was
used, but no further details were provided. In Cuba, there
is a “general policy” to incentivize the promotion of young
candidates, while the constitution of the Labour Party in New
Zealand states that electoral lists should “fairly” represent
youth and other groups.
In terms of other legal measures, the response from Viet
Nam indicated that reserved seats and statutory candidate
quotas were used, but no further details were provided. In
the Philippines (lower house), the proportional representation
list portion of the electoral system (20 per cent of the total
number of seats) must include 50 per cent candidates from
a variety of sectors – “labor, peasant, urban poor, indigenous
cultural communities, women” – as well as young people.

10. The upper houses in India, Ireland and Switzerland are indirectly
9. Several chambers had to be excluded for lack of data.
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elected by members of other bodies in which age ranges vary.
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Other networks are not exclusively composed of young
parliamentarians, but rather serve to coordinate the
work of parliamentarians concerned with promoting
youth issues in public policy. These types of groups
include the bicameral Parliamentary Forum on Youth in
India, the Parliamentary Network for Youth Perspectives
in Politics in Sweden, and the bicameral Parliamentary
Group on Childhood and Youth in Switzerland. Other
networks serve as a link to youth parliaments, like
the Parliamentary Network in Niger and the Chamber
of Young Legislators in the Russian Federation. A
more specialized group, finally, is the Youth Group
of the Christian Democratic Union/Christian Social
Union in Germany, which brings together CDU/CSU
parliamentarians under 25 to deal with questions of
sustainability and intergenerational fairness.

Parliamentary committees
The survey asked whether there were “any parliamentary
bodies dealing with youth issues”. Forty responses (41%)
were “yes”, but proceeded to name committees and
commissions that did not include words like “youth” or
“children” in their titles. These answers provide insight into
the types of issues that are associated with young people
in countries around the world. Education was perhaps the
topic most often mentioned, but other issues that appeared
frequently include community, culture, employment, public
health, housing, human rights, science, social affairs, social
welfare, sports, and technology and social media. One
response explained, however, that “youth is a cross-sectional
matter” and thus is taken up by all committees (Austria, lower
house).

Box 1: Parliamentary bodies on youth and children

Quotas for young people exist in other countries but were not
indicated in the responses. Seats are reserved to young people
in Morocco (30 seats for young men), Kenya (12 seats in the
lower house for youth, persons with disabilities and workers),
and Uganda (5 seats for people under 30, one of whom must
be a woman). Statutory candidate quotas are imposed on all
political parties in Peru (20 per cent legislative quota for those
under 30 in local and regional elections), Sri Lanka (the 40 per
cent legislative quota for those under 35 was converted into
a 25 per cent quota for women and youth in 2012), Tunisia (at
least one candidate under 35 among the top four candidates
on party lists) and Egypt (a minimum of 16 candidates on party
lists across the four electoral districts). Quotas for young people
have also been established by political parties in Croatia (Social
Democratic Party since 2004), Germany (“newcomer quota”
in various political parties), Nicaragua (40 per cent combined
quota for women and youth in the Liberal Constitutionalist
Party), and Senegal (20 per cent in the Senegal Socialist Party).
An open-ended question about other initiatives taken to
promote youth representation in parliament yielded several
further related responses. Kenya’s constitution, for example,
obliges parliament to enact legislation to promote the
representation in parliament of several marginalized groups,
including young people. In Burundi (lower house), a legislative
act permits parties to place young party members in national
positions. In a parallel manner, the parliament in San Marino
appoints a Standing Committee on Youth Policies that is not
composed of legislators, presumably to bring young people
into the political decision-making process. Finally, party
youth wings were mentioned in several surveys as a more
indirect mechanism for identifying and grooming future party
candidates.
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Parliamentary networks
The survey next asked two questions regarding the presence
of youth caucuses or networks, either bringing together
young parliamentarians or dealing with youth issues within
parliament. While not very common, networks exist in several
chambers and appear in most cases to have been created
fairly recently. In total, 17 networks were mentioned in the
responses (17 per cent). Some networks among young elected
parliamentarians are more formal in nature, like the Network of
Young Parliamentarians in Cameroon, established in 2010, the
Young Parliamentarians Association in Kenya, created in 2004,
and the Youth Parliamentarian Cabinet in Mozambique, set
up in 2010. Others are more informal groupings, as in Chile,
Finland and the Philippines.

Committee on Family and Youth (Austria, UH)
Parliamentary Standing Committee on Ministry of Youth and Sports (Bangladesh)
Joint Committee on Human Rights, Rights of Children, Youth, Immigration, Refugees, Asylum
and Ethics (Bosnia and Herzegovina, both houses)
Commission on Education, Youth, Sports and Leisure, Culture and Communication (Burundi, LH)
Commission on Education, Professional Formation, and Youth (Cameroon, LH)
Committee on the Family, Youth and Sports (Croatia)
Commission on Youth, Childhood and Women’s Equal Rights (Cuba)
Committee on Family Affairs, Senior Citizens, Women and Youth (Germany)
Special Permanent Committee on Equality, Youth and Human Rights (Greece)
Committee on Education, Youth, Sports and Culture (Indonesia)
Joint Committee on Health and Children (Ireland, both houses)
Select Committee on Children and Youth Affairs (Ireland, LH)
Special Committee on Children and Youth Affairs (Japan, LH)
Standing Commission for Youth and Sport Affairs (Luxembourg)
Commission on National Education, Childhood and Youth (Luxembourg)
Special Commission on Education and Youth (Monaco)
Peasants, Workers and Youth Affairs Committee (Myanmar, LH)
Education, Health, Women and Children’s Affairs Committee (Myanmar, UH)
Standing Committee on Gender, Youth and ICT (Namibia, UH)
Commission of Women, Youth Children, and Family (Nicaragua)
Committee on Youth, Sports and Culture (Paraguay, UH)
Commission on Education, Youth and Sports (Peru)
Senate Committee on Youth (Philippines, UH)
Committee on Youth and Sports Development (Philippines, LH)
Education, Science and Youth Committee (Poland, LH)
Commission on Education, Technology, Culture and Youth (Rwanda, LH)
Committee on Education, Science, Sport and Youth (Slovenia)
Committee on Culture, Education, Youth, Teenagers and Children (Viet Nam)
Committee on Youth and Sport (Zambia)
Committee on Youth Development, Indigenization and Economic Empowerment
(Zimbabwe, LH)
UH = upper house of parliament
LH = lower house of parliament
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Responses from 31 chambers (32%) listed a parliamentary
committee or commission that explicitly includes language
about “youth” in its name. As can be seen in Box 1, many of
the same subject areas appear again, particularly education,
family and sports. Few of these bodies focus solely on young
people or children as part of their remit, exceptions being
Ireland (lower house), Japan (lower house) and the Philippines
(upper house). While sometimes the focus is “youth” plus
one other subject – for example, in the cases of Austria (upper
house) and Bangladesh – the more general trend seems to
be to place youth and children together within a long series
of other issues (Bosnia and Herzegovina, both houses, and
Burundi), or together with a host of other marginalized groups
(Germany and Myanmar, lower house).
Data on the chairs and members of these committees and
commissions reveal great variation, even if in some cases
they are not complete. Eighteen chairpersons were men
(62%) and eleven were women (38%). They ranged across
almost all age cohorts, from 21–30 to 71–80, with the
greatest number of chairpersons aged between 51 and 60
(four men and four women). Seven committees (23%) were
roughly gender-balanced in terms of their composition,
ranging between 40 and 60 per cent members of each sex.
Five of these committees (16%) had more than 60 per cent
women, while 19 (61%) comprised more than 60 per cent
men. Nine committees (36%) had more than 50 per cent
members under the age of 45, while 16 (64%) had below 50
per cent and were dominated by older age cohorts.
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Youth parliaments
The final question in the survey concerned youth parliaments,
a measure that can help promote youth participation into the
future. Youth parliaments exist in 35 countries responding to
the questionnaire (36%). The idea has also been discussed
but not yet adopted in Bosnia and Herzegovina (upper house).
According to the responses, youth parliaments in 14 countries
(40%) enjoy a formal affiliation with the national parliament.
However, the rest are informal and not affiliated formally to
national parliaments – even though parliamentarians and
parliamentary staff are involved in some of the organizing and
the parliament building itself is used for meetings. Rather,
primary organizing responsibility lies with non-governmental
organizations, government ministries, and schools and other
local authorities.
The age groups targeted vary enormously. Some youth
parliaments direct their efforts at children between the
ages of 8 and 13 or 14 (5 countries, or 14%). Another
set is primarily focused on engaging teenagers (10
countries, or 29%). The largest group, according to the
survey responses, focuses on young people from around
the voting ages of 16 or 18 through to ages 30 or 35 (18
countries, or 51%). Thirteen reported data on the gender
of participants, with most available information suggesting
a rough gender balance of 40 to 60 per cent members of
each sex. Participants are selected via a variety of methods,
most often through an application process that goes to a
central committee or school-based election procedures (9
countries each), but also occasionally through open and
public elections (4 countries). In several cases, local youth
councils play a role in the process. The frequency of activities
is similarly varied. Most youth parliaments meet once a year,
typically in the parliament building, after weeks or months
of preparation (16 countries, or 46%). Others are conceived
as an annual programme (3 countries, or 9%) or as a cycle
of activities leading to a formal meeting every other year (5
countries, or 14%).

The objectives of youth parliaments fall into three broad
categories. The first is a deliberative function. The aim is to
listen to young people and give them a chance to express
their points of view (Andorra), improve their opportunities to
be heard (Finland) and articulate their concerns (Malta). This
will give them a voice to define the “youth agenda” for public
policy (Belarus; Kenya, upper house; Portugal; Suriname;
Zimbabwe, lower house), to be transmitted – in some cases
– directly to policymakers (Latvia; Luxembourg; Philippines,
upper house) and even on live television (Montenegro).
Another purpose is to create ongoing connections among
young people, and between them and parliamentary and
government officials (Estonia; Ireland, lower house; Russian
Federation, both houses; South Africa, lower house; Sweden).
A second objective is awareness-raising. Youth parliaments
seek to confer knowledge about parliamentary decisionmaking procedures (Austria, upper house; Greece; Peru;
Portugal; Sweden), providing insight into the duties of
lawmakers through simulations of parliamentary work,
including preparing bills, participating in debates and voting
on laws (Andorra; Democratic Republic of the Congo,
lower house; France, lower house; Latvia; Slovenia). Some
responses characterize this process as an “apprenticeship”
(Niger) or “education on democracy” (Slovenia). In New
Zealand, the experience is “as close as possible to the real
thing”, including constituency work and interacting with a
youth press gallery. Even if the participants do not go on to be
elected, the experience can help them learn how to influence
government decision-making as citizens (Trinidad and Tobago,
lower house).
A third purpose of youth parliaments is political
empowerment. The hope is that providing young people
with the experience of participatory democracy will increase
active citizenship and arouse interest in public affairs (Estonia;
Finland), by encouraging the development of debating and
other leadership skills (Portugal; Zimbabwe, lower house).
While one aim is to strengthen youth leadership in parliament
(Peru), a broader goal is to promote youth-led advocacy
in civil society (Australia; Belarus; Poland, lower house),
thereby contributing to further democratization (Mozambique)
and fostering a more positive image of youth and politics
(Luxembourg).

Conclusions

The recent wave of interest in youth political participation,
especially at the international level, signals a crucial new
opening for debates and proposals to enhance the inclusion
of young people and their perspectives in the political
process. This report offers a preliminary mapping of young
people in national parliaments around the world, providing the
first global ranking of countries in relation to the percentage
of young people in parliament under the ages of 30, 40 and
45. Based on the available data, the analysis reveals that
most legislators fall in the 51–60 age range, albeit with some
variations among men and women, with women being more
likely to come from younger cohorts.
In terms of statutory regulations, trends in eligibility ages
have been relatively stable, although a handful of countries
has lowered the minimum ages to vote or to run for office in
recent years. More strikingly, a variety of strategies have been
developed in different countries to elect more young people
to parliament, like youth quotas, to connect and support the
work of young parliamentarians, especially as it concerns
issues important to youth, and to build up the next generation
of leaders through youth parliaments and other initiatives to
engage younger cohorts of citizens, raising their interest in
politics and enhancing their political efficacy. This mapping
exercise thus reveals some encouraging patterns and some
emerging “best practices” that support the task of engaging
more young people in the work of national parliaments.
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Recommendations

Collect systematic data: With the help of national
parliaments, the IPU should collect and report data on the age
of parliamentarians, disaggregated by sex. This information
can then be used to assess progress – and the need for
action – to ensure that young men and women are included in
greater numbers in national parliaments.
Publish global rankings: The IPU should create a dedicated
webpage for displaying and comparing data on youth
representation among its Member Parliaments, along the
lines of its well-established rankings for Women in National
Parliaments, reporting national data11 and world and regional
averages.12 The data should be periodically updated online
and accompanied by an annual report, similar to the annual
review published for women parliamentarians.13
Recognize diversity among youth: All data and reports on
this topic should avoid treating “youth” as a homogeneous
group. The data in this study indicate important differences
between age ranges, and between young men and women in
terms of their opportunities to enter parliament, which should
be taken into account when designing policies for political
inclusion. Depending on the country context, other identities
may also be relevant dividing lines.
Align the eligibility ages to vote and run for political
office: Most countries stipulate a minimum age of 18 to vote.
In most cases, however, citizens must wait a period of years
before they are eligible to stand as candidates, particularly in
elections to the upper house of parliament. Data in this report
suggest a clear relationship between higher eligibility ages
and the lower representation of young lawmakers. Opening
up spaces in parliament to young people thus requires that
these ages be aligned.
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Andorra
Australia (lower and upper houses)
Austria (lower and upper houses)
Bangladesh
Belarus (upper house)
Belgium (lower and upper houses)
Bosnia and Herzegovina (lower and upper houses)
Brazil (lower and upper houses)
Burundi (lower house)
Cameroon (lower house)
Canada (lower and upper houses)
Cabo Verde
Chad
Chile (lower house)
China
Croatia
Cuba
Cyprus
Democratic Republic of the Congo (lower house)
Denmark
Equatorial Guinea (lower house)
Estonia
Finland
France (lower and upper houses)
Germany (lower house)
Greece
Hungary
Iceland
India (lower and upper houses)
Indonesia
Ireland (lower and upper houses)
Japan (lower and upper houses)
Kenya (upper house)
Latvia
Lithuania
Luxembourg
Malaysia (lower and upper houses)
Malta
Mauritius
Micronesia (Federated States of)
Monaco
Mongolia
Montenegro
Mozambique
Myanmar (lower and upper houses)
Namibia (upper house)
Netherlands (lower and upper houses)
New Zealand
Nicaragua
Niger

Norway
Paraguay (lower and upper houses)
Peru
Philippines (lower and upper houses)
Poland (lower and upper houses)
Portugal
Qatar
Republic of Korea
Russian Federation (upper house)
Rwanda (lower and upper houses)
San Marino
Sao Tomé and Principe
Serbia
Slovenia
South Africa (lower house)
Spain (lower and upper houses)
Sri Lanka
Suriname
Sweden
Switzerland (lower and upper houses)
Trinidad and Tobago
Tuvalu
Uruguay (lower and upper houses)
Viet Nam
Zambia
Zimbabwe (lower and upper houses)
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Annex 2: Questionnaire

1. Please indicate the number of parliamentarians per age group.
Age Group (Year Born)

Total

Male

Female

18–20 (1996–1994)
21–30 (1993–1984)
31–40 (1983–1974)

Questionnaire on youth participation in national parliaments

41–45 (1973–1969)
46–50 (1968–1964)
51–60 (1963–1954)

The survey is designed to establish the number of parliamentarians below the age of 45. It will also gather information on special
mechanisms that exist to encourage or enhance the participation of young people in national parliaments.
The survey is on young members of national parliaments, as opposed to members of youth parliaments.16 Please note that only
question 10 deals with youth parliaments.
The survey findings will be presented at the IPU Global Conference of Young Parliamentarians, which will be held on 10 and 11
October 2014 in Geneva.

61–70 (1953–1944)
71–80 (1943–1934)
81–90 (1933–1924)
91 and over (1923 and before)

2. Please provide the name and contact details of the youngest member of parliament:
Name __________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

Country ____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

□ □

M
F
Year of birth/age _______________________________________________________________________________________________________________

Parliament/Chamber _______________________________________________________________________________________________________________
[For bicameral systems, please complete a separate questionnaire for each chamber]

Year of election/appointment/nomination _______________________________________________________________________________________

Completed by (name/title) __________________________________________________________________________________________________________

Phone number _________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

Contact e-mail _____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

E-mail __________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

Date _______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
3. Please confirm, correct or complete the following data:
Please complete and return this form by 1 September 2014 to IPU Secretariat by e-mail to nr@ipu.org or by fax to +41 22 919
41 60. Questions can be directed to Ms. Zeina Hilal via e-mail zh@ipu.org.

Age of eligibility for voting _____________________________________________________________________________________________________
Age of eligibility for running for parliament ____________________________________________________________________________________
Supplementary: Has either age requirement been changed recently?
Yes

□

No

□

If yes, what was the previous requirement? Please explain (for example, if the required age for running for parliament was
lowered, what was it previously?)
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

4. Do any measures exist to ensure or facilitate the election/appointment/nomination of young parliamentarians?
Yes

□

No

□

If yes, please answer the following questions:
How is “young” or “youth” defined (for example, if the measure is a legislated quota for young people, what is the age limit
that it sets out)?
Age or age-group: _____________________________________________________________________________________________________________
16. A youth parliament is a platform – outside and beyond young parliamentarians themselves – to engage young people and expose them to
democratic process and practices.
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6. Is there a caucus or network of young parliamentarians within parliament?

Which of the following special measures are in use?

Yes
Measure

Yes

No

Do not know

□

No

□

If yes, please provide details on the caucus or network of young parliamentarians.

Reserved seats17
Legal candidate quotas18
Political party quotas19
Other measures
If other, please specify

Name of group: ________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
Formal20 or informal21: __________________________________________________________________________________________________________
Year established (if known): ____________________________________________________________________________________________________

7. Is there a caucus or network dealing with youth issues within parliament?
If yes, please provide details on the measure(s) in place:
Number of seats and/or percentage of candidates _____________________________________________________________________________

Yes

□

No

□

If yes, please provide details:

[if multiple measures are in place, please describe them separately]

Name of group: ________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
Year adopted (if known) ________________________________________________________________________________________________________
Formal22 or informal23: __________________________________________________________________________________________________________
Year modified (if applicable) ____________________________________________________________________________________________________
Year established (if known): ____________________________________________________________________________________________________
Mechanism for selection _______________________________________________________________________________________________________
[separate election, similar to other candidates, chosen by youth organization; please provide full details, if possible]

Source _________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
[constitutional provision, electoral law, party constitution; please provide full details, if possible]

8. Are there any parliamentary bodies dealing with youth issues? (These may deal with other issues simultaneously – like a
Committee/Commission on Women, Youth, and Sports)
Yes

□

No

□

Any additional information _____________________________________________________________________________________________________

If yes, please answer the following questions:

_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

What is the nature of the parliamentary body or bodies?

_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

Type

Yes

No

Standing committee
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5. Are there any other initiatives taken in the country to promote youth representation in parliament?
Yes

□

No

□

If yes, please provide details.

Ad hoc committee
Other bodys
If other, please specify

_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
Please provide details on the parliamentary body or bodies.
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
Name of body: __________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
Chairperson (name, sex, age): __________________________________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
Size (number of members): ____________________________________________________________________________________________________
Number of men members: _____________________________________________________________________________________________________
Number of women members: __________________________________________________________________________________________________
Number of members below the age of 45: _____________________________________________________________________________________

17. Policies/legislation that guarantee young people a minimum number of seats in parliament.
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18. Policies/legislation that require all political parties to nominate a minimum percentage of young candidates.

20. Formal being affiliated to parliament.

22. Formal being affiliated to parliament.

24. Parliamentary commission/committee or

19. Policies adopted by individual political parties to ensure a certain proportion of young candidates.

21. Informal being not affiliated to parliament.

23. Informal being not affiliated to parliament.

sub-commission/sub-committee, etc.
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Annex 3: Members of Parliament under 40

9. Please provide data on political party affiliation of parliamentarians per age-group and sex:
Party name

Sex

1.

M

18–20

21–30

31–40

41–45

46–50

51–60

61–70

71–80

81–90

91+

F
M

2.

F
M

Single and lower houses of parliament*

F

Rank

per cent

Country

M

1

36.7

San Marino

F

2

34.1

Denmark

M

3

31.2

Serbia

F

4

31.1

Netherlands

M

5

29.4

Hungary

F

6

28.7

Belgium

M

7

27.2

Norway

F

8

26.7

Chile

M

9

26.0

Latvia

F

10

25.6

Slovenia

11

25.5

Burundi

12

25.0

Andorra

13

23.8

Estonia

14

23.0

Portugal

15

22.5

Rwanda

16

21.3

Paraguay

17

20.6

Iceland

18

20.0

Malta

19

19.8

Sweden

20

19.4

Cabo Verde

21

19.0

Bosnia and Herzegovina

“

“

Finland

22

18.3

Ireland

23

18.0

Austria

24

17.9

Indonesia

25

17.6

Germany

26

17.2

Mozambique

27

16.7

Cuba

28

16.4

Sao Tomé and Principe

29

16.1

Poland

30

16.0

Suriname

31

15.8

Philippines

“

“

Zimbabwe

32

15.5

South Africa

33

15.2

Croatia

25. Formal being affiliated to parliament.

34

15.0

Greece

26. Informal being not affiliated to parliament.

“

“

Montenegro

3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

If necessary, please insert additional rows (or add additional pages).

10. Is there a youth parliament in your country?
Yes

□

No

□

If yes, please provide details:
Name: __________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
Formal25 or informal26 (please explain): __________________________________________________________________________________________
Targeted age group (for example, “under 25” or “ages 18–30”):_________________________________________________________________
Size (number of members): _____________________________________________________________________________________________________
Number of boys/young men members: _________________________________________________________________________________________
Number of girls/young women members: ______________________________________________________________________________________
Process for selecting members (open vote, nomination, etc.): __________________________________________________________________
Purpose (stated goals): _________________________________________________________________________________________________________
Activities and frequency: _______________________________________________________________________________________________________
Website (if one exists): _________________________________________________________________________________________________________
Other information: ______________________________________________________________________________________________________________
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Single and lower houses of parliament*

Upper houses of parliament**

Rank

per cent

Country

Rank

per cent

Country

“

“

Switzerland

1

20.6

Kenya

35

14.5

Mongolia

2

20.0

Belgium

36

14.1

Canada

3

18.6

Ireland

“

“

Nicaragua

4

13.3

Bosnia and Herzegovina

37

14.0

Spain

5

11.5

Myanmar

38

13.4

Australia

6

10.3

Australia

39

12.7

Japan

7

10.2

Spain

40

12.6

India

8

9.5

Japan

41

12.3

Peru

9

8.6

Russian Federation

42

12.1

Lithuania

10

8.2

Austria

43

12.0

Chad

11

6.5

Trinidad and Tobago

44

11.7

Luxembourg

12

5.4

Belarus

45

10.9

Brazil

13

5.3

Netherlands

46

10.8

Malaysia

14

4.8

Malaysia

47

10.4

Zambia

15

4.3

Switzerland

48

10.2

Myanmar

16

4.2

Philippines

49

10.0

New Zealand

17

3.8

Namibia

50

9.8

Democratic Republic of the Congo

18

3.1

Poland

51

8.8

Niger

19

3.0

India

52

7.9

Equatorial Guinea

20

2.2

Paraguay

53

7.6

France

21

0.9

France

54

7.4

Sri Lanka

22

0.0

Brazil

“

Rwanda

55

7.3

Trinidad and Tobago

“

56

7.1

Uruguay

“

“

Uruguay

57

6.7

Viet Nam

“

“

Zimbabwe***

58

5.7

Bangladesh

“

“

Qatar

59

5.6

China

60

2.3

Republic of Korea

61

1.8

Cyprus

62

0.0

Cameroon

“

“

Micronesia (Federated States of)

“

“

Monaco

“

“

Tuvalu

**Data were not provided on the age distribution of parliamentarians in Canada.
*Data were not provided on the age distribution of parliamentarians in Mauritius.
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***Calculations for Zimbabwe are based on responses from 38 of 80 legislators.
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Annex 4: Members of Parliament under 45

Single and lower houses of parliament*

32

Rank

per cent

Country

1

60.3

Netherlands

2

53.3

San Marino

3

50.0

Andorra

4

49.3

Belgium

5

48.6

Denmark

6

46.5

Equatorial Guinea

7

46.3

Paraguay

8

44.8

Serbia

9

44.4

Slovenia

10

44.0

Latvia

11

41.7

Portugal

12

40.6

Hungary

13

39.6

Burundi

14

39.2

Cuba

15

38.8

Rwanda

16

38.5

Norway

17

38.3

Chile

18

37.7

Indonesia

19

37.1

Malta

20

35.6

Estonia

21

34.7

Cabo Verde

22

32.7

Sao Tomé and Principe

“

“

Sweden

23

32.3

Ireland

24

31.7

Austria

“

“

Iceland

25

31.5

Australia

26

29.2

Germany

27

29.1

Zimbabwe

28

28.9

Mongolia

29

28.0

Poland

30

27.3

Zambia

31

27.0

Finland

32

26.6

Democratic Republic of the Congo

33

26.3

Greece

“

“

Montenegro

“

“

South Africa

Single and lower houses of parliament*
Rank

per cent

Country

34

26.2

Peru

35

26.1

Spain

36

26.0

Philippines

“

“

Suriname

37

25.0

Japan

“

“

New Zealand

38

24.4

Mozambique

39

24.2

Canada

40

24.0

Switzerland

41

23.0

Chad

42

22.9

India

43

22.7

Sri Lanka

44

22.0

Trinidad and Tobago

45

21.7

Luxembourg

46

21.2

Brazil

“

“

Uruguay

47

20.3

Niger

48

19.8

Malaysia

49

19.7

Myanmar

50

19.1

Lithuania

51

19.0

Bosnia and Herzegovina

52

18.5

Nicaragua

53

15.5

France

54

15.1

Bangladesh

55

13.5

Viet Nam

56

13.4

Cameroon

57

12.5

Monaco

58

11.6

China

59

8.9

Cyprus

60

6.3

Republic of Korea

61

5.7

Qatar

62

0.0

Micronesia (Federated States of)

“

“

Tuvalu

*Data were not provided on the age distribution of parliamentarians in Mauritius.
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Upper houses of parliament**
Rank

per cent

Country

1

36.7

Belgium

2

30.9

Kenya

3

29.2

Philippines

4

27.1

Ireland

5

25.0

Australia

6

23.1

Namibia

7

22.6

Trinidad and Tobago

8

22.1

Myanmar

9

19.3

Spain

10

18.0

Austria

11

16.9

Japan

12

15.2

Paraguay

13

13.3

Bosnia and Herzegovina

14

12.5

Belarus

15

12.3

Russian Federation

16

11.5

Rwanda

17

9.7

Malaysia

18

9.4

India

19

9.3

Netherlands

20

8.7

Switzerland

21

8.2

Poland

22

5.3

Zimbabwe***

23

3.2

France

24

2.5

Brazil

25

0.0

Uruguay

Pantone: 320 C
C: 90 M: 0 Y: 30 K: 0
R: 0 G: 170 B: 190
Pantone: 3015 C
C: 100 M: 45 Y: 5 K: 20
R: 0 G: 95 B: 154
Pantone: Cool Gray 9 C
C: 3 M: 0 Y: 0 K: 65
R: 121 G: 122 B: 123

**Data were not provided on the age distribution of parliamentarians in Canada.
***Calculations for Zimbabwe are based on responses from 38 of 80 legislators.

34

+41 22 919 41 50
+41 22 919 41 60
postbox@ipu.org
Chemin du Pommier 5
Case postale 330
1218 Le Grand-Saconnex
Geneva – Switzerland
www.ipu.org
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