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Research Article

Determining the appropriate and optimal size of a legislative body is a critical issue 
in democratic representation systems and has always been one of the fundamental 
challenges for thinkers and lawmakers in political systems worldwide. Despite 
numerous efforts and the introduction of various models, no clear, standard, and 
widely accepted criterion has been established by scholars. Therefore, the main 
objective of this study is to examine global models and experiences to determine 
the optimal number of seats in a legislature, thereby providing policymakers with 

Islamic Consultative Assembly. The primary research question is: Based on global 

Consultative Assembly? The research is developmental in purpose and qualitative 
in nature, conducted using the documentary analysis method. Based on the findings, 
the optimal number of seats for the Islamic Consultative Assembly, according to the 
cube root law and considering the total and active population, is 438 and 386 seats, 
respectively. Using the regression equation model and considering the total and 
active population, the proposed numbers are 447 and 388 seats, respectively.
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