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Abstract
Although questions of descriptive representation are central to the normative literature on democracy, we know little about how minority groups are treated within collective bodies. We address this puzzle by advancing a simple decision-theoretic model of group ‘tokenism’ within collective bodies.  The purpose of our model is to explain how group members within a political organization differentially value minority group members under varying conditions. Our theory yields the following pair of empirically testable predictions: (1) majority group (or fellow minority group) valuations of minority group members are negatively (or positively) related to the minority group’s relative size; and (2) the minority group’s relative size is inversely related to the negative impact preference (ideological) divergence exerts on colleague valuation decisions. We empirically test our theoretical model’s predictions using member-to-member leadership political action committee (PAC) campaign contributions in the U.S. House of Representatives for the 105th-108th Congresses. We find support for our theory when we compare the leadership PAC contribution patterns of Republican and Democratic men, finding that Republican donors are more generous toward women colleagues vis-à-vis men colleagues compared to their Democratic counterparts. Our findings also reveal that contribution decisions of Republican members of Congress (MCs) evidence less tolerance of ideological divergence compared to those of Democrats, but that Republican partisans sanction women less harshly than they do men. Finally, our statistical evidence challenges the conventional wisdom that Democratic women are more supportive of one another than are Republican women. 

 
Descriptive representation, the notion that representatives share demographic characteristics with those they represent, is not merely a matter of allowing the electorate to see representatives who look like they do. Instead, descriptive representation is “a matter of accurate resemblance or correspondence, and a precondition for justifying governmental action.” (Pitkin 1967: 82).  Put simply, the analysis of descriptive representation is of critical importance for students of democratic theory since the composition of representative bodies should accurately reflect the composition of the electorate (Pitkin 1967: 73). For instance, members from an under-represented (i.e., minority) group are thought to bring a combination of unique outlook, skills, and interests to bear in their activities as elected representatives that are distinct from dominant (i.e., majority) group members within legislatures (Phillips 1991).
On a normative level, ensuring accurate descriptive representation within collective bodies has the positive consequences of reflecting the plurality of interests within a given polity, and providing public legitimacy to democratic institutions (Mill 1861: Chapter 3; Pitkin 1967; Phillips 1991; Mansbridge 1999; Sapiro 1981; Dovi 2002).  On an empirical level, the correspondence between the gender composition of representative bodies and the electorate both increases citizens’ perceived legitimacy of legislative institutions (Schwindt-Bayer and Mishler 2005; Hansen 1997; Burns, Schlozman and Verba 2001; Lawless 2004), and tangibly improves the quality of substantive representation for women as an under-represented group (Bratton 2002; Schwindt-Bayer and Mishler 2005; Swers 2002; Thomas 1991; St. Germain 1989; Dodson and Carroll 1991). 

This extant literature has focused on the “extra-institutional” dimension of descriptive representation by explaining how under-represented groups get elected to legislatures and how such electoral choices influence policy outputs to the benefit of under-represented groups. Yet descriptive representation scholarship has been less concerned with an “intra-institutional” focus that explains how representatives from under-represented (i.e., minority) groups are treated in relation to those from dominant (i.e., majority) groups within legislatures (but see Heath, Schwindt-Bayer, and Taylor-Robinson 2005; Kathlene 1994). Analyzing this puzzle can tell us how representatives differentially value their colleagues based on descriptive characteristics. Understanding the behavior and treatment of under-represented groups is crucial in liberal democracies, such as the U.S., where political parties do not employ institutional rules to ensure a sufficient number of women are guaranteed seats in a legislature, as is done in many Scandinavian social democracies (Phillips 1991: 83-84).  Because of the lack of formal protection of women’s seats in U.S. legislatures, women legislators are highly vulnerable to how they are valued by their men colleagues (Darcy 1996; Heath, Schwindt-Bayer, and Taylor-Robinson 2005; Thomas 1994).  


In this study, we advance a unified theory of group tokenism to explain how members of under-represented groups are differentially valued within collective bodies. Our theory extends Kanter’s (1977) insights via a simple decision-theoretic model of membership valuation applied to the study of political organizations. Our theory yields the following pair of empirically testable predictions: (1) majority group (or fellow minority group) valuations of minority group members are negatively (or positively) related to the minority’s relative group size; and (2) the minority group’s relative size is inversely related to the negative impact preference (ideological) divergence exerts on colleague valuation decisions.  

Our theory makes three important contributions to the social scientific study of descriptive representation within political science.  First, we make partisan distinctions based upon group size. This enables us to show how party members’ valuation of under-represented fellow partisan colleagues is a function of the extent to which the latter can be classified as a member of a token minority group. The current literature neither makes such partisan distinctions, nor provides a sense of how token group members are valued compared to non-token group members, and thus cannot explain the differential treatment of minority groups within political organizations.  Furthermore, we find strong differences in the valuation of women colleagues across the parties, indicating that failing to make such partisan distinctions are apt to yield incorrect inferences about group tokenism. Second, majority and minority group-based distinctions are made so that we can derive theoretical predictions concerning how majority group members value their minority group member colleagues, as well as how minority group members value their brethren. Finally, we integrate our group tokenism logic with preference divergence between those doing the valuation (i.e., “valuators”) and those being valued (i.e., “valuatees”).  This is a crucial innovation since current research on descriptive representation involving women legislators does not consider preference-based valuation effects.    


We empirically test our unified theory of group tokenism by analyzing data on member-to-member leadership PAC campaign contributions in the U.S. House of Representatives for the 105th-108th Congresses. This is an appropriate natural laboratory to test our theory since women generally comprise approximately 50 percent of the electorate, yet they make up about only 15 percent of the total seats in the U.S. House of Representatives over the past decade (105th-108th Congresses).  Our statistical evidence shows considerable support for our unified theory of group tokenism. Specifically, Republican men are more generous to their women colleagues than are Democratic men. Our analysis uncovers behavior of men, then, that both violates conventional wisdom and supports our unified theory of group tokenism within political organizations. Notably, our theory is conservative insofar that it predicts behavior among women colleagues to more closely align with conventional wisdom: Democratic women ought to be more generous with their women colleagues than Republican women are. This is because Democratic women are a large enough group to work together, whereas Republican women are not.  Quite surprisingly, though, the behavior of women defies both conventional wisdom and our theory. Indeed, Republican women MCs provide greater campaign resource support to fellow women than do their Democratic women counterparts. 

Gender effects on colleague valuation are somewhat mitigated by the effects of preference divergence. Yet Democratic men tend to sanction their fellow partisan women colleagues more than men colleagues for ideological divergence, whereas Republican men colleagues punish their fellow partisan women colleagues less. This empirical result goes beyond what we had expected given the conservative nature of our theory, which predicts that within a party, all else being equal, men and women ought to face identical sanctions for ideological divergence. The evidence shows that gender likely matters even more than our theory predicts.

A Unified Theory of Group ‘Tokenism’ within Political Organizations


We posit that the valuation of minority group members within political organizations depends, nonlinearly, upon their relative size. For instance, men may value women, but not to the extent that their own majority group status may be threatened. Specifically, when a minority group is small enough to constitute tokenism, individual members of the minority tend to stand out among the majority group, thus receiving more attention (Blau 1977; Kanter 1977). Majority group members will go out of their way to assist minority group members when the latter are classified as tokens. Because groups tend to work better when they include minority groups with different perspectives (Kanter 1983, Stevenson and Sahlman 1988, Janis 1972), it stands to reason that majority group members have an incentive to ensure that minority group members remain viable when they are endangered.  Conversely, women may value other women, but not to the extent that the other women pose a threat to special treatment that they may receive from majority group members because of their status as being relatively rare. Thus, when the minority group is sufficiently small (token status), this group’s members cannot work together and, in fact, will often undermine each other’s efforts as they fight over the scarce resource of attention by the majority group (Laws 1975). This logic is compatible with Laitin’s (1998) theory of identity formation. Applied to the U.S. Congress, token minority groups may find constructing their identity as a “Republican woman” to be too costly, so that they refrain from doing so.

Kanter’s (1977) research indicates that the experiences of minority group members are far different once a threshold of 15 percent is attained. Beyond this threshold, “minority members are potential allies, can form coalitions, and can affect the culture of the group” (Kanter 1977: 966). Yet at the same time, because such non-token minority groups are sufficiently large, they represent a threat to the benefits the majority group enjoys (Heath, Schwindt-Bayer, and Taylor-Robinson 2005; Crowley 2004). If this is true, then Republican women legislators should receive additional assistance from Republican men colleagues because of their token status, while Democratic women legislators receive no such benefit.
 Next, we advance a general theoretical model which addresses the lacuna between the study of group tokenism and descriptive representation within political organizations. 
The Logic of Group ‘Tokenism’  

We employ a cubic utility function depicted in the top portion of Figure 1
 to represent our theory’s first principles. The function captures how a group, which we will call “Group A” values members of another group, which we will call “Group B.” For the purposes of discussion and without loss of generality, we will refer to Group A as the majority group and Group B as the minority group, although, of course, our theory accounts for the possibility that Group B could grow to become the new majority when it comprises more than half the total population. When the minority group is of token size (i.e., w  <  w*- ), majority group members derive greater utility from each additional minority group member. Eventually, the valuation of minority group members reaches some maximum at w*-. At this point, the minority group no longer has the status of a ‘token’, instead becoming a nontrivial threat to the majority group’s dominant status. Majority group members thus begin to experience decreasing utility from the non-token minority group when w*- < w < w*+ along the x-axis of Figure 1.  When w  > w*+, the previous majority group receives positive utility associated with an increase in the size of the other group. This is because the previous majority has now become the “new” token minority group – i.e., “reverse tokenism”.
 

What is of utmost importance for our theory is the majority group’s members’ marginal utility derived from minority group members (bottom graph Figure 1). In other words, when determining how much to value a member of a minority group, a colleague is concerned with the change in, rather than the level of, utility. In this sense, the majority group member is asking: “Am I better off with or without an additional member of the minority group?” When the marginal utility of an additional minority group member is positive, majority group members prefer increasing the minority group’s size. This implies that, ceteris paribus, majority group members value minority group colleagues more highly than they do members of their own group, provided that the minority group is sufficiently small (token status).  As this minority group grows, majority group members have successively lower valuations of their minority brethren.  At the utility maximum (w = w*- ), where marginal utility is zero, majority group members will be indifferent between additional minority group members and those from their own group. Should the minority group’s size continue to increase, the marginal utility of each minority group member becomes negative when w*- < w < w*+. That is, majority group members prefer not to increase the minority group’s size because they receive less utility from the latter’s members than they would from those within their own group – until “reverse tokenism” commences at    (w = w*+ ). 

Figure 2 depicts the mirror phenomenon of Figure 1 – that is, how minority group members value their fellow group members. Specifically, minority group members receive negative utility (and increasing marginal utility) from each additional member of their own group when 0 < w <  w*- . This decrease in utility stems from the pressure additional minority group members create on the finite supply of benefits the majority group provides for minority group members. This logic corresponds with the notion that “token” minorities often see fellow group members as threats to their “special” status with respect to the majority group (Laws 1975). When w*-  < w < w*+ , minority group members receive positive utility from their own brethren since they have outgrown their token status. Feeling threatened by each other is replaced with collegiality because they now enjoy the critical mass necessary for effectively working together. Beyond w*+, the minority group’s status as the new majority is secure. Thus, the old majority becomes the new “token minority” consistent with “reverse tokenism” when w > w*+ .   

Because each “valuator” groups’ utility functions are exact mirror images of each other, we can use them to derive theoretical predictions of how majority and minority groups will behave within the same larger group. In other words, we predict that both groups will experience change in minority group valuation at the same inflection point. They will differ, however, in what that change in valuation will be. This point is conveyed in Figure 3 which overlays the marginal utility incurred by majority and minority group members by combining the lower graphs of Figures 1 & 2. For the purposes of this study, the most interesting feature of this graph involves the different group dynamics on either side of 
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should reveal tangible behavioral differences involving colleague valuation decisions. The first empirical implication of our theory is that majority group (or fellow minority group) valuations of minority group members are negatively (or positively) related to the minority group’s relative size.

Integrating Preference Divergence into the Logic of Group ‘Tokenism’ 
Besides the valuation of minority groups, valuators may also weight the preference for descriptive representation alongside the extent to which their policy preferences are divergent from those that they are valuating.
 Political scientists analyzing collective decision-making bodies operationally define this concept as the ideological distance between members. Figure 4 provides a graphical representation of the impact of preference divergence on the marginal utility a member of majority Group A receives from a member of minority Group B. Figure 4 shows that majority group members obtain successively lower (or greater) marginal utility from minority group members as the ideological distance between such members increases (or decreases), but that this relationship becomes magnified when the degree of minority group tokenism rises.  It is easy to see why this would be the case. Inherently linked to the majority group member’s valuation of a minority group colleague is that the latter colleague must pose no threat. We further know that once the minority group does pose a threat to the majority group’s status, favored treatment stops. It stands to reason, then, that if another attribute of the minority group member, such as preference divergence, also poses a threat to the valuator, then the colleague’s value will further decline. That is, the decline in marginal utility associated with an increase in preference divergence is sufficiently large that it can overwhelm the effect of token minority group status. Majority group members may wish to assist members of a token minority group, but less effort will be exerted if doing so requires them to aid colleagues who are ideologically different from them. But this logic works both ways. Majority group members will not have an incentive to assist members of their own group, but are more likely to do so if the majority group colleagues are ideologically kindred.
Figure 5 shows a graphical portrait of the effect of preference divergence on the marginal utility a minority Group B member receives from a fellow minority Group B colleague. As preference divergence grows, the marginal utility obtained by minority group members from their brethren successively decreases as the minority group becomes increasingly smaller. That is, if a minority group member values other like group members because they can derive benefits from working together, those benefits will decline precipitously if the colleague does not share similar values when the minority group is sufficiently small. Conversely, when the minority group is sufficiently large that it attains non-token status, a surge in preference divergence will have a less deleterious impact on the minority groups’ marginal utility calculation regarding how they value their own group’s colleagues. 

Figure 4, then, depicts how across-group valuations decline more precipitously as the differences of the groups’ sizes increases; i.e. the minority group becomes smaller. Figure 5 makes the same point for within-group valuations.  The second empirical implication of our theory is that the minority group’s relative size is inversely related to the negative impact preference (ideological) divergence exerts on colleague valuation decisions.
Gender, Descriptive Representation, and Membership Valuation in the U.S. House

We test our unified theory of group tokenism by analyzing gender-based descriptive representation in the U.S. House of Representatives. This particular natural laboratory provides an under-represented group within representative institutions – women.  Women are roughly 50 percent of the electorate in most nations, yet lay claim to a substantially smaller fraction of seats in legislatures.
 Analyzing race and ethnic-based descriptive representation is less appealing for the purposes of our study since racial minority groups may benefit from racial gerrymandering, and other means of apportioning districts, to ensure more commensurate legislative representation. Because institutional rules rarely guarantee their representation within legislatures, women legislators are considerably more vulnerable as to how they are valued by their men colleagues (Darcy 1996; Heath, Schwindt-Bayer, and Taylor-Robinson 2005; Thomas 1994). Finally, the U.S. House serves as an appropriate legislative venue to test our theory given that this representative body that is most apt to mirror the polity’s composition (Federalist 51). 

Specifically, we analyze member-to-member campaign contributions from leadership PACs as an empirical measure of member-to-member valuation of legislators in the U.S. House of Representatives.
 Legislators commonly make campaign contributions to their colleagues, and these contributions are, by law, a matter of public record. By collecting data on member-to-member campaign contributions, we have access to clear and concise information on member valuations in the House. Furthermore, the use of member-to-member contributions as a measure of valuation requires only the simple assumption that, holding some other factors such as the closeness of a campaign constant, legislators are most likely to make donations to those colleagues they value the most.  We specifically do not claim that leadership PAC contributions are significant enough to affect electoral outcomes, nor do we suggest that leadership PAC contributions are based solely on member valuations. Instead, we claim that member-to-member campaign contributions, once we control for the closeness of the elections and other relevant exogenous factors, do represent valuations of legislative colleagues that are informative for understanding membership valuation decisions. Certainly, being esteemed by one’s colleagues is important in any endeavor, but most manifestations of esteem are subtle, if not completely unseen. Member-to-member campaign contributions thus serve as an observable measure of distinguishing between those legislators who are valued by their colleagues from those who are not. More important, because we consider the effect of gender on membership valuation, we can directly measure whether being a woman increases or decreases the pecuniary value of a woman legislator relative to her men colleagues. 

Indeed, use of member-to-member contributions as a measure of colleague valuation is a relatively new phenomenon. Much of the previous literature on member-to-member campaign contributions focuses on donations in an attempt to keep or maintain the party majority in the House (Wilcox 1989, Heberlig and Larson 2005, Cann 2007), but there is some evidence that contributors do take into account some personal characteristics, such as ideology, of potential recipients when making donation decisions (Currinder 2003, Kanthak 2007).

Campaign contributions data has two major advantages over other legislative measures of member-to-member valuation, such as the receipt of committee assignments (Heath, Schwindt-Bayer, and Taylor-Robinson 2005), party leadership positions, or both (Frisch and Kelly 2003).  First, the correspondence between valuation of a legislator and whether or not that legislator serves in a coveted position is confounded by the fact that the number of positions is finite. If, for example, twelve committees exist, the legislature needs twelve committee chairs, and this is true if the number of highly valued legislators is ten or fourteen. This problem is exacerbated in a setting like the U.S. House of Representatives, where a strong seniority norm and committee property rights are in effect (e.g., Polsby 1968, Katz and Sala 1996). If members of a particular group are newcomers, they may be very highly valued, but they will not receive a party leadership position or a prime committee assignment because there are simply none available. Conversely, campaign contributions are much less subject to availability constraints. For instance, not a single leadership PAC included in our data set ended an election cycle with zero funds. It is therefore easy to assume that all legislators with leadership PACs could give more funds had they chosen to do so. A second advantage with analyzing individual campaign contributions is that it does not suffer from an ecological fallacy problem. If we see evidence of some group receiving more positions than some other group, we can surmise that the party in general values that group, but this does not necessarily mean that individual members of that party value the group as well. Because our theory posits that preference divergence, in tandem with gender, affect colleague valuation decisions, we must consider dyadic valuations among individual partisan members of the legislature, rather than aggregate valuations of fellow partisan legislators.

Data, Statistical Models, and Hypothesis Testing 

We test our theory using leadership PAC campaign member-to-member contributions for the U.S. House of Representatives for the 105th-108th Congresses. This sample period has the desirable feature of providing sufficient differences in women legislator group size between Democrats (with between 18 and 19 percent women) and Republicans (with between 8 and 9 percent women). These values are important because they place Democrats to one side of Kanter’s (1977) 15 percent tokenism threshold, Republicans to the other. Furthermore, Republican women are a smaller minority than are Democratic women, allowing us to test our theory’s second implication, that the minority group’s relative size affects how steeply their colleague valuations drop in response to growing ideological divergence.

Specifically, our dependent variable of membership valuation is operationalized as leadership PAC contributions made by donor (“valuator”) i to recipient (“valuatee”) j within a given party at election cycle t for each partisan-gender donor group. We treat a zero contribution by donor i as a corner solution to their optimization problem by transforming our dependent variables into the natural logarithm of the quantity comprised of the dollar amount of leadership PAC contributions donated by donor (“valuator”) i to recipient (“valuatee”) j within a given party at election cycle t, plus a scalar of positive unity (+ 1) – i.e., 
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 This logarithmic transformation not only eliminates the possibility of zero contributions as representing unobserved negative contributions (Wooldridge 2002: 518-521; see also, Gordon, Hafer, and Landa 2006: 9 for an application to corporate executive contributions to PACs), but is also consistent with an optimization problem subject to a non-negativity constraint such that 
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  We estimate the data generating process of our logarithmic-transformed dependent variable with Tobit estimation due to the left-censoring inherent to campaign contributions data (Tobin 1958).  

As it relates to theory testing, the corner solution statistical model analyzed here has a semi-logarithmic (log-lin) functional form, and thus has the advantage of being analytically consistent with our theory’s marginal utility calculations underlying membership valuation decisions. More formally, our modeling strategy can be generally stated as following equation:
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Equation (1) contains a generic kth dimension vector of control variables at election cycle t which comprise of donor-specific effects, recipient-specific effects, donor-recipient dyadic specific effects, and timewise fixed effect dummies for all but one election cycle to account for unobserved temporal heterogeneity. Moreover, because our data include multiple observations per donor-recipient dyad which we believe are not independent across election cycle, we calculate and report robust standard errors clustered on this dimension.

Our first theoretical independent variable of interest captures majority-minority group gender-based distinctions.  We measure gender differences as a binary variable, (where W = 1 for women potential recipients, W = 0 for men potential recipients).
 Our second theoretical independent variable of interest accounts for preference divergence between the donor and recipient such that it equals the squared ideological distance between these members’1st dimension DW-Nominate scores (Poole and Rosenthal 1997) – i.e., 
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 When D = 0, legislators’ policy preferences are identical, while at D = 1, we observe the maximum amount of intra-partisan ideological distance between donor and recipient found in our sample.
 In our second set of statistical models, we also include a variable that interacts the binary gender variable with the ideological distance variable. An implication of our theory is that there should be no within-party gender differences in valuation based on ideology; women and men within the same party should be punished equally for ideological divergence. Yet because Republican women comprise a smaller proportion of their party than do Democratic women, all Republicans should be punished more harshly than all Democrats for ideological divergence. The inclusion of the interaction term enables us to assess this empirical implication of our theoretical model.

Ancillary Independent Variables


We also include several variables that are likely to be related to the valuation of a colleague, but are ancillary to our theoretical model. First, we include several variables to indicate that legislators might, ceteris paribus, be more likely to donate to those colleagues with whom they regularly work because they represent similar geographic areas or because they serve on the same committees. For this reason, we include a binary variable, Same State, coded 1 if the donor and potential recipient represent the same state, 0 otherwise. The logic here is that legislators are more likely to make contributions to candidates who are from the same state delegation. Indeed, there are a few leadership PACs that make contributions only to members of the donor’s state delegation. Similarly, we include a binary variable, Same Region, coded 1 if the donor and potential recipient represent the same region, 0 otherwise. We use the region definitions adopted in the ICPSR state coding scheme. The regions are East, Midwest, West, and South. Also, we include a dichotomous variable, Same Committee, coded 1 if the donor and potential recipient work together on at least one congressional committee, 0 otherwise.

Second, we include the logged total amount the leadership PAC gave, Total. Leadership PACs vary greatly in size, from California Representative Douglas Ose’s Sacramento Valley Leadership Fund, which gave $409 in 2004, including the two largest PACs in our data, helmed by current Speaker Nancy Pelosi, who gave $1,025,000, and former Majority Leader Tom Delay, who gave $1,024,355, both in 2002. We expect, of course, that a larger leadership PAC will both be more likely to make a donation and more likely to make a larger donation than a smaller leadership PAC. Lastly, we include three election year binary variables to account for unobserved temporal heterogeneity that is common for all donor-recipient contributions in a given election cycle. These variables account for the structural changes involving the number and amount of campaign contributions across election cycles.

We also include a series of ancillary variables that account for the fact that the central purpose of leadership PACs is to keep or secure the House majority for their parties. Indeed, there is evidence that parties take into account leadership PAC behavior when determining who receives choice leadership positions (Cann 2007, Kanthak 2007). In other words, donors are likely to make donations to colleagues in danger of losing their seats, regardless of whether or not they value those colleagues based on their ideology and gender. To that end, we include a variable, Election, indicating the percentage of the electoral vote the potential recipient received in the preceding election cycle. This variable is likely to be the best indicator of how safe the seat is, and is certainly the indicator potential donors use to help determine who most needs their help. Also, we include a binary variable, Power Committee, coded 1 if the potential recipient has a position on one of the three power committees in the House: Appropriations, Rules, and Ways and Means. This is because legislators with such choice committee assignments are less likely to need leadership PAC donations to win elections, regardless of donor’s valuation. For similar reasons, we include a binary variable, Leader, coded 1 if the potential recipient has a party leadership position, 0 otherwise.
 We also include Years, a variable that reflects the logged number of years a potential recipient has served in the House. Again, legislators with longer tenures in the House face a lower probability of losing their re-election bids, and therefore need leadership PAC contributions less, regardless of a donor’s member valuation. We log transform this variable because electoral safety is likely to increase non-linearly as the number of years in the House increases. In other words, the difference in electoral safety between legislators who have won two elections as compared with those who have won three elections is likely to be great, whereas the difference between those who have won ten elections and those who have won eleven elections is minimal.
 Last, we include a dichotomous variable, Retire, coded 1 for those candidates who are not, for whatever reason, seeking reelection to their House seat, 0 otherwise. Certainly, those legislators who are not seeking reelection are not in need of funds to help secure that their reelection to this legislative body.

Statistical Findings

Additive Regression Model Specifications


Results from the Tobit regression analysis are presented in Table 1.
 Not surprisingly, the total number of donations a PAC made and the potential recipient’s last election outcome are highly significant for all donors. Large PACs make more donations and recipients in danger of losing their elections receive more donations. Of interest, we included a dummy variable indicating whether or not the recipient was a member of party leadership. We expect that party leaders are less likely to receive donations, but that the opposite is true for all donors except Republican women. In other words, donors are more likely to make a donation to someone in the leadership, ceteris paribus, lending credence to the notion that legislators use PAC donations to curry favor (Cann 2007). We analyze the variables of theoretical interest below, with special attention to the values of the coefficients and to the probabilities that the coefficients are the same across different types of donors, based on the results of Wald cross-equation coefficient restriction hypothesis tests.
 


Lending support to our tokenism theory, Republican men value women colleagues more than men colleagues, as evidenced by the positive and statistically significant coefficient on the dichotomous gender variable (1.808). Furthermore, the relationship is opposite for Democratic men, with a negative and statistically significant coefficient on the binary gender variable           (-3.270). On a substantive level, these estimates indicate that Republican men make 20 percent larger contributions to women relative to men, whereas Democratic men make 26 percent smaller contributions to women relative to men.
 Obviously, the difference between Democratic and Republican men is statistically significant (p = 0.05). This provides strong evidence in support of the tokenism theory, evidence that is more dramatic given the fact that Democrats are generally assumed to be the party most commonly thought to provide a more supportive environment for women vis-à-vis Republicans. 

Perhaps even more surprising, the differences between women Republicans and Democrats mirror the differences between their men colleagues. Indeed, Democratic women value their men colleagues significantly more highly than they value their women colleagues, as evidenced by the -2.193 coefficient on the binary gender variable. Republican women, like their Republican men colleagues, value women more highly than men, as evidenced by the 1.819 coefficient on the binary gender variable. Although the coefficient is not significantly different from zero, it is significantly higher than the coefficient reported for Democratic women (p = 0.01). The difference is also substantively large: Republican women give 10 percent more to women than to men, whereas Democratic women give 22 percent less to women than to men. In other words, both Republican men and women MCs value their women colleagues more highly than do their Democratic counterparts. Indeed, the coefficients in models containing women MC donations as the dependent variable are not significantly different from their men colleagues in either the Democratic (p = 0.30) or the Republican (p = 0.98) parties. 

Our theory, then, very nicely predicts the behavior of the majority group: Men in the Democratic Party give less to women than do men in the Republican Party. Yet our theory predicts that the behavior of women ought to be the opposite of that of the men in their party. If the number of women Democrats is beyond token representation, and the behavior of Democratic men seems to indicate they are, women Democrats should now be a large enough group to work together and support each other. Indeed, they are not. Instead, the donation patterns indicate that women Democrats exhibit behavior much like their Democratic men colleagues: They, too, give less to fellow partisan women colleagues. On the other hand, Republican women MCs ought to be unable to work together because of their token status, and should give significantly less to each other than to their fellow Republican men colleagues. Again, this is not the case. Instead, the behavior of Republican women is not statistically significantly different from what we would expect if they did not consider gender in their valuation at all. Given that, the positive coefficient indicates that if gender matters at all, the effect is likely that women, rather than men, receive more generosity from Republican women.

Despite this, our unified theory of group tokenism gains empirical support when we consider the effects of ideological divergence on membership valuation decisions. Because the proportion of women in the Republican Party is further from the inflection point w-* than the proportion of women in the Democratic Party, punishment for ideological divergence ought to be more dramatic for Republicans than for Democrats. This theoretical prediction is borne out by our statistical evidence. For Democratic men, the coefficient on ideological distance is -6.966, showing that Democratic men value colleagues less the further away they are from them. But Republican men punish even more, as evidenced by the coefficient of -12.01. Republicans at the median ideological distance receive two percent fewer donations from their colleagues than if their ideological divergence was set to its lowest observed value. Yet, these additive model results indicate that these ideological divergence effects on colleague valuation are of modest magnitude.

Democrats see less than a 1 percent decline in contributions from men for the same increase in ideological distance. Furthermore, the difference is statistically significant (p = 0.05). Similarly, Republican women punish (-28.29) for ideological divergence more than Democratic women do (-6.183), a difference that is also statistically significant (p = 0.00). The substantive effects are similar to those of men. Republicans see a 2 percent decline in contributions from women if they are at the median ideological distance rather than the lowest observed value of this variable, whereas Democrats see a 1 percent decline in contributions for the same change in the level of ideological distance. Within the parties, as the theory would suggest, the differences are not significant (p = 0.73 for Democrats, p = 0.98 for Republicans). 

The data, then, strongly support our theory not only for analyzing the behavior of men MCs representing the majority group within each party caucus, but also with respect to how  political parties sanction for ideological divergence among its members. Yet the results do not nearly as strongly support the theory for women MCs. The theory explains majority group tokenism behavior, but not minority group tokenism behavior. Furthermore, our theory also presumes that women and men should be punished equally within the same party. According to our theory’s logic, Democrats ought to punish both men and women equally for ideological divergence. Republicans ought to punish more, but they, too should punish men and women equally. We now turn to assessing the veracity of that particular empirical implication of our theoretical model.

Multiplicative Regression Model Specifications

Table 2 reports the results of a regression in which we include a variable that interacts gender of recipient and ideological distance, in an effort to assess whether or not women and men receive similar sanctions for ideological divergence.  We see the effect of gender is robust to the multiplicative model specifications. Note, however, that the coefficient from the additive model is best for determining the “main effects” of the gender variable. Here, the coefficient on the binary gender variable describes the effect of gender only in the limited case when ideology is equal to zero (Jaccard, Turrisi, and Wan 1990). The results we describe below, then, should be taken with this caveat in mind. Democratic men (-3.030) value women significantly less than men, whereas Republican men (1.424) value women significantly more than men. Likewise, the difference between Democratic and Republican men is also statistically significant (p = 0.00). Again, the women in each party mirror the behavior of the men in their party rather than behave according to the tokenism theory. Like Democratic men MCs, Democratic women MCs value men more than women (-2.276), a statistically significant result. Republican women MCs, on the other hand, have a positive coefficient on the binary gender variable (0.5995), although it is not nearly statistically significant. Notably, though, the difference between the coefficients for Democratic and Republican women is statistically meaningful (p = 0.06), thus suggesting that Republican women value their women colleagues, ceteris paribus, more greatly than Democratic women value theirs. Within each of the parties, the relationships we would expect from the tokenism theory are borne out; Republican women do not value women as much as Republican men do and Democratic women do not value men as much as Democratic men do. Yet neither of these relationships is statistically significant (p = 0.49 and p = 0.53, respectively).

When we allow for the possibility that men and women are punished differently for their ideological divergence, we see that Republican and Democrat MCs differ along gender lines. As expected, Democratic men (-6.437) and Democratic women contributors (-6.435) punish men recipients virtually the same (p = 0.99), exactly as our theory would predict. Note, as well, that the coefficients are virtually equal, so the lack of statistical significance is not merely due to large standard errors. When it comes to the punishment of Democratic women for ideological divergence, however, we cannot be so certain that donors of both genders behave similarly. Democratic men (-11.76) sanction women for ideological divergence more than Democratic women do (-4.86), although this difference is not statistically significant (p = 0.25). Again, the theory would predict no significant difference. Note, though, that the coefficients indicating punishment for women are not virtually identical like the coefficients for punishing men were. Indeed, Democratic men MCs seem to sanction their fellow partisan women colleagues more heavily for ideological divergence relative to their fellow partisan men colleagues.  Yet, Democratic women MCs seem to punish their fellow partisan women colleagues less, which may indicate behavior similar to the non-token valuations we expect. Women may give more to men, but they are also more willing to overlook ideological divergence from other women. Again, though, we stress that this relationship is not statistically significant.


Strong differences along gender lines do emerge, though, when one considers the Republican Party. Republican women (-37.45) punish men more severely for ideological divergence than Republican men (-13.76) do, a difference that is statistically significant (p = 0.02). All Republicans punish women significantly less for ideological divergence, as evidenced by the significant coefficients on the women recipient x ideological distance interaction variable. Republican men (-6.34) donors punish women more for ideological divergence than Republican women (-4.64) do, but the difference is not nearly statistically significant (p = 0.84).


Across parties, Democratic men punish men less for ideological divergence than Republican men do, a result that is both expected, given the theory, and statistically significant (p = 0.00). Yet the theory also predicts that this relationship ought to hold as well for the valuation of women colleagues, but it does not. Indeed, this variable’s coefficient for Democratic men donor model indicates that they punish women more for ideological divergence than Republican men do, although this difference is not statistically significant (p = 0.23). Similarly, the theory predicts that Republican women ought to punish more severely than Democratic women, a prediction that is supported in the case of donations to men colleagues (p = 0.00) but not for donations to women colleagues (p = 0.98). 


To better illuminate the substantive numerical estimates of these multiplicative relationships, we perform a set of simulations based directly on our multiplicative regression model specifications appearing in Table 2. Consistent with our Tobit functional form, we consider MCs donation decision in two stages. First, we perform simulations that predict the probability of receipt of any donation.  Next, we perform simulations that predict the dollar amount of a donation, given that a positive donation was made. In all simulations, we set all of the control variables at their mean values, then assess the effect of differing values for ideological distance for both men and women potential recipients.


Figure 6 displays a graphical representation of the expected probability that a potential recipient receives a donation. The x-axis represents ideological distance, and the y-axis represents the expected probability of receiving a positive donation from a leadership PAC. Note that receipt of a positive donation is a somewhat infrequent event in our data set. For instance, only 9 percent of donor-recipient dyads within our full data set reveal a positive donation. When we discuss relative percentage increases or decreases in expected probability of a positive donation, this baseline 9 percent figure is used for comparison purposes since this is what a null model would predict based upon the expected proportion of our dependent variable. Using the same base for all groups allows us to make direct comparisons across groups. Thus, we can assess the relative effects of say, a Republican men donating to a woman and a Democratic man donating to a woman. For example, if the largest gender-based difference possible is from 0 to 0.09, so if the observed difference is 0.045, we consider that 50 percent of the possible difference.

Not surprisingly given the results discussed above, Republican women MCs are more likely than Republicans men MCs to receive positive donations. Democratic men MCs are also more likely than Democratic women MCs to receive positive donations. For all groups, the expected probability of receiving a positive donation falls as ideological distance decreases.  Further, the expected probabilities of a positive donation to men and women become more similar as ideological distance increases. In other words, the effect of gender is smaller when ideological divergence increases. Interestingly, as ideological distance increases, the expected probability that Republican men receive positive donations decreases more sharply than the expected probability for Republican women. This relationship is true for both Republican men and women donors. On the other hand, expected probabilities of a positive donation to Republican men decrease more rapidly than do expected probabilities for Democratic men. As our theory predicts, Republican valuations are more sensitive to ideological divergence.

At the same time, the differences in probability due to gender subside as ideological distance increases. For example, for Republican men donors, when ideological distance is zero, the difference between the expected probability of a woman (0.072) and the expected probability of a man (0.055) receiving a donation is 0.017, which is 19 percent of the observed probability of 0.09 observed in the data set.  When ideological distance is at its maximum, though, the expected probabilities are much more similar, with a difference of only 0.005, or only a 6 percent decline in expected probability. With respect to Democratic men MCs, the difference between the expected probabilities for men and women when divergence is zero is equal to 0.017, the exact difference for Republican men MCs with no ideological divergence, for a 19 percent gender difference. Yet at the highest level of ideological distance, there is only a 2 percent difference between men and women MCs.  This indicates that at high levels of ideological divergence, there is virtually no gender-based difference in the expected probability of receipt of a donation. Interestingly, the comparisons for Democratic women potential contributors are virtually exactly the same as for Democratic men. With respect to probabilities of receiving a donation from a woman Republican MC, the gender-based differences are most stark when ideological distance between donor and recipient is equal to 0.2, but even then the difference is only 0.009, or 10 percent of the possible difference. At the two extremes, gender-based differences in expected probability are very low for Republican women donors, with a difference in expected probability of just 0.002, representing only 2 percent of the possible difference.


Figure 7 is a graphical representation of the expected dollar amount of a leadership PAC contribution, given that a positive donation was made. Here, the results are somewhat surprising. Most notably, donations to Republican women MCs from Republican men colleagues do not decline as ideological divergence increases. Indeed, they increase, from an expected donation of $1577 when ideological distance equals zero to an expected donation of $1772 when this variable is at its maximum. Similarly, donations to Democratic men MCs from Democratic women colleagues do not decline as ideological divergence increases. Indeed, this increase is more dramatic than the similar increase for Republican men. Expected donations from Democratic men to Democratic women rise from $1573 when ideological distance equals zero to $ 2707 when this variable is at its maximum. In these cases, then, Republican men and Democratic women seem to limit their punishment of their fellow partisan colleagues of the opposite gender for ideological divergence to the discrete choice as to whether or not to contribute funds to a colleague’s campaign. If they decide to donate despite the ideological divergence, such divergence does not exert a negative effect on the expected dollar amount of the donation. Also of note, Republican women, when deciding how much to give when they have already decided to give, sanction women more dramatically for ideological divergence than they do fellow partisan men colleagues, to the point that the latter group of MCs receive more than the former group of MCs for all but the most minimal of ideological divergence. Republican women receive an expected $ 215 more from fellow Republican women than do Republican men when ideological distance equals zero. But Republican women receive an expected $ 300 less when ideological distance equals 0.02.  In this sense, Republican women seem to behave in accordance with our theory in determining how much to give; they give more to Republican men, as the tokenism theory would predict. Yet, these MCs mimic the behavior of their fellow partisan men colleagues when determining whether or not to give.

Conclusion

Descriptive representation is an essential aspect of democratic theory.  Sufficient descriptive representation reflects an accurate portrayal of the plurality of interests within a given polity, and hence, grants public legitimacy to democratic institutions (Mill 1861: Chapter 3; Pitkin 1967; Phillips 1991; Mansbridge 1999; Sapiro 1981; Dovi 2002).  Public policies adopted by representative bodies are often reflected by the descriptive characteristics of its members. Empirical democratic theory scholarship has generally been concerned with this extra-institutional linkage between the polity and their representatives. Yet, how can we know empirically that descriptive representation rightly provides legitimacy to public institutions if we know little about how under-represented groups are treated within those institutions? Clearly, if under-represented groups face serious discrimination within the institutions they legitimize and cannot fully contribute to lawmaking, institutional legitimacy is merely a chimera.  

In the study of women and political representation, for example, numerous empirical studies have analyzed the linkage between descriptive representation and substantive representation (e.g., Bratton 2002; Schwindt-Bayer and Mishler 2005; Swers 2002; Thomas 1991). Only a handful of studies, however, have examined how women are treated once they become a member of a representative body (Heath, Schwindt-Bayer, and Taylor-Robinson 2005; Thomas 1994).  While these aforementioned works rely on Kanter’s (1977) concept of group tokenism as a starting point for their arguments, they do not fully explore the logical consequences of Kanter’s theory within representative bodies.  We address this issue by advancing a simple decision-theoretic microeconomic model of colleague valuation within political organizations that depends upon both gender and ideological preference differences among same group (party) members. Because the “first principle” assumptions underlying our theoretical model come directly from Kanter’s theory of group tokenism, our study provides cumulative theoretical knowledge about how group tokenism affects relationships within political organizations.  Our theory yields the following pair of empirically testable predictions: (1) majority group (or fellow minority group) valuations of minority group members are negatively (or positively) related to the minority’s relative group size; and (2) the minority group’s relative size is inversely related to the negative impact preference (ideological) divergence exerts on colleague valuation decisions.

Our statistical evidence analyzing member-to-member leadership PAC contributions within the U.S. House of Representatives for the 105th-108th Congresses yield strong support for our theory in several ways.  Specifically, we find that Republican men MCs are more likely to give to women colleagues, whereas Democratic men MCs are less likely to give to women colleagues. While this result seems out of step with conventional wisdom that the Democratic Party generally is more supportive of feminism, this result is logically consistent with our unified theory of group tokenism. That is, Republican women MCs constitute a token minority group within Congress, but Democratic women MCs are a non-token minority group. Further, our results indicate that our theory takes, if anything, an approach to group tokenism that is too conservative. The model presumes that colleague valuations based on tokenism will never be so powerful that they will outweigh the effects of ideological differences between members, but our evidence indicates otherwise. At least on the Republican side of the aisle, concerns about tokenism are so important that they can wash out the effect of such ideological differences. Furthermore, the carrot at the end of the tokenism stick has always been that once the minority group gets large enough, members can work together to meet their own goals. At first blush, House Democratic women seem to bear that hypothesis out. Democratic women MCs hold the chairs of important committees and subcommittees. They serve in powerful roles within the Democratic Party. Most dramatically, in the early days of the 109th Congress, Democrats successfully elected Nancy Pelosi as the first woman Speaker of the House. Yet, strikingly, our empirical evidence suggests that Democratic women themselves, even after all of the advances they have made, prefer to give their money to men.

Indeed, this has strong implications for minority representation in general. Our results indicate that under-represented minorities within democratic institutions receive benefits from their token minority status, but those benefits ebb once the group reaches a size large enough to work together. Even then, there are no guarantees that the group can work together. The status of groups as minorities within democratic institutions affect how they operate within those institutions, how successful they are at meeting their legislative goals, and most important, whether or not they are able to represent their constituents. The results here indicate that the road from electing minority group members to increased levels of representation may not be so easily traversed.

TECHNICAL APPENDIX

The Calculus of Inter-Group Valuation Decisions

Consider an organization that comprises two groups, which we will call Group A and Group B. These groups differ on some obvious and (for our purposes) dichotomous category, such as race (white or non-white) or, in the case most relevant to the current study, gender (male or female). Oftentimes, in organizations like this, there is a long-standing majority (or “in-group”) -- henceforth, referred to as Group A; and a long-standing minority (or “out-group”) – henceforth, referred to as Group B. We explore the effects of variations in the respective sizes of the “out-group” (Group B) and the “in-group.” (Group A).
 How does the change in “out-group” size affect how members of the group (both “in-group” and “out-group” members) value these “out-group” members vis-à-vis their “in-group” colleagues? We thus explore what happens as the relative size of the “out-group” continues to expand to the point that they become the majority group. To that end, we consider here how members value colleagues their own group, as well as colleagues of the other group. With no loss of generality, we begin with Group A’s valuation of members of Group B.  

We model the utility members of Group A derive from members of some Group B of size w using the following utility function:
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where UA is the utility a Group A member derives from a given Group B member, w is the proportion of Group B members within the organization, and the πi’s are unknown parameter values.


The functional form above, complete with the signs on the coefficients, creates the cubic utility function (see Figure 1), with a unique maximum occurring at low values of w and the unique minimum occurring at high values of w. The top half of Figure 1, then, is the graph of (1) with coefficients selected so that a maximum occurs at w=0.15 and a minimum occurs at w=0.85, as implied by Kanter (1977).
 Group A members accrue positive and increasing utility as Group B becomes a larger proportion of the organization. At this point, Group B is a “token” minority group, novel enough to gain the attention of the majority group (Group A) but not yet a sizable threat to the latter group’s majority status. Yet as Group B continues to increase in size, this minority group then becomes a legitimate threat to majority group (Group A). As this occurs, the utility Group A members derive from Group B members declines, ultimately reaching a point at which utility becomes negative. At this point, Group A members obtain negative utility from Group B members, and would thus prefer to have fewer of the latter within the organization. Should the proportion of the “new” larger group (Group B) continue to increase, Group A eventually becomes a token minority group. At this point, Group A members derive benefits from the Group B, and thus now receive increasing utility as Group B increases in size. Note that although Group A members’ utility rises, it does not, at least for the values implied by Kanter (1977), become positive.

What does this relationship imply for how Group A members value Group B members? To consider this question, we turn to the marginal utility (MU) derived from each additional member of the minority group (Group B). Taking the first derivative of (1) yields:
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Where both the parameters and variables are defined as above in (1).

We can use (2) to derive critical values of w*, the points at which valuation of group members begin to change. To do so, we set MUA equal to 0 and use the quadratic equation to solve for the w* ’s. Obviously, the values of w* ’s are based on the values of the πi parameters. The equations for the w*’s are solved accordingly:
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These inflection points represent the minimum and maximum values in the top half of Figure 1 as well as the points at which the graph passes through MU=0 in the bottom half of Figure 1, the points at which marginal utility for a member of Group A associated with having a colleague that is a member of Group B moves from positive to negative, then back again. This implies the graph depicted in the bottom half of Figure 1. At low values for w, marginal utility is positive, but dropping. At the inflection point of Figure 1, w* -, marginal utility becomes negative. In other words, for values of w below w* -, majority group members face positive marginal utility from each additional member of the minority group. That is, majority group members prefer minority group members to their own brethren. This changes, though, at w* -. At values higher than w* -, utility associated with each additional member of the minority group is negative. At this point, members of the majority prefer members of their own group to members of the minority. Marginal utility reaches its lowest value at w** (which necessarily occurs at 0.5 when the utility functions are symmetric). At this point, then, marginal utility rises with each additional member of the other group (the former minority group), but utility remains negative and members of the former majority group continue to prefer members of their own group. This changes, though, at w* +, at which point marginal utility for each additional member of the other group means positive utility for a member of the former majority group. Here, then, members of that group again prefer members of the other group to their own brethren.

The Calculus of Intra-Group Valuation Decisions 

Just as we previously considered how Group A members value Group B members within an organization, we now examine how Group B members value their brethren. The valuations of Group B members are simply the mirror image of the Group A valuations. We model this relationship using the following utility function:
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UB is the utility a Group B member obtains from a given fellow Group B member, w is again the proportion of Group B members within the organization, and the 
[image: image14.wmf]f

i’s are unknown parameter values. We can see, then, that (4) is identical to (1), save for differences in the signs on the coefficients. It is this difference in the signs that makes Figure 2 the mirror image of Figure 1. Here, utility begins negative and declining, then reaches its minimum, then rises to positive values and continues to increase until the final critical value when it again declines but does not approach negative values.

Again, we are interested in the marginal utility of each additional Group B member to other Group B members. To that end, we consider the first derivative of (4):
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where both parameters and variables are defined as above in (4).

As before, we can use the Group B’s marginal utility function to derive values for w*, the inflection points, the first of which indicates where member valuations of one’s own group change from decreasing to increasing, the second, where member valuations change from increasing to decreasing. These inflection points for Group B members, derived by setting MUB equal to 0, are solved accordingly:
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The bottom half of Figure 2, then, represents the graph of (5), with critical values at the points expressed in (6). Here, marginal utility for a Group B member associated with each additional member of their own group is negative for very low values of w. In other words, for low values of w, Group B members prefer Group A members to their own brethren. This changes at w* -, when Group B members begin to receive positive marginal utility for each additional member of their own group. This marginal utility continues to rise until w = w**, when the marginal utility remains positive, but begins to decline. In other words, Group B members (which has now grown to majority status) continue to prefer members of their own group, but the difference in the level of valuation between the two groups is diminishing in w. After w becomes greater than w* +, Group B members receive negative utility associated with each additional member of their own group, and thus prefer Group A members to their own brethren.

Integrating Preference Divergence into the Logic of Group ‘Tokenism’


Valuators receive utility directly based on preference divergence, D2, where D2 is the squared distance between the “valuator” and the “valuatee” on some value scale, i.e. a unidimensional ideological policy space.  In other words, valuators simply prefer those who are more proximate to them than those who are less so. Therefore, ceteris paribus, for any particular value of w, a valuator would prefer a colleague who is less, rather than more, divergent.

The effect of preference divergence is based, at least partly, on the size of w. We directly model the effect of preference divergence for a Group A member using the following utility function, which is based on the marginal utility functions depicted in (2) above:
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where D is a measure of preference divergence (higher values of D indicate greater preference divergence), and all other terms are previously defined. Of course, (7) is simply the preference divergence, plus the preference divergence times the marginal utility associated with each additional member of the minority group. This allows us to model the situation whereby Group A members receive diminishing marginal utility from Group B members as the value distance increases. Furthermore, because D2 does not vary with respect to w, we know that the inflection points derived in (3) apply to the marginal utility function in (7). We can see from Figure 4, that as D2 increases, marginal utility decreases, and does so at an increasing rate as the value for w diverges from w*, the inflection point of the marginal utility.


First, we show that marginal utility decreases as D2 increases. In other words, when 
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where the expression in (8) comes directly from (7). Multiplying the D2 through, cancelling like terms and rearranging yields the following expression: 
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Cancelling like terms again and multiplying through by -1 yields the following expression:
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which is true by assumption. Therefore, (10) directly implies (8), meaning that Group A members’ marginal utility decreases when preference divergence increases for all w.


Next, we show that when w is further from w*, decreases in utility from preference divergence are greater. In other words, suppose that there are two values for w, 
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 for all values of D. Showing this implies that the same is true for values greater than w* by symmetry. Substituting 
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Both rearranging and cancelling terms yields:
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 necessarily true if both 
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 are true. The first expression is true by assumption and the second reduces to the first by cancelling like terms, so it is therefore also true by assumption.

To see a numerical example, consider two values of w, where wH = 0.2 and wL = 0.1. When Group B’s size is 0.2, Group A members’ valuation of a Group B member exhibiting zero preference divergence is 0 (D2 = 0, or both members agree perfectly) is -0.25. When preference divergence between group members increases to 0.5, Group A’s valuation decreases to -0.44.  When such preference divergence increases to 1, Group A’s valuation decreases to -2.25. But consider what happens when Group B’s size is 0.1. When preference divergence is 0, the Group A’s valuation is 0.29, but when preference divergence is 0.5, Group A’s valuation falls to -0.03. Note that an increase in preference divergence from 0 to 0.5 represents a decline in utility of 0.19 when Group B’s size is 0.2, but the same increase in preference divergence represents a decline in utility of 0.32 when Group B’s size is 0.1 – the latter representing a much more precipitous decline in marginal utility for Group A members.


Like the cases above, the situation for minority group (Group B) are simply the mirror image of the situation facing Group A members’ valuation decisions. Thus it follows that the marginal utility derived from preference divergence for a Group B member is represented by the following equation:
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where all terms are previously defined. Similarly, then, Figure 5 depicts (13) as a measure of membership valuation among minority group members. We can show that this equation behaves exactly as (7). First, we show that marginal utility decreases as D increases for all w. Second, we show that decreases in utility from D are more dramatic when w is further from the inflection point, w*. Again, we begin by showing that when
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, then the marginal utility derived from colleague p is greater than the marginal utility derived from colleague q. We can express this inequality as:
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where (14) comes directly from (13). Multiplying through by D2, cancelling like terms and rearranging yields the following expression: 
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Cancelling like terms again and multiplying through by -1 yields the following expression:
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which is true by assumption. Therefore, (16) directly implies (14) is true, thus Group B members’ marginal utility decreases when preference divergence increases for all w.


Next, we show that when w is further from w*, decreases in utility from preference divergence are greater. In other words, suppose that there are two values for w, 
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and therefore, 
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 is closer to w* than 
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 is. We now must show that marginal utility is greater at
[image: image49.wmf](

)

L

w

-

*

 than at
[image: image50.wmf](

)

H

w

-

*

 for all values of D. Showing this implies that the same is true for values greater than w* by symmetry. Substituting 
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 into (13), we can show that 
[image: image53.wmf](

)

(

)

H

w

L

w

-

>

-

*

*

 implies that the following is true:
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(17)

Both rearranging and cancelling terms yields:
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which is necessarily true when both 
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are true. The first expression is true by assumption and the second reduces to the first by cancelling like terms, so it is therefore also true by assumption.

Furthermore, these decreases in Group B members’ utility nearly exactly mirror the decreases depicted for Group A members previously noted. Consider, for example, the more precipitous declines in utility when Group B’s size is 0.2 versus when it is 0.1. At 0.2, Group B’s utility when D = 0 is 0.25, and 0.06 when D = 0.5, for a decrease of 0.19, just as with Group A’s valuation decisions. Similarly, when Group B’s size is 0.1, this group’s members utility when D = 0 is -0.29, and -0.61 when D = 0.5, for a decrease of 0.32, just as before. 
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TABLE 1

Semi-Logarithmic “Corner Solution” Tobit Regression Results: Additive Models

(Dependent Variable: 
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	Independent

Variable
	Republican Men Donors
	Republican Women Donors
	Democratic Men Donors
	Democratic Women Donors

	Women Recipient
	1.808*

(0.3326)
	1.819

(1.265)
	-3.270*

(0.5421)
	-2.193*

(0.8763)

	Ideological Distance


	-12.01*

(1.425)
	-28.29*

(7.202)
	-6.966*

(1.120)
	-6.183*

(1.979)

	Ln(Total PAC Gifts)


	3.721*

(0.7437)
	4.398*

(0.2650)
	3.380*

(0.1448)
	3.635*

(0.2388)

	Recipient on Power Committee
	0.3262

(0.2721)
	0.005817

(1.230)
	-0.7381

(0.5728)
	-0.8181

(1.137)

	Recipient Member of Party Leadership
	1.220*

(0.4082)
	-1.948

(1.367)
	3.706*

(0.5466)
	3.454*

(1.536)

	Recipient Not Running for Re-Election 
	-5.773*

(0.5858)
	-3.873

(2.537)
	-9.527*

(1.544)
	-1.912

(1.742)

	Recipient’s Percent of Vote in Last Election
	-34.59*

(1.358)
	-60.39*

(8.647)
	-47.69*

(2.341)
	-48.08*

(4.065)

	Ln(Recipient # of Years Served)
	-3.333*

(0.1439)
	-3.212*

(0.6729)
	-2.056*

(0.2476)
	-2.354*

(0.4623)

	Recipient and Donor on Same Committee
	1.788*

(0.2579)
	3.315*

(1.436)
	1.652*

(0.5601)
	1.941*

(0.9037)

	Recipient and Donor from Same Region
	0.2756

(0.2415)
	0.4299

(1.037)
	0.8137

(0.4543)
	-1.217

(0.9972)

	Recipient and Donor from Same State
	2.769*

(0.4856)
	2.586

(1.938)
	3.268*

(0.9820)
	-0.2402

(1.656)

	1998 Election Dummy


	-3.508*

(0.2998)
	-3.253*

(1.268)
	-0.3001

(0.5285)
	-0.06641

(1.263)

	2000 Election Dummy


	1.294*

(0.2561)
	0.04023

(1.221)
	0.5453

(0.5054)
	1.728

(0.9722)

	2002 Election Dummy
	-1.028*

(0.2280)
	-0.2246

(1.240)
	0.7971

(0.4504)
	3.910*

(0.7050)

	Constant
	-27.58*

(1.273)
	-20.63*

(6.119)
	-20.30*

(2.152)
	-19.74*

(3.923)

	Log Pseudo-Likelihood
	-23957
	-1266
	-8202
	-2086

	N
	44286
	4520
	20756
	4200


Values in parentheses are robust standard errors clustered on donor-recipient dyad. 

* indicates statistical significance at p < 0.05 level. 

TABLE 2

Semi-Logarithmic “Corner Solution” Tobit Regression Results: Multiplicative Models 

(Dependent Variable: 
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	Independent

Variable
	Republican Men Donors
	Republican Women Donors
	Democratic Men Donors
	Democratic Women Donors

	Women Recipient
	1.424*

(0.3596)
	0.5995

(1.265)
	-3.030*

(0.5729)
	-2.276*

(0.9236)

	Ideological Distance


	-13.76*

(1.864)
	-37.45*

(9.646)
	-6.437*

(1.193)
	-6.435*

(2.267)

	Women Recipient   x Ideological Distance 
	7.425*

(2.484)
	32.81*

(12.60)
	-4.324*

(3.469)
	1.575

(4.545)

	Ln(Total PAC Gifts)


	3.718*

(0.07440)
	4.390*

(0.2651)
	3.378*

(0.1447)
	3.636*

(0.2390)

	Recipient on Power Committee
	0.3432

(0.2720)
	0.09013

(1.221)
	-0.7448

(0.5724)
	-0.8192

(1.137)

	Recipient Member of Party Leadership
	1.222*

(0.4079)
	-1.925

(1.364)
	3.712*

(0.5468)
	3.448*

(1.538)

	Recipient Not Running for Re-Election 
	-5.771*

(0.5859)
	-3.925

(2.536)
	-9.521*

(1.543)
	-1.913

(1.742)

	Recipient’s Percent of Vote in Last Election
	-34.67*

(1.357)
	-60.45*

(8.585)
	-47.66*

(2.341)
	-48.06*

(4.062)

	Ln(Recipient # of Years Served)
	-3.338*

(0.1436)
	-3.262*

(0.6715)
	-2.059*

(0.2477)
	-2.348*

(0.4635)

	Recipient and Donor on Same Committee
	1.784*

(0.2579)
	3.298*

(1.435)
	1.660*

(0.5602)
	1.941*

(0.9033)

	Recipient and Donor from Same Region
	0.2611

(0.2416)
	0.3859

(1.034)
	0.8204

(0.4540)
	-1.225

(0.9983)

	Recipient and Donor from Same State
	2.775*

(0.4854)
	2.709

(1.912)
	3.285*

(0.9828)
	-0.2553

(1.662)

	1998 Election Dummy


	-3.565*

(0.3012)
	-3.526*

(1.230)
	-0.3030

(0.5284)
	-0.0648

(1.263)

	2000 Election Dummy


	1.265*

(0.2562)
	-0.0749

(1.217)
	0.5503

(0.5056)
	1.724

(0.9717)

	2002 Election Dummy


	-1.084*

(0.2281)
	-0.3462

(1.233)
	0.8134

(0.4514)
	3.896*

(0.7059)

	Constant
	-27.39*

(1.277)
	-20.03*

(6.062)
	2.506*

(0.01246)
	-19.74*

(3.922)

	Log Pseudo-Likelihood
	-23952
	-1264
	-8201
	-2086

	N
	44286
	4520
	20756
	4200


Values in parentheses are robust standard errors clustered on donor-recipient dyad. 

* indicates statistical significance at p < 0.05 level. 
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� We deliberately avoid the terms “majority group” and “minority group” because for completeness, we do not limit our study only to those situations in which the “out-group” remains in the minority.


� Please note that the parameters of interest are π0 = 0, π1 = 1, π2 = 3.92, and π3 = 2.61.





� We do not mean to imply that the “special attention” token minority group members receive is always positive. Indeed, Kanter (1977) and Blau (1977) provide evidence that this is not always true. For the purposes of this model, however, we do focus on majority group behavior that is beneficial to minority group members. Indeed, there is ample empirical evidence that treatment of token minorities tends to be positive in many of the situations political scientists find most of interest (e.g., Heath, Schwindt-Bayer, and Taylor-Robinson 2005). Yet, the alternative hypothesis that token minority group members are treated no better, or possibly worse, than their non-token minority group counterparts can be subject to empirical scrutiny later in our investigation.


�  We provide the analytical derivations of our theoretical model in the Technical Appendix.


�  The effect here is equivalent to the “reverse tokenism” cases of men in traditionally woman-dominated fields (e.g., see Williams 1989, 1992; Floge and Merrill 1986; Young and James 2001; Cognard-Black 2004). 


� Note that the analysis here is equally applicable, although in reverse, for the critical point� EMBED Equation.DSMT4  ���.


� The literature on the sociology of groups shows that members within a group tend to work better with colleagues who share similar values (e.g., Milikin and Martins 1996: 409).


� Although this is especially true for liberal democracies such as the U.S. where women often comprise less than 20 percent of the legislative seats, women also comprise well less than half of the legislative seats in Scandinavian social democracies which have a higher minimum proportion of legislative seats formally reserved for women members (Phillips 1991: 80-84).  


� We focus only on leadership PAC donations rather than on personal campaign contributions, for two reasons, one theoretical and the other methodological. First, we must be able to assume that the choice whether or not to contribute, and how much, is based at least in part on colleague valuation. Some members may simply choose not to make any personal contribution to any candidate or they may not have enough funds to do so. In both cases, including personal contributions would mark that member as someone who does not value any of his or her colleagues, which is most certainly not true. Members who have leadership PACs have raised money for the sole purpose of giving it to their colleagues, making our connection between contributions and valuation more realistic. Methodologically, a personal contributions data set would consist of an inordinate number of donor-dyad observations, all but a handful would take on zero values. Moreover, the dollar amount associated with such member-to-member contributions is relatively small, and thus would have little, if any, substantive bearing on the amount of funds provided by donors to recipients.   


� The incorporation of this scalar is done to ensure that zero-valued contributions are not undefined when expressed as natural logarithms.


�  Let us assume that the donor’s generic utility function is � EMBED Equation.DSMT4  ��� where the optimal contribution for donor i is given by � EMBED Equation.DSMT4  ���.  If the donor’s utility increases by qi  and is exponentially related to a kth set of exogenous covariates and error term following a normal distribution such that � EMBED Equation.DSMT4  ���.  Taking natural logs on both sides of the optimal contribution for donor i yield the semi-logarithmic (log-lin) functional form utilized in our statistical modeling: � EMBED Equation.DSMT4  ���.


� Allowing for donor-recipient dyadic dependence means that we should not expect legislator i’s campaign donation to legislator j in election year t will be independent of this decision between these individuals in other election years covered in our sample period. In auxiliary statistical analysis, we also estimated models where robust standard errors were clustered separately on donor and recipient, respectively. This is because clustering on small dimensions (such as recipient-donor dyads where n = 4) commonly suffer from TYPE II inferential errors (e.g., Kedzi 2004; Wooldridge 2003).  These auxiliary results based on clustering on a larger dimension in the form of donor or recipient are substantively identical to those reported here utilizing robust standard errors clustered on donor-recipient dyad. The lone substantive difference in the results appear when we cluster separately on recipient, and the coefficient on the binary gender variable in the regression on donations from Republican men in the multiplicative specification fails to reach statistical significance. Even in this case, though, the coefficient is significantly different from that of Democrats and the coefficient remains significant in the additive specification, sans the women recipient x ideological distance interaction variable.


� This measurement strategy is preferable to using the proportion of women legislators within each party for three reasons.  First, because we only empirically observe values for w < � EMBED Equation.DSMT4  ��� (where � EMBED Equation.DSMT4  ��� ≈ 0.50), we can only capture a limited (quasi-linear) segment of this function to the left of � EMBED Equation.DSMT4  ��� in our data. Second, the within-variance in w for each party is relatively small in our data, thus making statistical inference extremely difficult since it increases the likelihood of making “false-negative” Type II errors. Lastly, our theoretical model predicts strong differences between groups on either side of the inflection point � EMBED Equation.DSMT4  ���. That is, Republican women legislators meet the definition of tokens (i.e., this minority group appears on the left-hand side of � EMBED Equation.DSMT4  ��� in Figure 3); whereas, Democratic women legislators do not meet this criteria (i.e., this minority group appears on the right-hand side of � EMBED Equation.DSMT4  ��� in Figure 3). We thus predict that Republican men will make relatively greater campaign contributions to their women colleagues vis-a-vis their men colleagues, and Republican women will behave in the opposite manner. At the same time, Democratic women will make relatively greater contributions to their women colleagues vis-à-vis their men colleagues, while Democratic men will behave in an opposite fashion.


�  This normalization came from computing a proportion version of the percentile rank for all of the observed squared donor-recipient dyads’ ideological distances found in our sample. Thus, for example, the median ideological distance was normalized as being equal to 0.50.


� In constructing the ideological distance variable, we omit seven extremely outlying observations. All of these observations pertain to libertarian Ron Paul, who caucuses with the Republicans and uses his leadership PAC to give to Republican colleagues, despite the fact that he is ideologically quite far from most of them.


� We define leadership positions as those positions outlined in the “Leadership” section of the relevant edition of the Almanac of American Politics covering 1998-2004.


� Analysis using the base number of years served rather than the logged number of years yields the same substantive results as those reported here.


� We utilize the interval regression (“intreg”) command in STATA (v. 9.2) with left-censoring of observations to estimate our Tobit regression models containing robust standard errors clustered on donor-recipient dyad.  


� All p-values reported here are rounded to the nearest hundredth decimal place.


� These substantive impacts are simply first-difference in the exact percentage change for each respective dependent variable attributable to a given linear covariate such that 100*[exp(β*Δx) - 1] (Wooldridge 2000: 184) is used to evaluate coefficient differences between any pair of models.  Before applying this first-difference exact percentage change formula, the Tobit coefficient estimates (βs) were appropriately deflated by a linear (OLS) adjustment factor involving the proportion of nonlimiting observations (i.e., positive donations) to total observations for each respective dependent variable (Greene 2003: 766-768).  
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