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The Choice to Be a Disadvantaged-Group Advocate
in the House of Representatives

Members of Congress cultivate legislative reputations as a means of
signaling to their constituents what their representational priorities are
and the type of work that they have been doing during their time in
Congress. As shown in the last chapter, there are certain members of
Congress that choose to build these reputations around serving disadvan-
taged groups in particular. While these reputations can vary in terms of
which group on whose behalf a member chooses to act or exactly how
central a particular disadvantaged group is to that reputation, there are
a select group of members that make that choice consistently, across time
and party lines. So, why do members do this? What factors contribute to
a member’s choice to devote at least some notable portion of their legisla-
tive reputation to serving the disadvantaged?

In this chapter, I explore what drives members of Congress to form
reputations as advocates for the disadvantaged. In particular,
I investigate the influence that disadvantaged group size within
a district, the district ambient temperature toward a group (the general
group affect), and personal experience as a group member have on
a member’s choice to cultivate a reputation as a disadvantaged-group
advocate. To start, I will describe in greater detail the construction
of these primary explanatory variables of interest. Next, I analyze
their effects using a series of generalized ordered logistic regression
models. In this analysis, I determine the impact of group size, ambient
temperature, and other relevant variables on member reputation for
different levels of disadvantaged-group advocacy, both individually
and in a comprehensive model. Finally, I use these models to evaluate
the role of the advocacy window, as described in Chapter 2.
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4.1 group size

As discussed in Chapter 2, one of the primary hypotheses is that a large
group presence in a district will make it more likely that a member will
form a reputation around serving that group. This hypothesis is derived
directly from a basic understanding of how a democratic republic
should work; members of Congress are elected by people back in their
districts, and thus it is their responsibility to work on their behalf. And
as demonstrated in the previous chapter, this work frequently takes the
form of developing a reputation around serving the groups in their
district.

4.1.1 Measuring Group Size

Group size in a state or district is measured for each decade using state and
district census totals. This is determined at the unit of district/state decade
to consistently account for population shifts and changes in the number
and size of districts over time. For nearly all groups, this is
a straightforward measure of the percentage of group members in
a state or district at the time of the census. Veterans are the percentage
of civilian veterans over the age of 16, seniors are the percentage of
residents aged sixty-five or older, immigrants are the percentage of for-
eign-born individuals, women are the percentage of the total population
that identify as female, the poor are the percentage of individual residents
whose income is at or below the poverty line, and racial/ethnic minorities
are the percentage of residents in a district that do not identify as non-
Hispanic whites.

Determining the size of the LGBTQ population in a state or district is
considerably more complicated, and a perfect measure simply does not
exist. The Census has never included any questions about sexual orienta-
tion or gender identity at the individual level, but it does provide data
about the percentage of same-sex unmarried-partner households within
a state or district. The way that the Census Bureau has determined this,
however, has undergone important changes over the course of the last
several decades. In 1990, the Census added the category of “unmarried-
partner household” for the first time and also recorded whether that
household contained an opposite-sex couple or a same-sex couple.
Because same-sex marriage was not recognized at the national level until
the 2013 US Supreme Court decision in United States v. Windsor, no
formal Census report included same-sexmarried couples prior to the 2020

76 The Choice to Be a Disadvantaged Group Advocate

https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108974172.004 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108974172.004


Census, and households that classified themselves as same-sex married
couples had their relationship type changed to unmarried partner.1

Using the percentage of unmarried-partner households in a district is
certainly an imperfect proxy for the percentage of LGBTQ individuals,
but the lack of a superior alternative has made it the preferred measure
used by social scientists (e.g., Warshaw and Rodden, 2012; Hansen and
Treul, 2015). For this same reason, I also utilize this measure as an
approximation of the percentage of LGBTQ Americans in the state or
district, but acknowledge that it has two important shortcomings.2 First,
by definition, this measure leaves out a count of LGBTQ individuals who
are not in a same-sex coupled household and offers no insight into the
percentage of transgender individuals or bisexual individuals partnered
with a person of the opposite sex in a district. This undoubtedly results in
an undercount relative to the actual percentage of LGBTQ individuals in
a district. Second, the percentage of same-sex unmarried-partner house-
holds is likely to be highly correlated with the feelings of warmth or
hostility toward a group. While LGBTQ individuals exist everywhere in
the country, the likelihood of being part of an “out” same-sex couple that
also feels comfortable enough to identify as such on a government form is
assuredly higher in a less-hostile environment. I expand further upon the
consequences of this expected strong correlation in Section 4.3 discussing
the relationship between group size and group ambient temperature.

4.2 ambient temperature

Though most Americans do not conceptualize their political beliefs and
decisions on strongly ideological grounds, a large percentage of

1 For the 1990 Census, it was assumed that individuals who returned Census forms that
indicated a same-sex married couple household had made an error in recording their
gender, and the Census Bureau instead recorded them as an opposite-sex married couple,
rather than a same-sex unmarried partner household. This likely led some legitimate same-
sex households to be improperly characterized as opposite-sex spousal households.

2 There is an important difference of note in one component ofmy calculation of this variable
relative to previous work. While other studies have used the Census data from the 2000s
and the 2010s, they have not attempted to extend this calculation back to the 1990s. For
the 2000 and 2010 Census, calculations of the percentage of same-sex unmarried-partners
were made at the state- and congressional district-level, while for the 1990 Census, this
data is only provided at the state and selected county level. However, the data provide the
number of same-sex unmarried households according to their status as an urban or rural
household. Thus, for the 1990s, I approximate the percentage of same-sex married house-
holds using state-wide urban and rural percentages weighted by the rural-to-urban com-
position in the district.
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individuals do use group identities and intergroup dynamics as a way of
understanding politics (Campbell et al., 1960; Green et al., 2002; Lewis-
Beck et al., 2008). Given this centrality of group-based political attitudes,
intergroup dynamics within a district can play an important role in
understanding the reputations members of Congress choose to form. In
particular, feelings toward different disadvantaged groups can shape the
likelihood that a member will work on their behalf.

A crucial component of a representative’s job is to act in accordance
with their constituents’ wishes. Or, at the very least, for a member to
weigh constituent preferences against other considerations like partisan
pressures, individual beliefs, and national interest. Most conceptions of
this representational relationship thus require that constituents be able to
communicate their policy preferences to their member of Congress. For
especially salient issues, particularly those coming up for amajor vote, this
communication can take place in a way that follows in line with these
theoretical expectations. Under these circumstances, constituents are
more likely to call or write in to congressional offices and show up at
town halls to express their opinions, and members may even have access
to internal or external polling indicating how the public feels about an
issue. But when a member is considering a new policy proposal, or
preparing for a vote on an issue that has not received a great deal of public
attention, it is far less likely that members have a clear, specific sense of
their constituents’ opinions to guide their actions.

Members of Congress have markedly less formal information while
making legislative decisions than is commonly assumed (Curry, 2015).
Members have ever-increasing demands on their time, but limited
resources. When deciding whether or not to engage in a particular legisla-
tive action, they frequently must depend upon either their own intuitions
or general cues from others about how important constituencies within
a state or a district are likely to be impacted. In this low-information
decision-making environment, a member’s trust in their own perceptions
about their districts can take on paramount importance. Members of
Congress pride themselves on how well they know their districts (Fenno,
1978), and their perceptions of the subconstituencies within their districts
impact their work within the institution (Miler, 2010). Even if members
may not have all of the information they might wish they had, they likely
do have a sense of how popular certain groups of people are back home in
their district. Members do not need to have specific polling data on how
constituents feel about a pilot program promoting minority-owned small
businesses or bill to eliminate food deserts in poor communities to have
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a sense of whether or not there is political risk or political benefit to
supporting such a piece of legislation.

This limited information environment and reliance on the perceptions
of a groups’ relative popularity within a district influences not only
member decisions on individual legislative actions but also their reputa-
tion formation more broadly. Making decisions based on the feelings of
warmth or hostility toward a particular disadvantaged group can serve as
a helpful shortcut that does not require the allocation of additional
resources. Representatives must make choices about what issues they
will devote their time and energy to working on, and each of these
specialization decisions pulls resources away from other prospective
issues. Members of Congress are risk-averse. If members feel that there
is a potential for negative backlash from a considerable portion of their
constituents if they were to work on behalf of a particular disadvantaged
group, they will simply direct their reputation-building efforts in another
direction. After members have taken into account the size of groups
within their states or districts, considering the general feelings toward
that group within their constituency is a reasonable heuristic when decid-
ing whether or not to build a reputation as an advocate for that group. In
the next section, I describe the operationalization of these feelings of
warmth or hostility toward a particular group – what I refer to as the
group ambient temperature.

4.2.1 Measuring Group Affect

For this analysis, I utilize feeling thermometer scores as a measure of how
the average district resident feels about members of a particular disadvan-
taged group. A feeling thermometer is a commonly used survey tool that
asks respondents to rate, on a scale from 0 to 100, how warmly they feel
toward a particular societal group. Highly regarded and long-running
political survey projects like the American National Election Study
(ANES) have relied on feeling thermometer questions for decades, with
some variation in the salient group identities included over time.

Feeling thermometers are a simple, readily understandable way for
individuals to articulate how warmly they feel toward a particular group
without needingmuch in the way of political knowledge or sophistication.
For this reason, feeling thermometer ratings are preferable to other, more
complex ways of attempting to determine group-specific representational
preferences. Compared to more intricate undertakings like expressing
a definitive opinion on a particular policy or political action, rating
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a group on a feeling thermometer is a much more manageable task for
respondents across levels of political information. This makes it less
subject to top-of-the-head influences and inconsistencies than other meas-
ures. As an example, a question asking individuals to identify which
groups they most want their representative to work on behalf of or asking
how they would want them to allocate their time is extremely compli-
cated, and invites greater opportunity for respondents to misunderstand
the question and its intent.

One potential downside to using feeling thermometers is the influence
of social desirability bias. The very existence of social desirability bias as
a possible issue, however, is also evidence that respondents have a keen
understanding of the task set before them when presented with a feeling
thermometer. Social desirability bias exists when respondents answer
a question in a way that they feel is most likely to be acceptable and gain
the approval of others (such as the person administering the survey) rather
than in accordance with their genuine sentiment. As an example, in the
United States, being racist is generally considered by society at large to be
a bad thing, at least over the time period studied here. Thus, if an individ-
ual gives “Black Americans” a higher feeling thermometer rating than
might actually be true out of a fear of being perceived negatively, that
respondent clearly understands that the fundamental task of a feeling
thermometer is to rate their own personal level of affinity toward mem-
bers of different groups.

The range of disadvantaged groups I evaluate in this analysis runs the
gamut in terms of expected social desirability bias. For instance, the poor
and the LGBTQ community provoke very different levels of public sup-
port and affection, with the poor largely being well regarded3 and the
LGBTQ community being looked on with suspicion or outright animosity
(particularly during the 1990s and 2000s). This results in different
amounts of social pressure to positively evaluate each group. However,
because this analysis focuses on differences across districts for each group
rather than within-district differences across groups, it is only the relative
positioning of each group in different areas of the country that is import-
ant. Additionally, because the presence of this bias wouldmove the ratings
in a consistent direction, artificially inflating the feeling thermometer
scores, it actually provides a conservative test for the hypothesis that

3 This is true in spite of low public opinions of welfare spending or concerns about the
effectiveness of the social safety net. As a group, the poor are relatively popular (Gilens,
2012).
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a higher ambient temperature will boost the likelihood of a member
crafting a reputation around advocating on behalf of a disadvantaged
group.

Using feeling thermometer scores has a number of practical advantages
as well. Survey designers have been using feeling thermometers for dec-
ades, allowing for the analysis of the impact of district hostility on mem-
ber behavior over a broader range of time than studies utilizing the more
recent Cooperative Congressional Election Study (CCES) or the National
Annenberg Election Study (NAES) data, which tend to focus on more
policy-specific questions. The format and measurement of feeling therm-
ometer questions have also been remarkably consistent over time, allevi-
ating some of the difficulties of working with specific issue questions,
where a topic might be asked about while it is salient and actively being
pursued by Congress, but then is dropped or replaced as other issues gain
more prominence. I generate estimates of state- and district-level feeling
thermometer scores using multilevel regression with poststratification
(MRP).

4.2.2 Estimating State and District Ambient Temperature

MRP modeling utilizes national public opinion data and regional (state-
and district-level) demographic data to estimate the opinion of relevant
population sub-groups, which are then weighted and summed for the
geographic area of interest. In the remainder of this section, I provide
a brief overview of the data and modeling techniques used to generate the
ambient temperature estimates. Additional details on the benefits of MRP
and the specific modeling formulations used in this project can be found in
Appendix C.

To generate estimates of state- and district-level ambient temperatures,
I use feeling thermometer data from the American National Election Study
(ANES) times series data from 1992 to 2016. Feeling thermometer esti-
mates are generated for each disadvantaged group in each of the three
decades included in the scope of this project (the 1990s, the 2000s, and the
2010s) to account for changes over time. In each of these MRP models,
the explanatory variables are relevant demographic data pulled from the
decennial US Census and the US Religion Census, while the dependent
variable is the group feeling thermometer score. The ANES includes feeling
thermometer questions for a number of societal groups, and close approxi-
mates for others. The models estimating the average district and state
ambient temperature toward racial and ethnic minorities, the poor, and
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seniors are a direct match with the feeling thermometer question in the
ANES, while the models estimating feelings toward the LGBTQ commu-
nity, women, immigrants, and veterans utilize proxies.4 Respectively, these
proxies are lesbians and gays, feminists/women’s libbers, illegal immi-
grants/illegal aliens, and the military.5 Summaries of the estimated district
feeling thermometer ratings by groups are given in Table 4.1.

4.2.3 Interpreting Ambient Temperature Estimates

Before moving on to the application of these measures of district and state
ambient temperature, it is necessary to say a word about how these
estimates should be interpreted. First, as a general note, though the
mean ambient temperatures for each group do follow approximately the
same pattern as might be expected by how deserving of government
assistance each group is broadly perceived to be, it is important to keep
in mind that these two measures are not the same. It is possible, for

table 4.1 Summary of estimates for district feeling thermometer ratings by
group

Group N Mean Std. Dev. Min. Max.

Seniors 1,740 78.74 2.33 64.89 98.89
Veterans 2,175 72.66 3.88 54.14 85.80
Poor 2,175 69.35 2.96 56.91 87.05
Women 2,175 56.32 3.56 41.28 72.54
Immigrants 2,175 42.43 8.71 22.48 70.47
Racial/Ethnic Minorities 2,175 66.09 3.23 53.42 79.76
LGBTQ 2,175 47.83 7.82 25.47 77.83

Displayed are the average estimated values for the feeling thermometer scores
across all congressional districts from 1992 to 2016. Estimates were generated
using multilevel regression with poststratification. The estimate for racial/ethnic
minorities is an average of the ambient temperature generated for each district for
Black, Hispanic, and Asian Americans.

4 Unfortunately, the ANES has never used a feeling thermometer question asking respond-
ents to rate their feelings toward Native Americans. Thus, the predictors of forming
a reputation as a Native American advocate cannot be analyzed in this or the following
chapter. Reputations for advocacy of Native Americans are brought back in, however, for
the evaluation of the sponsorship and cosponsorship activity related to a particular disad-
vantaged group found in Chapter 6.

5 These are the group names used in the ANES survey questions.
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instance, that people could have positive feelings toward a group, but also
feel that it is not the government’s role to provide assistance. Conversely,
people could have more negative personal feelings about the military, for
example, while still feeling that the government owes particular benefits to
those who served. Given this, it is expected that the ambient temperature
toward a group can vary from state-to-state or district-to-district, inde-
pendent of how generally deserving of government assistance the group is
considered to be.

Second, and most crucial to appropriate interpretation of these esti-
mates, the raw values for the means and standard deviations are not
intended to provide a head-to-head comparison across groups.
Particularly because of the use of proxy feeling thermometer scores for
several of these groups, the estimated means may better represent the true
latent ambient temperatures for some groups more so than others. With
the exception of the use of “lesbians and gays” as a stand-in for the
LGBTQ community (which could result in a slightly more positive rating
by not activating biphobia or transphobia), it is likely that the proxy
group measurements (described in the previous section) may result in
a slightly lower average feeling thermometer score. However, because
the research design of this project calls for the evaluation of the represen-
tation of each group individually, these deviations should not negatively
impact the results. What matters is the relative difference within the same
group’s ambient temperature across districts, not the absolute value com-
parison across groups. Similarly, given this research design, the different
degree of variation in the ambient temperature measures is not a concern,
as the effects of ambient temperature on reputation for group advocacy is
evaluated independently for each group.

4.3 group size and ambient temperature: related
but distinct concepts

Before discussing and presenting the multivariate models exploring the
factors that drive members of Congress to foster reputations as advocates
of disadvantaged groups, this section takes a quick look at the relationship
between the two primary independent variables – group size and ambient
temperature – and establishes them as related but separate concepts, each
with distinct reasons for inclusion in the models to follow.

Group size and ambient temperature are expected to be related con-
cepts. Having frequent interactions with a group, or having a high per-
centage of group members within a district can boost the positive feelings
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toward that group. However, this relationship need not only work in
a singular direction; for example, some research has shown that when
white Americans are confronted with information about increasing racial/
ethnic minority and/or immigrant populations, negative feelings toward
those groups can actually increase (Blumer, 1958; Alba, Rumbaut, and
Marotz, 2005; Craig and Richeson, 2014). Table 4.2 displays the correl-
ations between district group size and district ambient temperature for
each of the groups whose representation is being analyzed here.

There is broad diversity across disadvantaged groups when considering
the strength of the relationship between the size of group within a district
and the general feelings toward that group. For the two groups that are
broadly considered to be deserving of government assistance, seniors and
veterans, there is little to no correlation between the two variables, with
the correlation for seniors failing even to reach conventional levels of
statistical significance. These results match with expectations – because
of the high esteem these groups are held in, any variations in ambient
temperature should not be related to the percentage of veterans and
seniors in a district. Women also have a low correlation between ambient
temperature and group size, best explained by the very small amount of
variation in the percentage of women across districts. For the poor,
immigrants, racial/ethnic minorities, and the LGBTQ community, there
is evidence of amuch stronger correlation between group size and ambient
temperature. Given the higher levels of skepticism these groups face
relative to groups like veterans or seniors, this relationship is expected
and, as discussed above, likely is not purely linear. The correlation
between the two variables for the LGBTQ community also reflects the
nature of the creation of the group size variable itself, and how Census
reporting for same-sex couples are likely themselves somewhat reflective
of group ambient temperature. In no case, however, even for the LGBTQ

table 4.2 Correlations between district group size and group ambient
temperature by disadvantaged group

Seniors Veterans Poor Women Immigrants
Racial/Ethnic
Minorities LGBTQ

−0.0245 0.0640* 0.4477* 0.1635* 0.5334* 0.4287* 0.6319*

Note: Figure displays Pearson’s r correlation coefficients of the relationship
between group size and ambient temperature for each of the disadvantaged
groups analyzed. * represents a statistical significance level of p ≥ 0.05.
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community, is there evidence of even close to a perfect correlation between
the two variables, as seen in Figure 4.1.

Figure 4.1 shows the variation in the estimated ambient temperature and
group size across all congressional districts in the continental United States
for the 108th Congress (Jan 2003–2005). These maps showcase both the
instances of overlap in the variation in ambient temperature and group size,
and the discrepancies. When considering immigrants, for example, similar
bright areas in Southern California and Southern Texas display the close
relationship between the percentage of and general regard for immigrants in
the area. Another clear example of similarities comes in the bright dot around
San Francisco indicating both one of the higher percentages of LGBTQ
individuals in the countries as well as one of the highest ambient temperat-
ures. For groups like women, seniors, and veterans, however, a high level of
variation in the shading between each of the two maps can be seen.

Though not present for all groups, the relatively high correlations between
ambient temperature and group size for racial/ethnic minorities, immigrants,
the poor, and LGBTQ individuals do have some ramifications for the multi-
variate models to follow. This multicollinearity will likely have the effect of
slightly inflating the standard errors on these variables, making conventional
statistical significance harder to achieve. Despite this, the strong theoretical
reasons for including each of these measures, laid out in Chapter 2, necessi-
tate that the models contain both of them. Group size is a straightforward
accounting of the number of group members who comprise a member’s
constituency, while ambient temperature measures how the district constitu-
ency tends to feel about a group writ large. To truly understand what drives
members tomake the reputational choices that they do, the impact of each of
these variables must be accounted for. Including both of these variables is
also necessary to evaluate the role of the ambient window, as is done toward
the end of this chapter.

4.4 modeling reputation formation

As discussed in detail in Chapter 3, reputation is coded as a four-category
ordinal variable, ranking fromNon-Advocates to Superficial Advocates to
Secondary Advocates to Primary Advocates. In the remaining sections of
the chapter, I analyze how group size, group ambient temperature, and
other relevant explanatory variables impact the type of reputation mem-
bers of Congress form. Specifically, in this chapter, I focus on the reputa-
tion formation of members of the House of Representatives, while the
reputation formation of senators is considered in the following chapter. In
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each of the following sections, these relationships are modeled using
generalized ordered logistic regression, or the partial proportional odds
model, to account for both the ordinal character of the reputation variable
and to allow for the explanatory variables to have differential impacts on
primary, secondary, or superficial reputation formation.6

4.4.1 Alternative Explanatory Variables

In addition to my primary variables of interest, group size, and group ambi-
ent temperature, I include a number of control variables: party affiliation,
whether or not a member is in their first term in Congress, the partisan
leaning of the district, and whether or not the member represents a district
in the South. I also include decade fixed effects and cluster the standard errors
by member. Controlling for the decade fixed effects accounts for specific
time-bounded changes in what drives members to form reputations around
serving disadvantaged groups. By clusteringmy standard errors by individual
member, I avoid any artificially deflated standard errors that could arise from
the same person remaining in the House across more than one Congress in
the sample.

6 When seeking to explain the variation in an ordered dependent variable, an Ordinary Least
Squares model is inappropriate, as it requires a continuous interval variable, and using
multinomial logistic regression is undesirable because it discounts important information
found in the ranking of the categories. Instead, I utilize a generalized ordered logit model.
I make this selection over the use of an ordered logit model for statistical as well as
theoretical reasons. Employing an ordered logistic regression requires that the model
abide by the parallel regression assumption, or proportionality assumption (Brant,
1990). This assumption states that the relationship between each of the explanatory
variables and the dependent variable cannot vary across categories of the dependent
variable. In determining the primary factors involved in reputation formation, models
using ordered logistic regression violate the parallel regression assumption. This violation
was determined using the Brant test, which assesses both the proportionality of the effect of
each independent variable across values of the dependent variable as well as the propor-
tionality of the model as a whole.

Violations of the parallel regression assumption occur as a result of certain independent
variables having an asymmetric effect on levels of reputation (Williams, 2016).
Theoretically, this asymmetric effect is expected – moving from having no reputation at
all for group advocacy to having a reputation for occasional advocacy is a calculation that
members must make that is likely different from that of moving from a reputation for
occasional action to that of primary or secondary advocacy. A partial proportional odds
model relaxes the parallel regression assumption, and specifically demonstrates how the
relationship between the explanatory and dependent variables can change across categor-
ies, providing insight into these important asymmetries (Williams, 2016). These models are
calculated using the gologit2 program for Stata (Williams, 2006).
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First and foremost, I control for the party of the representative, coded as
a dichotomous variable.7 Given the centrality of partisan concerns in the US
Congress and the differences between the electoral coalitions of the
Democratic and Republican Parties, understanding party-specific differences
is crucial. As seen in the previous chapter, while both Democrats and
Republicans do form these reputations for disadvantaged-group advocacy,
the phenomenon is more common among members of the Democratic
caucus. Thus, even with other factors accounted for, I expect that
Democrats in Congress are going to be more likely to form a reputation
around advocating for disadvantaged groups than Republicans, particularly
for those groups for whom government intervention is generally viewedwith
more skepticism.

I include a dichotomous variable in the model indicating if a member is
in their first term in the House for two reasons. First, members who have
just won their first term in the House simply have not had enough time to
develop a strong legislative reputation as an advocate for disadvantaged
groups. Reputation building requires a pattern of behaviors and inter-
actions, in which new members have not had the opportunity to engage.
Second, practically speaking, Politics in America devotes less space to
first-term members than to members that have at least one full congres-
sional session under their belt, meaning there is also less available infor-
mation that is written about them.8 For these reasons, the coefficient on
this variable is expected to indicate a strongly negative effect on whether
a member has a reputation for disadvantaged-group advocacy.

I control for the partisan leaning of the district by including a measure of
the two-party vote share that the Democratic presidential candidate received
in the most recent presidential election. I expect that the more Democratic
a district is, the more likely it is that a member will have a reputation for
disadvantaged-group advocacy. Finally, I also control for regional effects by
including a dummy variable for whether or not a district is located in the
South. I define South as including the original former Confederate states, as
well as states bordering the former Confederate states. These states include:
Alabama, Arkansas, Delaware, Florida, Georgia, Kentucky, Louisiana,
Maryland, Mississippi, North Carolina, Oklahoma, South Carolina, Texas,

7 The few Independent members of the House included in the dataset are coded in accord-
ance with the major party they chose to caucus with.

8 First term members usually receive a profile of only one page in length, rather than the two
that is generally standard for other members. This difference is reflective of the reality that
these new members simply have not yet had the chance to fully establish themselves in the
legislature in the same fashion as members with a longer tenure in the institution.
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Virginia, and West Virginia. I expect that the political culture will generally
make members representing districts within these states less likely to form
a reputation around advocating for disadvantaged groups, and that these
effects will be most acute for disadvantaged groups that are not highly
regarded in the country at large.

4.5 group size, ambient temperature, and member
reputation

In this section, I investigate the independent relationships between group size
and then ambient temperature on member reputation, after taking into
account all of the alternative variables listed above. Understanding each of
these variables can provide valuable insight into how group size and group
affect within a state or district influences the representational choices mem-
bers of Congress make. Following from the basic expectations of republican
governance, wherein an individual is elected by a set of constituents to act in
accordance with their interests, it is expected that group size will have
a positive relationship with member reputation. Members of the House of
Representatives with a reputation for serving as a group advocate are more
likely to come from a district with a large number of group members than
a district with very little group presence. Given how inherent this is to the
fundamental notion of representation, this should be true regardless of how
deserving of government assistance a group is considered to be. Ambient
temperature is also expected to have a generally positive effect on the likeli-
hood of members forming reputations as group advocates. However, these
effects should be the most apparent for groups that are considered to be less
deserving of government assistance.

Tables 4.3–4.5 present the results of the generalized ordered logistic
regression models with reputation for disadvantaged-group advocacy as
the dependent variable of interest. Each group has three models (0, 1,
and 2), which contain important information about how the independ-
ent variables can asymmetrically impact the likelihood of a member
having a certain kind of reputation.9 The dichotomous variable

9 The exception to this are the models for LGBTQ advocacy. The exceedingly small number
of cases of members with a reputation as a primary advocate for LGBTQ individuals makes
the calculated coefficients for the terms demonstrating the relationship between the inde-
pendent variables and the likelihood of holding a reputation as a primary advocate rather
than any of the other categories unreliable. For this reason, the categories for primary and
secondary advocates have been collapsed together. Thus, for the LGBTQ analysis, only
Model 0 and Model 1 are presented.
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indicating whether or not a member was just elected to their first term in
Congress is modeled as a having parallel proportional effects,10 while all
other explanatory variables are modeled with partial proportional effects.
Model 0 demonstrates how group size and the other independent variables
impact the likelihood of a member shifting from having no reputation for
group advocacy at all to having some kind of reputation for advocacy. The
likelihood of moving from no advocacy or superficial advocacy to secondary
or primary advocacy is shown inModel 1, and the shift fromone of the lower
levels of advocacy to primary group advocacy is presented in Model 2.
Breaking the models up in this way allows for differential impacts of the
explanatory variables to account for the variation in representational levels.
I will next evaluate all of the groups in turn to determine the impact of
disadvantaged group size and ambient temperature on the reputation
a member of Congress formulates.

4.5.1 Veterans and Seniors

The impact of the percentage of veterans and seniors in a district on
member reputation is presented in Table 4.3. Across nearly all levels,
group size has a positive and significant effect on the type of reputation
a member forms. As expected, even for groups that are considered to be
broadly deserving of government assistance across the United States,
members representing districts with higher quantities of group members
aremore likely to form reputations around advocating on their behalf. For
veterans, group size has a significant impact on all shifts across levels of
reputation. Seniors exhibit the same pattern when moving from a non-
advocate to an advocate and when shifting to develop a reputation as
a primary or secondary advocate from non- or superficial advocacy.
However, a higher percentage of seniors in a district did not significantly
push members from the lower levels of advocacy into primary advocacy.
Florida’s 5th district, for example, has consistently had one of the highest
percentages of seniors in a Congressional district since the 1990s. Rep.
Karen Thurman (D-FL5), who served in the 1990s, and Rep. Ginny
Brown-Waite (R-FL5), who won the seat in the 108th Congress (during

10 The use of parallel proportional effects for this variable acknowledges the strong negative
effect of amember being in their first term on reputation formation, particularly at the two
highest levels of advocacy. Because there are no incoming members with reputations for
primary or secondary group advocacy, the partial proportional effects cannot be
calculated.
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the 2002 elections), each developed reputations for superficial advocacy
of seniors during their time in office.

Different patterns are evident when examining the role of group ambi-
ent temperature. Warmer feelings toward veterans within a district have
a positive and statistically significant impact on a member having
a reputation around advocating for veterans, regardless of the level of
advocacy. For seniors, however, group ambient temperature has no sig-
nificant effect on member reputation. In the models including ambient
temperature, the role of party affiliation is also different for seniors and
for veterans. Once the ambient temperature for veterans is taken into
account, members of Congress from both parties are equally likely to
form reputations as advocates. This is different when considering members
with reputations around advocating for seniors, where Democrats still
have a statistically significant advantage. Given that both of these groups
are considered to have high levels of deservingness of government assist-
ance, this discrepancy is intriguing. This difference is likely attributable to
the close ties between seniors’ issues and Social Security and Medicare,
which in turn are also more closely bound to the Democratic Party.

When it comes to group size, for both veterans and seniors, Republicans
are significantly less likely to form reputations as group advocates than are
Democratic members. So, while a larger share of Republican members with
reputations for disadvantaged-group advocacy are advocates for veterans
and seniors relative to Democrats, Democratic members are still more likely
to have formed these reputations on the whole. After other factors are
accounted for, the partisan lean of the district and presence in the South do
not have a significant impact on whether or not a member forms their
reputation around advocating on behalf of veterans or seniors. Members of
Congress were significantly less likely to have reputations for veterans’
advocacy in the 1990s and 2000s compared to the 2010s, which may be
due to a recent acknowledgement of the challenges facing veterans returning
from the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan.

4.5.2 LGBTQ and Racial/Ethnic Minorities

The LGBTQ community and racial/ethnic minorities are disadvantaged
groups that are generally considered to be less deserving of government
assistance, and it is expected that both the size of the group in the district
and the group ambient temperature will make it more likely that
a member will have a reputation around serving as a group advocate. As
seen in Table 4.4, both group size and ambient temperature do have the

4.5 Group Size, Ambient Temperature 93

https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108974172.004 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108974172.004


t
a
b
l
e
4
.4

G
ro
up

si
ze
,a

m
bi
en
t
te
m
pe
ra
tu
re
,a

nd
m
em

be
r
re
pu

ta
ti
on

fo
r
ad

vo
ca
cy

fo
r
ra
ci
al
/e
th
ni
c
m
in
or
it
ie
s
an

d
th
e

L
G
B
T
Q

co
m
m
un

it
y

L
G
B
T
Q

R
ac
e/
E
th
ni
ci
ty

0
1

0
1

0
1

2
0

1
2

G
ro
up

Si
ze

1.
82

4
3.
80

5
–

–
0.
05

1
0.
06

4
0.
05

4
–

–
–

0.
01

0.
03

0.
00

0.
00

0.
00

A
m
bi
en

t
T
em

pe
ra
tu
re

–
–

0.
07

0.
11

–
–

–
0.
22

0.
24

0.
22

0.
01

0.
08

0.
00

0.
00

0.
00

R
ep

ub
lic

an
−
1.
55

3
−
2.
31

9
−
1.
84

8
−
2.
27

0
−
1.
92

9
−
2.
11

6
−
2.
75

8
−
2.
52

2
−
3.
17

2
−
3.
77

9
0.
02

0.
03

0.
00

0.
01

0.
00

0.
00

0.
01

0.
00

0.
00

0.
00

D
em

Pr
es

V
ot
e

0.
05

7
0.
09

2
0.
04

5
0.
05

9
−
0.
02

7
−
0.
04

3
−
0.
04

1
−
0.
01

3
−
0.
01

6
−
0.
02

1
0.
12

0.
04

0.
20

0.
27

0.
11

0.
05

0.
07

0.
38

0.
43

0.
40

So
ut
h

–
–

–
–

−
0.
00

7
0.
07

9
0.
17

6
0.
26

1
0.
41

7
0.
40

8
0.
98

0.
82

0.
66

0.
29

0.
19

0.
27

19
90

s
1.
01

4
4.
55

2
0.
42

9
1.
42

1
1.
14

8
0.
94

3
0.
09

8
1.
64

1
1.
40

2
0.
68

4
0.
06

0.
14

0.
45

0.
21

0.
00

0.
00

0.
81

0.
00

0.
00

0.
12

20
00

s
−
0.
22

6
2.
80

9
0.
12

3
1.
18

9
1.
30

1
1.
09

0
0.
15

1
1.
69

6
1.
71

9
0.
94

0
0.
60

0.
23

0.
82

0.
11

0.
00

0.
00

0.
67

0.
00

0.
00

0.
01

Fi
rs
t

T
er
m

−
1.
34

8
−
1.
41

1
−
1.
88

2
−
1.
70

5
0.
08

0.
06

0.
00

0.
00

(c
on

ti
nu

ed
)

https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108974172.004 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108974172.004


C
on

st
an

t
−
7.
95

6
−
14

.7
78

−
9.
86

1
−
14

.0
65

−
2.
86

7
−
3.
68

3
−
3.
75

2
−
16

.6
83

−
18

.4
97

−
17

.1
14

0.
00

0.
00

0.
00

0.
00

0.
01

0.
00

0.
00

0.
00

0.
00

0.
00

N
2,
17

5
2,
17

5
2,
17

5
2,
17

5
W

al
d’
s
C
hi

2
34

.7
38

.1
36

7.
4

22
6.
1

Ps
eu

do
-R

2
0.
18

89
0.
13

35
0.
30

48
0.
17

91

N
ot
e:
C
oe

ffi
ci
en

ts
ca
lc
ul
at
ed

us
in
g
ge
ne

ra
liz

ed
or
de

re
d
lo
gi
st
ic
re
gr
es
si
on

,w
it
h
Fi
rs
tT

er
m

m
od

el
ed

as
a
pa

ra
lle

lp
ro
po

rt
io
na

lt
er
m

an
d

th
e
re
st
of

th
e
in
de

pe
nd

en
tv

ar
ia
bl
es

m
od

el
ed

as
pa

rt
ia
lp

ro
po

rt
io
na

lt
er
m
s.
St
an

da
rd

er
ro
rs

ar
e
cl
us
te
re
d
by

m
em

be
r,
an

d
p-
va

lu
es

ar
e

in
gr
ay

.M
od

el
0
re
pr
es
en

ts
th
e
lik

el
ih
oo

d
of

a
sh
if
t
fr
om

no
ad

vo
ca
cy

to
su
pe

rfi
ci
al
,s
ec
on

da
ry
,o

r
pr
im

ar
y
ad

vo
ca
cy
;M

od
el

1
is
no

ad
vo

ca
cy

or
su
pe

rfi
ci
al
ad

vo
ca
cy

to
pr
im

ar
y
or

se
co

nd
ar
y
ad

vo
ca
cy
;a
nd

M
od

el
2
is
an

y
of

th
e
lo
w
er

ca
te
go

ri
es

of
ad

vo
ca
cy

to
pr
im

ar
y

ad
vo

ca
cy
.N

o
L
G
B
T
Q

m
em

be
r
ad

vo
ca
te
s
co

m
e
fr
om

th
e
So

ut
h,

so
th
e
va

ri
ab

le
is
ex

cl
ud

ed
on

th
e
ba

si
s
of

pe
rf
ec
t
pr
ed

ic
ti
on

.B
ec
au

se
th
er
e
is

on
ly

a
si
ng

le
m
em

be
r
in
cl
ud

ed
in

th
e
sa
m
pl
e
w
it
h
a
pr
im

ar
y
re
pu

ta
ti
on

fo
r
L
G
B
T
Q

ad
vo

ca
cy
,
M

od
el

2
ca
nn

ot
be

re
lia

bl
y

ca
lc
ul
at
ed

fo
r
th
is
gr
ou

p.
Fo

r
th
e
L
G
B
T
Q

an
al
ys
es
,r
ep

ut
at
io
ns

fo
r
pr
im

ar
y
an

d
se
co

nd
ar
y
ad

vo
ca
cy

ha
ve

be
en

co
lla

ps
ed

in
to

a
si
ng

le
ca
te
go

ry
.

https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108974172.004 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108974172.004


expected positive and significant effect on member reputation. Unlike
with seniors, where group size is not significantly related to the decision
to serve as a primary group advocate and group affect has no significant
determinative effect on reputation formation, decisions about advocacy
for less highly regarded groups such as the LGBTQ community and racial/
ethnic minorities are significantly related to these variables. When ambi-
ent temperature and group size are modeled separately, higher values of
each increase the likelihood that a member will have a reputation for
group advocacy. This is true across nearly all levels of advocacy.11

Republican members of Congress are significantly less likely to form
reputations around advocating for racial/ethnic minorities and the LGBTQ
community. This is in accordance with the breakdowns by party shown in
Figures 3.4 and 3.5 – considerably fewer Republicans hold reputations as
advocates for racial/ethnic minorities and LGBTQ individuals than
Democrats. Though less common, Republican representatives are notwholly
immune to the effects of group size or ambient temperature. Ray LaHood
(R-IL18), for instance, began to be known as a superficial advocate for racial/
ethnic minorities (particularly those ofMiddle Eastern descent) in the 2000s,
after the ambient temperature of his district increased by nearly a full stand-
ard deviation in the wake of redistricting.

Region, however, has slightly different effects on the advocacy of
racial/ethnic minorities and the LGBTQ community. When other
explanatory variables are taken into account, whether or not a member
represents a district in the South does not have a significant impact on
forming a reputation as an advocate for racial/ethnic minorities.
However, because there are zero members of Congress representing
southern districts with a reputation for LGBTQ advocacy, the precise
effects of region cannot be calculated, on account of perfect prediction.

There also exists an interesting difference between representation of the
LGBTQ community and racial/ethnic minorities when considering the
impact of the partisan leaning of the district. When group ambient tempera-
ture is taken into account, the partisan leaning of a district does not signifi-
cantly impact reputation formation as an advocate of racial/ethnic minorities
or LGBTQ individuals. Butwhen group size is considered in place of ambient
temperature, partisan leaning works in opposite directions for the LGBTQ
community and racial/ethnic minorities. While partisan leaning does not

11 The ambient temperature does meet the threshold of a one-tailed significance test when
considering the shift from non- or superficial advocacy for the LGBTQ community to
primary or secondary advocacy.
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have a significant effect onwhether or not amember shifts from being a non-
advocate to having a reputation as some level of group advocate, it does have
significant impact on the move from non- or superficial advocacy to primary
or secondary advocacy. After controlling for the size of the LGBTQ commu-
nity in a district, members coming from more Democratic districts aremore
likely to have a reputation as a primary or secondary advocate. However,
members fromheavilyDemocratic districts are less likely to have a reputation
as an advocate for racial/ethnic minorities once racial composition of
a district is accounted for.

4.5.3 Immigrants and the Poor

Immigrants and the poor are groups that hold a complicated place in the
American mind. Many people are highly sympathetic to the poor while
simultaneously treating with great skepticism those who access our wel-
fare systems, and immigrants hold dual roles in the national zeitgeist of
both heroic ancestor and multicultural villain. For each of these two
disadvantaged groups, district group size and ambient temperature have
a significant, positive relationship with the likelihood of members having
a reputation for group advocacy, as seen in Table 4.5. The single apparent
exception to this comes when considering members with a primary repu-
tation for serving the poor – group ambient temperature does not have
a statistically significant effect on this final move up the ladder, implying
that other conditions are the driving force for this last step. Major Owens
(D-NY11) is an example of someone who made the decision to form
a reputation as a secondary advocate for the poor during the 1990s,
pushing for increases in the minimum wage and boosts for other social
programs. His district fell just outside of the top 10th percentile for the
percentage of people in poverty, but had the second highest ambient
temperature toward the poor of any other district in the sample.

Across all levels of advocacy, Republican members of Congress are
significantly less likely to have a reputation as an advocate for those in
poverty. In contrast, this effect is less consistent for members with reputa-
tions as immigrant advocates. After immigrant ambient temperature is
held constant, Republicans are not significantly less likely to be primary or
secondary advocates for immigrants. Particularly considering the time
period under consideration, this difference fits with the general percep-
tions of the party identities – despite some more recent changes, immigra-
tion had long been considered to be a fairly bipartisan issue. And once
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again, members in their first term are significantly less likely to have
a reputation for disadvantaged-group advocacy.

The negative effects on likelihood of reputation formation of coming
from a southern district are particularly strong when considering advo-
cates for the poor, and more mixed for those with reputations as advo-
cates for immigrants. Partisan lean of a district also has a different effect
for each of these two groups. When ambient temperature is accounted for
in themodel, partisan leaning does not have a statistically significant effect
on reputation formation for either group. For the poor, more Democratic
leaning districts are more likely to push members to form superficial
reputations for working on behalf of the group, but do not have
a significant effect on reputations for higher levels of advocacy. The
pattern for immigrants, however, is more similar to that of racial/ethnic
minorities – after controlling for the percentage of immigrants in a district,
more Democratic-leaning districts are actually less likely to produce
members with reputations as immigrant advocates.

4.5.4 Women

Women are particularly unique among the disadvantaged groups studied in
this project, both because of their limited variation in group size across
districts, and because their size is near or above a majority of individuals in
all districts. Based on size alone, one could argue that building a reputation
around advocating on behalf of women would be a winning strategy for all
members of Congress, and yet very few members choose to foster such
a reputation. As seen in Table 4.6, the percentage of women in the district
has no statistically significant impact on the likelihood of a member having
a reputation as a women’s advocate. Group ambient temperature does have
significant effect on reputation formation, but the effect is nuanced. Higher
ambient temperatures toward women have a significant impact on the shift
from having a reputation as a non-advocate toward being an advocate at any
level, even if superficial, but it is not a significant driving force behind the
move to secondary or primary advocacy.

Chapter 3 showed that among instances of disadvantaged-group advo-
cacy for Democrats and Republicans, each party had equivalent percent-
ages of their members with reputations as women’s advocates, but
Democrats had a greater number of advocates overall. These descriptive
statistics are born out here in the multivariate model. Across all of the
models analyzed and all levels of advocacy, Republican members of
Congress are significantly less likely to have reputations for advocacy on
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behalf of women. Other variables also had similar effects across models.
First termmembers are less likely to have a reputation for advocacy, as are
members from the South. These regional effects are statistically significant
for the shift to superficial advocacy and secondary advocacy, but do not
have a significant effect on the decision to form a primary reputation
around advocating for women. Members also become increasingly likely

table 4.6 Group size, ambient temperature, and member reputation for
advocacy for women

Women

0 1 2 0 1 2

Group
Size

0.016 −0.098 0.050 – – –

0.78 0.29 0.81

Ambient
Temperature

– – – 0.05 0.03 0.01
0.05 0.22 0.92

Republican −0.826 −1.342 −2.135 −0.766 −1.277 −2.253
0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.01

Dem Pres
Vote

0.054 0.069 0.086 0.047 0.063 0.102
0.00 0.02 0.03 0.01 0.02 0.01

South −0.554 −1.054 −1.612 −0.550 −1.039 −1.613
0.05 0.03 0.18 0.05 0.04 0.17

1990s 0.704 0.272 0.062 0.702 0.306 0.374
0.00 0.33 0.93 0.00 0.30 0.50

2000s 0.631 −0.001 −0.041 0.535 −0.040 −0.042
0.00 1.00 0.93 0.01 0.88 0.93

First
Term

−1.238 −1.246
0.00 0.000

Constant −5.993 −1.320 −10.904 −7.478 −7.818 −9.811
0.06 0.81 0.29 0.00 0.00 0.03

N 2,175 2,175
Wald’s Chi2 131.6 121.5
Pseudo-R2 0.0901 0.0902

Note: Coefficients calculated using generalized ordered logistic regression, with
First Termmodeled as a parallel proportional term and the rest of the independent
variables modeled as partial proportional terms. Standard errors are clustered by
member, and p-values are in gray.Model 0 represents the likelihood of a shift from
no advocacy to superficial, secondary, or primary advocacy; Model 1 is no
advocacy or superficial advocacy to primary or secondary advocacy; and Model
2 is any of the lower categories of advocacy to primary advocacy.
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to have a reputation as a women’s advocate the more Democratic the
district that they represent.

4.6 the relationship between group size and ambient
temperature

Generally speaking, with a few exceptions, the results above demonstrate
that both group size and ambient temperature have an important and
positive impact on whether or not a member has a reputation as a group
advocate when each is considered separately. However, as discussed
earlier, while group size and ambient temperature are related, they are
nonetheless distinct concepts that are expected to work in different ways
depending upon the circumstance. Thus, I next explore the overall effects
of each of these variables when allowed to work together in a single
model.

4.6.1 Veterans, Seniors, Racial/Ethnic Minorities,
LGBTQ Individuals

Table 4.7 demonstrates that when combined within a single model, the
general relationship between group size, ambient temperature, and repu-
tation follow the same general pattern, regardless of whether a group is
broadly considered to be highly deserving of government assistance or less
deserving of government assistance. Across levels of reputation for advo-
cacy, group size nearly always has a positive and statistically significant
impact upon reputation formation. Once again, members with primary
reputations for advocating on behalf of seniors present the only exception
to this, as group size is not a significant determinant of which members
choose to focus the bulk of their representational efforts on seniors. That
this should represent the exception is not in defiance of expectations,
because members should not fear negative reprisals from their constitu-
ents for investing such a large share of their efforts into serving a group
considered to be so deserving of assistance, even if seniors do not them-
selves make up a sizeable portion of the district.

An example of the significant impact of group size on the likelihood
that a member will form a reputation as a group advocate even for groups
that are generally considered to be less deserving of government assistance
can be seen in Rep. Jerrold Nadler (D). Throughout the 1990s, Nadler
represented the 8th District of New York, covering western Manhattan
and parts of Brooklyn. During that time, he consistently served as
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a secondary advocate for LGBTQ Americans. After the decennial redis-
tricting, most of that territory was shifted into the 10th District, and the
percentage of LGBTQ individuals increased by almost a full standard
deviation. As the representative of the 10th District of New York in the
113th Congress, Nadler gained a reputation as a primary advocate,
becoming a leader of the efforts to repeal Don’t Ask, Don’t Tell.

When group size is taken into account, ambient temperature is no
longer seen to exert a significant effect upon the reputations members
choose to form. This is not unexpected. While higher levels of group
ambient temperature boost the likelihood of a member forming
a reputation as a group advocate when considered independently, it
should not overtake the effects of the size of a group. The other explana-
tory variables also largely perform as anticipated, with first termers and
Republican members of Congress being less likely to have reputations as
advocates for any of the four groups. Other district demographic factors
such as whether or not a district is in the South and the partisan lean of
a district generally have no significant impact on member reputation as
advocates for these groups.

4.6.2 Women, Immigrants, and the Poor

Table 4.8 displays the results of the combined model evaluating reputations
for serving women, immigrants, and the poor. For the groups that hold
a more mixed position in the American psyche, such as immigrants and
people in poverty, group size again has a positive and statistically significant
impact on reputation for group advocacy. This can be seen through the
actions of former Rep. Xavier Becerra (D-CA30/31/34). Originally known
throughmuch of the 1990s and 2000s as a primary advocate for immigrants,
Becerra also began building other forms of advocacy into his reputation as
redistricting moved him from a district of nearly 60 percent immigrants to
one in which immigrants made up less than a majority.

Once group size is accounted for, ambient temperature does not have
a statistically significant effect on member reputation for serving immi-
grants and the poor. Having a reputation as a women’s advocate, how-
ever, is not dependent upon group size. Ambient temperature does have
positive and statistically significant impact on whether or not a member
chooses to form a reputation as some kind of women’s advocate, though
the choice to be a primary or secondary advocate is reliant upon other
factors.

4.6 The Relationship Between Group Size 105

https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108974172.004 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108974172.004


t
a
b
l
e
4
.8

C
om

bi
ne
d
ef
fe
ct
s
of

gr
ou

p
si
ze

an
d
am

bi
en
t
te
m
pe
ra
tu
re

on
m
em

be
r
re
pu

ta
ti
on

fo
r
ad

vo
ca
cy

fo
r
w
om

en
,

im
m
ig
ra
nt
s,
an

d
th
e
po

or

Im
m
ig
ra
nt
s

Po
or

W
om

en

0
1

2
0

1
2

0
1

2

G
ro
up

Si
ze

0.
12

1
0.
15

3
0.
22

6
0.
06

8
0.
09

0
0.
11

0
0.
00

1
−
0.
11

0
0.
05

8
0.
00

0.
00

0.
00

0.
00

0.
00

0.
00

0.
99

0.
26

0.
79

A
m
bi
en

t
T
em

pe
ra
tu
re

−
0.
03

3
−
0.
00

5
−
0.
05

8
−
0.
00

3
0.
03

2
−
0.
05

1
0.
04

8
0.
04

3
0.
00

8
0.
11

8
0.
86

6
0.
51

7
0.
91

8
0.
48

2
0.
48

1
0.
04

6
0.
11

8
0.
91

9

R
ep

ub
lic

an
−
0.
66

4
−
0.
40

7
−
2.
80

9
−
1.
13

6
−
1.
81

5
−
2.
06

7
−
0.
76

5
−
1.
28

6
−
2.
17

3
0.
03

0.
45

0.
01

0.
00

0.
00

0.
00

0.
00

0.
00

0.
01

D
em

Pr
es

V
ot
e

−
0.
07

8
−
0.
07

8
−
0.
22

2
0.
02

1
0.
01

4
0.
00

5
0.
04

7
0.
06

2
0.
08

8
0.
00

0.
03

0.
02

0.
04

0.
33

0.
90

0.
01

0.
03

0.
03

So
ut
h

−
0.
35

6
−
0.
59

5
−
2.
60

8
−
0.
35

8
−
0.
90

3
−
0.
59

7
−
0.
55

0
−
1.
05

0
−
1.
61

7
0.
35

0.
28

0.
02

0.
05

0.
00

0.
39

0.
06

0.
04

0.
17

19
90

s
−
0.
29

2
−
0.
16

0
−
0.
45

0
0.
57

5
0.
63

3
−
0.
74

9
0.
71

3
0.
25

7
0.
09

1
0.
40

0.
72

0.
67

0.
00

0.
01

0.
08

0.
00

0.
39

0.
90

20
00

s
0.
05

1
0.
15

7
−
1.
11

0
0.
72

8
0.
77

3
−
0.
04

1
0.
54

1
−
0.
09

4
−
0.
13

2
0.
84

0.
65

0.
08

0.
00

0.
01

0.
93

0.
01

0.
74

0.
77

Fi
rs
t

T
er
m

−
1.
99

2
−
1.
22

1
−
1.
24

3
0.
00

0.
00

0.
00

(c
on

ti
nu

ed
)

https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108974172.004 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108974172.004


C
on

st
an

t
1.
31

4
−
2.
09

1
6.
42

9
−
2.
84

4
−
6.
29

6
−
1.
07

2
−
7.
52

9
−
2.
73

8
−
11

.8
06

0.
41

0.
28

0.
44

0.
18

0.
04

0.
84

0.
02

0.
61

0.
26

N
2,
17

5
2,
17

5
2,
17

5
W

al
d’
s
C
hi

2
35

9.
4

26
6.
3

15
6.
0

Ps
eu

do
-R

2
0.
28

95
0.
12

39
0.
09

3

N
ot
e:
C
oe

ffi
ci
en

ts
ca
lc
ul
at
ed

us
in
g
ge
ne

ra
liz

ed
or
de

re
d
lo
gi
st
ic
re
gr
es
si
on

,w
it
h
Fi
rs
tT

er
m

m
od

el
ed

as
a
pa

ra
lle

lp
ro
po

rt
io
na

lt
er
m

an
d

th
e
re
st
of

th
e
in
de

pe
nd

en
tv

ar
ia
bl
es

m
od

el
ed

as
pa

rt
ia
lp

ro
po

rt
io
na

lt
er
m
s.
St
an

da
rd

er
ro
rs

ar
e
cl
us
te
re
d
by

m
em

be
r,
an

d
p-
va

lu
es

ar
e

in
gr
ay

.M
od

el
0
re
pr
es
en

ts
th
e
lik

el
ih
oo

d
of

a
sh
if
t
fr
om

no
ad

vo
ca
cy

to
su
pe

rfi
ci
al
,s
ec
on

da
ry
,o

r
pr
im

ar
y
ad

vo
ca
cy
;M

od
el

1
is
no

ad
vo

ca
cy

or
su
pe

rfi
ci
al
ad

vo
ca
cy

to
pr
im

ar
y
or

se
co

nd
ar
y
ad

vo
ca
cy
;a
nd

M
od

el
2
is
an

y
of

th
e
lo
w
er

ca
te
go

ri
es

of
ad

vo
ca
cy

to
pr
im

ar
y

ad
vo

ca
cy
.

https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108974172.004 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108974172.004


Aswith the representation of the groups discussed above, first term and
Republican members are less likely to form any kind of reputation as
advocates for women, immigrants, and the poor. Members coming from
districts with a more Democratic lean are more likely to have reputations
for advocating on behalf of women, but actually less likely to advocate for
immigrants. Partisan leaning also has a statistically significant effect on
the choice to form a reputation for at least some level of advocacy for the
poor, but is not a significant determinant of primary or secondary advo-
cacy. Members representing Southern districts are also less likely to form
reputations as advocates for these groups, though it does not retain
statistical significance across all advocacy levels.

4.7 descriptive representatives and member
reputation

Thus far, this chapter has demonstrated that group size and group ambi-
ent temperature can play an important role in a member’s choices about
the reputations they seek to foster, and which groups they do or do not
wish to be known as an advocate for. But as discussed in Chapter 2,
personal experiences – particularly, being a member of the disadvantaged
group yourself – also contribute to these decisions, both by increasing the
salience of issues facing that group and by providing an opening to be seen
as a credible group advocate. In the next section, I first explore the impact
of being a descriptive representative on the reputations for group advo-
cacy that members form. Next, I take a closer look at how the effect of
ambient temperature on reputation formation changes for members of
Congress that are and are not descriptive representatives.

For these analyses, members are coded as being descriptive representa-
tives of a group if they themselves can claim group membership. For
women, racial and ethnic minorities, veterans, and LGBTQ members,
this determination is straightforward. Members are considered to be immi-
grants if they themselves were foreign born and immigrated to the United
States, while members with immigrant parents who personally were born
in the United States are not included. Those who were first elected to the
House at or above the age of sixty-five are considered to be descriptive
representatives of seniors. This specific criterion is used in place of some-
one who has reached the age of sixty-five while serving to both acknow-
ledge that reputations are something that are built over time and that
having lived experience as a senior adult prior to entering into Congress
may impact the representational choices a person may make once in the

108 The Choice to Be a Disadvantaged Group Advocate
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institution. This provides continuity with all other descriptive representa-
tives in that experiences prior to serving in Congress are expected to make
a difference.

Obviously, there are no members of Congress that are currently
destitute – members of Congress tend to be much wealthier than the
average American. However, I code a member as a descriptive represen-
tative if their CQ Politics in America profile describes them as having
grown up in poverty (not working class, but poor), or if there was a time
in their life that they relied on public assistance for those in poverty,
such as welfare or food stamps. Given the popularity of “up by the
bootstraps” narratives among those of both parties in Congress, mem-
bers with such histories tend to place such experiences front and center
in their life stories.

Table 4.9 shows the number of members who are themselves a member
of a disadvantaged group who also serve as group advocates. To account
for the relatively small number of descriptive representatives in the House
of Representatives and ensure a sufficient number of cases across levels of
advocacy, for these analyses I combine the categories of secondary advo-
cates and primary advocates. Thus, in each of themodels discussed below,
there are only two sets of coefficients, rather than three. Model 0 is
evaluating the relationship between the explanatory variables and the
shift from reputations for non-advocacy to reputations for superficial,
secondary, or primary advocacy, and Model 1 compares the impact of
the same variables when comparing members with reputations for non-
advocacy or superficial advocacy with primary and secondary advocates.
Members with reputations as advocates for seniors are excluded from this
portion of the analysis, as there are no members that were elected to the
House when they were over the age of sixty-five that are secondary or
primary advocates for seniors. I expand further on the significance of this
lack of descriptive representatives devoting the bulk of their reputations to
advocacy for seniors at the end of this section.

4.7.1 Veterans, Racial/Ethnic Minorities, and the LGBTQ Community

The first sets of results in Table 4.10 display models including whether or
not a member is themselves LGBTQ, a veteran, or a racial/ethnic minority
alongside all of the previous explanatory variables. Here, while many of
the patterns seen earlier for these groups that have higher and lower levels
of perceived deservingness remain the same, there are a few additional
insights that are important. Members who are themselves LGBTQ or

4.7 Descriptive Representatives and Member Reputation 109
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a racial/ethnic minority are considerably more likely to form a reputation
for group advocacy across both levels, even while group size remains an
important determinant of member reputation. Reps. Albert Wynn
(D-MD4) and Joe Crowley (D-NY7), for example, represented districts
with nearly the same ambient temperature and percentage of racial/ethnic
minorities in moderately liberal states. But while Wynn, a Black man, had
consistently served as a superficial or secondary advocate for racial/ethnic
minorities, Crowley, who is not a descriptive representative for racial/
ethnic minorities, prioritized other groups. For veterans, however, being
a descriptive representative is significantly related to having at least some
part of your reputation built around advocating for veterans, but those
who have taken on the highest levels of group advocacy are driven by the
percentage of veterans in their districts.

Once again, first term and Republican members of Congress are less
likely to form these reputations for group advocacy, though there is some
small variation in the significance of the effect of party. This is particularly
true for members with reputations as advocates for the LGBTQ commu-
nity – once descriptive representatives are taken into account, these other
variables that have been significant in prior models drop in significance.
After the principal explanatory variables and decade-specific fixed-effects
are taken into account, neither the partisan lean nor representing a district
in the South has a significant effect on member reputation.

4.7.2 Women, Immigrants, and the Poor

Women, immigrants, and the poor are groups that do not fit as neatly into
the categories of being generally considered to be of high or low deserv-
ingness of government assistance. The effects of descriptive representa-
tion, ambient temperature, and group size on member reputations as
advocates for these groups are given in Table 4.11, and a few differences
from the groups discussed above can be seen. Being an immigrant is not
a statistically significant predictor of member reputation as an advocate
for immigrants, while the percentage of immigrants and partisan leaning
of a district do have a significant impact. Additionally, while Republican
members are less likely to have reputations as advocates for immigrants at
any level, partisanship is not a statistically significant factor separating
non- and superficial advocates from secondary and primary advocates.
But while members representing Southern districts are not any less likely
to have reputations for serving as advocates for immigrants, Southern
members are considerably less likely to build reputations as advocates on

4.7 Descriptive Representatives and Member Reputation 113

https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108974172.004 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108974172.004


t
a
b
l
e
4
.1

1
D
es
cr
ip
ti
ve

re
pr
es
en
ta
ti
ve
s
an

d
m
em

be
r
re
pu

ta
ti
on

fo
r
ad

vo
ca
cy

fo
r
w
om

en
,i
m
m
ig
ra
nt
s,
an

d
th
e
po

or

Im
m
ig
ra
nt
s

Po
or

W
om

en

0
1

0
1

0
1

0
1

0
1

0
1

G
ro
up

Si
ze

0.
12

3
0.
15

5
0.
12

7
0.
16

0
0.
06

6
0.
08

9
0.
06

4
0.
08

8
0.
09

8
0.
00

9
0.
08

9
0.
00

8
0.
00

0.
00

0.
00

0.
00

0.
00

0.
00

0.
00

0.
00

0.
16

0.
94

0.
20

0.
94

A
m
bi
en

t
T
em

pe
ra
tu
re

−
0.
04

1
−
0.
02

0
−
0.
04

6
−
0.
02

9
−
0.
00

5
0.
02

7
−
0.
01

7
0.
02

5
0.
01

6
0.
01

6
0.
04

5
0.
07

7
0.
07

8
0.
53

2
0.
05

9
0.
38

1
0.
86

1
0.
58

0
0.
58

8
0.
62

5
0.
58

1
0.
64

6
0.
18

2
0.
13

6

D
es
cr
ip
ti
ve

R
ep

re
se
nt
at
iv
e

0.
08

4
0.
23

5
5.
37

7
−
7.
47

3
0.
57

4
0.
60

6
−
10

.2
39

−
1.
74

0
2.
74

6
3.
37

0
6.
34

0
9.
15

1
0.
90

0.
73

0.
05

0.
04

0.
02

0.
04

0.
05

0.
78

0.
00

0.
00

0.
03

0.
02

A
m
bi
en

t
T
em

p.
&

D
R

–
–

−
0.
11

6
0.
15

7
–

–
0.
15

5
0.
03

4
–

–
−
0.
06

3
−
0.
10

0
0.
04

0.
03

0.
03

0.
70

0.
23

0.
14

R
ep

ub
lic

an
−
0.
70

0
−
0.
58

7
−
0.
66

2
−
0.
49

1
−
1.
10

6
−
1.
77

3
−
1.
12

0
−
1.
77

5
−
0.
42

6
−
0.
94

2
−
0.
42

7
−
0.
94

0
0.
02

0.
30

0.
03

0.
40

0.
00

0.
00

0.
00

0.
00

0.
07

0.
01

0.
07

0.
01

D
em

Pr
es

V
ot
e

−
0.
08

0
−
0.
08

7
−
0.
08

2
−
0.
08

8
0.
02

2
0.
01

5
0.
02

2
0.
01

6
0.
05

0
0.
05

3
0.
05

0
0.
05

4
0.
00

0.
03

0.
00

0.
03

0.
04

0.
28

0.
04

0.
27

0.
01

0.
05

0.
01

0.
05

So
ut
h

−
0.
41

9
−
0.
76

2
−
0.
40

3
−
0.
75

0
−
0.
35

5
−
0.
88

4
−
0.
36

1
−
0.
85

5
−
0.
38

6
−
0.
84

7
−
0.
36

4
−
0.
80

3
0.
29

0.
20

0.
31

0.
21

0.
05

0.
00

0.
05

0.
00

0.
20

0.
08

0.
23

0.
10

19
90

s
−
0.
41

6
−
0.
34

1
−
0.
46

9
−
0.
38

0
0.
57

0
0.
62

5
0.
56

1
0.
61

3
1.
35

3
1.
00

1
1.
36

0
0.
99

2
0.
23

0.
43

0.
19

0.
40

0.
00

0.
01

0.
00

0.
01

0.
00

0.
00

0.
00

0.
00

(c
on

ti
nu

ed
)

https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108974172.004 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108974172.004


20
00

s
0.
05

2
0.
20

9
0.
05

9
0.
22

4
0.
69

7
0.
72

7
0.
71

2
0.
72

3
0.
93

2
0.
15

2
0.
92

1
0.
16

9
0.
84

0.
55

0.
81

0.
52

0.
00

0.
01

0.
00

0.
01

0.
00

0.
65

0.
00

0.
60

Fi
rs
t

T
er
m

−
1.
98

3
−
1.
96

5
−
1.
20

6
−
1.
20

3
−
1.
77

1
−
1.
77

1
0.
00

0.
00

0.
00

0.
00

0.
00

0.
00

C
on

st
an

t
1.
85

9
−
0.
86

1
2.
07

4
−
0.
49

6
−
2.
71

3
−
5.
99

8
−
1.
89

6
−
5.
87

6
−
12

.2
63

−
8.
76

9
−
13

.5
01

−
12

.2
68

0.
29

0.
75

0.
25

0.
86

0.
20

0.
06

0.
39

0.
09

0.
00

0.
13

0.
00

0.
07

N
2,
17

5
2,
17

5
2,
17

5
2,
17

5
2,
17

5
2,
17

5
W

al
d’
s
C
hi

2
27

5.
2

29
3.
2

23
9.
6

25
1.
7

25
8.
7

27
5.
8

Ps
eu

do
-R

2
0.
28

94
0.
29

28
0.
12

9
0.
13

1
0.
25

21
0.
25

39

N
ot
e:
C
oe

ffi
ci
en

ts
ca
lc
ul
at
ed

us
in
g
ge
ne

ra
liz

ed
or
de

re
d
lo
gi
st
ic
re
gr
es
si
on

,w
it
h
Fi
rs
tT

er
m

m
od

el
ed

as
a
pa

ra
lle

lp
ro
po

rt
io
na

lt
er
m

an
d

th
e
re
st
of

th
e
in
de

pe
nd

en
tv

ar
ia
bl
es

m
od

el
ed

as
pa

rt
ia
lp

ro
po

rt
io
na

lt
er
m
s.
St
an

da
rd

er
ro
rs

ar
e
cl
us
te
re
d
by

m
em

be
r,
an

d
p-
va

lu
es

ar
e

in
gr
ay

.M
od

el
0
re
pr
es
en

ts
th
e
lik

el
ih
oo

d
of

a
sh
if
tf
ro
m

no
ad

vo
ca
cy

to
su
pe

rfi
ci
al
,s
ec
on

da
ry
,o

r
pr
im

ar
y
ad

vo
ca
cy
,a
nd

M
od

el
1
is
no

ad
vo

ca
cy

or
su
pe

rfi
ci
al

ad
vo

ca
cy

to
pr
im

ar
y
or

se
co

nd
ar
y
ad

vo
ca
cy
.

https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108974172.004 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108974172.004


behalf of the poor, after group size and other variables are held constant.
Partisan leaning of a district is also a significant source of separation
between non-advocates and members with a reputation for some level of
advocacy. After these district-specific factors are taken into account,
group size, ambient temperature, and descriptive representation follow
now-familiar patterns. Personal experience with poverty and the percent-
age of poor constituents in a district each have a significant impact on
member reputation, while the significance of ambient temperature drops
off.

The unique situation of women among other disadvantaged groups is
again revealed in these models – while group size in a district is not
a driving force behind members forming reputations as women’s advo-
cates, being a woman in Congress has an enormous influence. These
effects can be clearly seen in the case of Rep. Barbara Lee (D-CA13). Lee
has cultivated a reputation as a primary advocate for women, serving as
a vocal defender of abortion rights and a strident opponent to any cuts in
the funding of women’s health organizations such as Planned Parenthood.
Lee was preceded as a representative of the 13th District of California by
Rep. Pete Stark (D). Stark built a reputation as an advocate for liberal
healthcare solutions, but did not focus his advocacy specifically on
women’s health or other issues directly pertaining to women.

Once descriptive representation is taken into account, the ambient
temperature toward women in a district no longer plays a statistically
significant role in member reputation. Members coming from more
Democratic districts are more likely to craft reputations around serving
women, and while Republicans are less likely to have reputations as
primary or secondary advocates, conventional levels of statistical signifi-
cance are not quite met when evaluating the role of party on the choice to
become a superficial advocate of women. This could indicate that once
a member’s gender is taken into consideration, the choice to form
a reputation as a superficial advocate of women is a slightly less partisan
choice than that of other disadvantaged groups.

4.7.3 Interactive Effects of Descriptive Representation on Reputation

Next, I look more closely at the differences in the effect of ambient
temperature on reputation for descriptive and nondescriptive members.
To this point, ambient temperature has only occasionally (as in the case of
women’s advocates) been seen to have a statistically significant effect on
member reputation once group size is included in the model. But while it is
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not surprising that the size of the group within a district would have
a much stronger pull on member reputation than group ambient tempera-
ture, I do expect that the marginal effects of changes in ambient tempera-
ture will have different effects for members who are themselves
a descriptive representative of a disadvantaged group than those who
are not.

I test this by including an interaction term between ambient tempera-
ture and whether or not someone is a descriptive representative, and
then examining the predicted marginal effects on the probability of
a member holding a reputation as a disadvantaged-group advocate.
The models themselves can be seen in the second set of columns in
Tables 4.10 and 4.11. Because these are generalized ordered logistic
regression models, predicted probabilities are the best means of display-
ing the interactive effects of these variables on member reputation for
group advocacy. These predicted effects can be seen in Figures 4.2 and
4.3. For each of these figures, all other variables in the models besides
ambient temperature and the dichotomous measure for descriptive rep-
resentatives take on the actual values that they have in the dataset,
which allows for the specific marginal effects of ambient temperature
to be isolated and estimated for descriptive representatives and nonde-
scriptive representatives.

Figure 4.2 shows the differences in the marginal predicted effects of
ambient temperature on forming any level of reputation for advocacy of
disadvantaged groups for members of the House who are themselves
a part of that group, and members who are not a descriptive representa-
tive. One of the most interesting trends seen below is not just how the
impact of ambient temperature on reputation varies depending upon the
group being represented, but the differences in these predicted marginal
effects for members who are and are not descriptive representatives. For
nondescriptive representatives, the effects of changes in ambient tempera-
ture on the likelihood of having a reputation for group advocacy are
extremely small, with slopes remaining close to constant. For members
who are descriptive representatives, however, changes in ambient tem-
perature have larger effects on reputations for group advocacy, with
stronger effects for some groups than others.

For veterans, a group broadly considered to be deserving of govern-
ment assistance, there is little change in the predicted effects across values
in ambient temperature. The same is true for immigrants and LGBTQ
members.Women in theHouse, though, have a clear and significant boost
in the likelihood of having a reputation as a women’s advocate relative to
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men, but also do not see a clear shift in that likelihood as ambient
temperature increases. For racial/ethnic minorities and those with
a history of poverty, however, there is a clear increase in the likelihood
of a member of the House who is a descriptive representative forming
a reputation as some kind of group advocate – even if only a superficial
advocate, as is true in the majority of cases – as the group ambient
temperature of the district goes up.

The marginal effects of ambient temperature for descriptive and non-
descriptive representatives when considering the difference between non-
and superficial advocates and primary and secondary advocates are
shown in Figure 4.3. These figures demonstrate that there are important
differences in how descriptive representation and ambient temperature
affects the likelihood of having a reputation that may include superficial
group advocacy versus that of a reputation specifically for secondary or
primary advocacy – those members that choose to cultivate a considerable
amount of their legislative reputation around advocating for
a disadvantaged group. The groups for which changes in ambient tem-
perature were previously seen to do little to increase the likelihood of some
level of advocacy on their behalf, regardless of whether or not a member
was a descriptive representative, largely do see some effects of changes in
ambient temperature when comparing those members with reputations
for primary and secondary advocacy to all other members.

As before, members of Congress who are not themselves descriptive
representatives experience only very small boosts in the likelihood of
having primary or secondary reputations for group advocacy when ambi-
ent temperature increases. For members who are themselves part of the
disadvantaged group, however, increases in the predicted effects are seen
for nearly all groups. Veterans, immigrants, those with a history of pov-
erty, and LGBTQ members see an increased likelihood of being primary
or secondary group advocates at high levels of district group ambient
temperature. Once again, members with reputations for advocating for
women are the exception to this trend – even when only considering what
sets primary and secondary advocates apart, changes in ambient tempera-
ture have very little effect once the large and clearly statistically significant
boost that comes from being a woman is taken into account.

One of the most interesting trends that can be seen in Figure 4.3 is the
effect of changes in ambient temperature on reputation as a primary or
secondary advocate for racial and ethnic minorities. Here again, there is
a clear and statistically significant difference in the effects of ambient
temperature between descriptive representatives and nondescriptive
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representatives. However, in this instance, as ambient temperature
increases, the likelihood that a member who is themselves a racial/ethnic
minority will have a primary or secondary reputation for group advocacy
actually decreases. This change in the direction of the predicted probabil-
ities speaks to the uniqueness of the place of racial/ethnic minorities in
American politics, even when compared to other disadvantaged groups. It
implies that, unlike for other disadvantaged groups, members of Congress
who are racial and ethnic minorities are more likely to serve as advocates
for their group when the threat environment is high, rather than when it is
low. I return to this point for further discussion in the conclusion.

4.7.4 The Advocacy Window

These figures showing the marginal predicted effects also allow for evalu-
ation of the concept of the advocacywindow introduced in Chapter 2. The
advocacy window is the space between the level of representation that is
expected based upon the size of the group in a district, conceptualized as
the floor, and the high point of the amount of representation that would be
tolerated given the feelings toward a particular group in a district, analo-
gized to the ceiling. On their own, both group size and ambient tempera-
ture tend to have a positive, significant relationship with member
reputation, as would be expected. But once these variables are evaluated
within a single model, group size tends to take precedence, and ambient
temperature loses significance. This indicates that, whenmaking decisions
about where to focus their reputations, most members tend to stay firmly
rooted to the floor when considering the representation of disadvantaged
groups.

A level of additional nuance is added, however, when descriptive
representation is taken into account. Most other members tend not to
shoot for the ceiling when creating their reputations as advocates, but
descriptive representatives tend to be more likely to take advantage of an
open advocacy window when it exists. This important difference in the
effect of the advocacy window onmembers’ reputational choices is on full
display in Figures 4.2 and 4.3. Particularly when considering members
who build reputations as primary or secondary advocates for disadvan-
taged groups, there is a noticeable increase in the responsiveness of
descriptive representatives to changes in the ambient temperature – the
opening and closing of the advocacy window. Those who are themselves
a member of a disadvantaged group tend to utilize this opening of the
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advocacy window to boost the level of group advocacy they choose to
build their reputation around.

Members who are racial/ethnicminorities, however, have an important
and unique response to these changes in the dimensions of the advocacy
window. For these members, reputations for primary or secondary advo-
cacy of racial/ethnic minorities are more likely to come in districts with
a tighter advocacy window. This very likely speaks to the unmatched
levels of suspicion and concentrated discrimination racial/ethnic minor-
ities have experienced relative even to other disadvantaged groups. Under
such circumstances, members who have themselves experienced this may
be most likely to dedicate their reputation to serving racial/ethnic minor-
ities when the threat is high –when they feel if they do not step up for their
minority constituents, no one will. Only when the advocacy window is
large can they relax, and focus more of their attention on other issues.

This is very different from the situation facing members who enter
Congress as a senior, for instance. Zero members of Congress who won
their first election to the House of Representatives at or after the age of 65
made the choice to craft a reputation as a primary or secondary advocate
for seniors. Very clearly, there is not the same sense that if they do not take
these actions, no one else will. Instead, they can feel free to focus their
legislative reputations around whatever issues they please, knowing that
there will always be other members willing to advocate for seniors.

4.8 conclusions

The results from this chapter demonstrate the crucial roles that group size,
ambient temperature, and descriptive representation have on the legisla-
tive reputations that members choose to cultivate. Both group size and
ambient temperature tend to have a positive and significant effect on
member reputation when considered independently, with group size serv-
ing as the more prominent force behind reputation formation when con-
sidered together. Descriptive representatives were also more likely to take
on reputations as group advocates than other members, with the excep-
tion of those disadvantaged groups considered to be most highly
deserving.

This chapter also introduced group ambient temperature as a new
measure for group affect in a district. It explained the process through
which estimates of how positively or negatively a district tends to feel
toward a group on average can be generated, making use of the multilevel
regression with poststratification procedure. Maps and summary
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measures were used to provide face validity for these ambient temperature
estimates, whichwere then compared to the variations in group size across
districts.

In sum, this chapter provides evidence that reputations for serving
disadvantaged groups are rooted both in district demographics such
as group size and partisan lean and in member characteristics such as
party affiliation and personal experience as a member of a disadvantaged
group. Decision-making on legislative reputations in the House of
Representatives is well characterized by the concept of the advocacy
window, wherein group size is considered to be the floor, or baseline
level of representation that would be expected, and ambient temperature
serves as a ceiling the members could reach for if they so choose. For most
members, this is not a favored choice, preferring instead to root their
reputation for advocacy on the floor, and preserve the remainder of
their representational capital for other issues.

This trend is evidence of the avoidance behavior expected of a risk-
averse member reacting to a potentially unpopular group in their district.
Members want to maximize their electoral prospects, and thus are
unlikely to expend more than the minimum amount of effort representing
groups that have any potential to create a backlash. It is not the case that
these members of Congress are doing no work to advocate on behalf of
disadvantaged groups in their district, but, as a general rule, they are not
maximizing the degree to which their reputations could reflect the advo-
cacy work on their behalf. Descriptive representatives break this pattern
by being more likely to increase the part of their reputation that they
devote to group advocacy when their district provides them with a wider
advocacy window. Racial/ethnic minority members are the exception to
this trend, instead being more likely to cultivate a primary or secondary
reputation for advocacy of racial/ethnic minorities in instances when
ambient temperature is lower, and the advocacy window is reduced.

In the next chapter, I turn to the United States Senate. In it, I utilize
a similar framework to determine what drives a senator to form
a reputation as an advocate for the disadvantaged.
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