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Abstract 
In this study, it is aimed to introduce and examine the tokenism 

phenomenon. Kanter (1977) argued tokenism as an “artificial 
appearance” achieved by including a limited number of individuals in the 
minority group in effective positions within the existing group due to 
their characteristics (gender, race, religion, age, etc.) accepted as 
disadvantage or groups’ characteristics different from the dominant 
group. In this context, tokenism is examined conceptually and then the 
group typologies serving to the tokenism are stated on the basis of 
proportional distributions. Then dimensions of restrictions and 
limitations applied by the dominant group to the tokens are addressed, 
and socio-psychological approaches supporting and providing a basis for 
the theory of tokenism are explained. 
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Introduction 
Traditional gender identities, roles and stereotypes attributed to 

women and men lead to some problems in the socialization process of 
individuals. Gender discrimination against women is one of these 
problems, thus women have lower status in both social and 
organizational life. The phenomenon of tokenism, a derivative of gender 
discrimination, creates the main theme of this study. It is scientist 
Rosabeth M. Kanter coining the concept of tokenism by examining the 
experiences of women who are under-represented in organizations in 
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1977 in her book called “Men and Women in Cooperation”. Kanter 
argued tokenism as an “artificial appearance” achieved by including a 
limited number of individuals in the minority group in effective positions 
within the existing group due to their characteristics (gender, race, 
religion, age, etc.) accepted as disadvantage or groups’ characteristics 
different from the dominant group. Tokenism is examined in terms of its 
different sub-dimensions, causes and consequences in the international 
literature. But no conceptual study is prepared to introduce the concept in 
national literature. So this study aims to examine the phenomenon of 
tokenism and also to be referenced by future studies to be carried out in 
the field of tokenism. 

Definition of Tokenism 
The liberalization process beginning in the 1970s allowed many 

women and coloured people to participate in the business world 
dominated by white men. It was not easy to accept these newcomers to 
the business world in those years when ethnic and gender barriers started 
to break. Kanter starting her research to determine reasons for this 
situation directed her studies by carrying out both observation and 
interview processes with some employees. According to Kanter (1977), 
the individual's limited participation in the organization s/he works due to 
his/her social category (gender, ethnicity, etc.) and therefore, his/her 
limited acceptance in the job and/or occupation means that the individual 
is accepted as “token”. Because the individual is a minority in the group 
s/he is in and there is a numerical imbalance between s/he and dominant 
group. Kanter (1977: 966) drew attention to the numerical inequality of 
token individuals within the group and mentioned four different groups 
according to their numerical representation ratios: 

• Uniform groups: The distribution of gender, race or ethnicity is 
homogenous in these groups involving only one distinctive social 
type and typical ratio is 100: 0. In other words, there is not any 
individual from any different social category, gender, status or 
ethnicity in uniform groups. 

• Skewed groups: There are two groups one of which is a numerically 
dominant group and another is a numerical minority group. This 
refers to a structure in which the minority group is under the control 
of the dominant group. Tokens are considered in skewed groups. 
Because they are in limited number as the representative of social 
category to which they belong due to their numerical minority within 
the structure they are in. The typical ratio of skewed groups is 85:15. 
However, there are cases where the limited number is much less and 
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even “alone” only with a representative. In skewed groups in which 
the number of tokens is two or less, it is difficult for the tokens to 
attain power against the dominant group. 

• Tilted groups: These are groups in which the dominant group is 
majority while the token group is minority. However, it refers to a 
structure in which the token group has the power to influence the 
decisions and actions of the dominant group. Therefore, the minority 
group can create a coalition with the dominant group and influence 
the structure and culture. The typical ratio of these groups is 65:35. 

• Balanced groups: The typical ratio of these groups is either 60:40 or 
50:50. This balance is also seen in cultural and interpersonal 
interaction. Unlike minority and majority groups, there are sub-
groups contributing to the group in line with their abilities and skills 
in balanced groups.  

Kanter (1977: 19) primarily defined groups with a representation 
rate of less than 15% in their work, workplace or management levels as 
“token”, and the dominant group with a number of 85% and above as 
“tokenist”. Kanter emphasized the negative effects of being a part of a 
small minority (token) being up to 15%. Accordingly, even if the 
presence of token individuals in the organization is meritocratic, the 
tokens face various limitations and restrictions due to their numerical 
inadequacy (Wright, Taylor; 1999: 369). Kanter (1977) developed her 
theory to explain the effects of token status on women's career 
development in male-dominated job environments. This has two basic 
reasons. The first reason is that individuals are in the first place of gender 
and ethnicity in group definitions (Taylor et al.; 1978: 779). The second 
reason is that women's token status results in more negative 
consequences than men's token status (Dion, 1975: 302). What is more, 
the negative effects of tokenism do not only apply to gender and 
ethnicity, but also for all individuals who are in minority status due to 
their age, religion, political preference, and so on. The concept of 
minority mentioned here is used to describe individuals with different 
characteristics than the dominant group within the organization but 
originates from the concept of sociological minority. According to 
Hughes (1944), the minority is a process in which an individual, included 
in a group since s/he meets formal requirements (skill, ability, job 
description), cannot become a full member of the group due to his/her 
inability to meet secondary and informal acceptances and assumptions 
(race, gender, ethnicity). According to Podmore and Spencer (1982), the 
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minority refers to a small number of people in the group in which they 
belong. 

While Worchel, Grossman and Cautant (1994) point out that the 
minority group is relatively weak in terms of power than the group 
presumed as majority, Riordan (2000) emphasizes the experiences of 
individuals exposed to negative attitudes and behaviors because they 
have different demographic characteristics from the group they are in. As 
a matter of fact, having different characteristics from the dominant group 
in organizations may originate from gender, ethnicity, belief, age, social 
status or some other characteristics (Budig, 2002: 258-277). 

Laws (1975) defines tokens as marginal status by indicating a 
person’s inability to become a full member of a group, to which s/he was 
allowed to participate in, but to be a “stranger” or “opposing”. Moreover, 
Cook (1978) argues that token refers to a group of people who are 
numerically minority in the group in which they belong. On the other 
hand, Riemer (1979) defines token as the status of a female employee 
who is employed only because she is a woman, and thus, presented as 
anti-discrimination evidence, even if her qualifications are not sufficient 
in a male-dominated profession. There is not any problem as long as 
women continue to work with low-paid salaries in their occupations 
(assistantships, secretarial, care services, etc.) deemed appropriate for 
them, however, in the event that they take part in the occupations 
dominated by men, they receive the status of token (Floge, Merrill: 1986; 
Greed,2000; Hammond, Mahoney:1983).  

Kanter (1977) urges that all groups being in the position of 
minority face the experiences of women working in managerial positions. 
In other words, the negative experiences lived by women in managerial 
positions are seen in all groups which are less than the dominant group in 
number. Accordingly, Ott (1989) found out that female police officers 
lived same negative experiences among male police officers, and 
Hammond and Mahoney (1983) urged that the same situation applies to 
female mineworkers among male mine workers, Greed (2000) argued 
that female construction workers faced same behaviors among male 
construction workers and finally, Yoder and McDonald (1998) indicated 
that female firefighters had the same negative experience among male 
firefighters. However, these negative experiences do not arise from being 
woman or man but being minority. Coloured people live this experience 
among white people, a single man among a group of women, a small 
number of foreigners among natives, and sight-disabled person among 
healthy individuals. In this regard, Kanter (1977), pointed out not only 
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the dominant groups of men or women but also all asymmetric groups 
with the concept of token. Kanter (1977) carried out her research based 
on the finding that “people, who are members of any minority or thought 
to have a disadvantageous characteristic, are regarded as representative 
of the categories they belong to in the society or working life apart from 
their being individuals and these people are stereotyped”. By basing on 
gender discrimination, Kanter urged that being a woman in an institution 
where men are more dominant, that is more in numbers, leads to a lower 
possibility of being promoted since they are limited to “quotas reserved 
for women” and “jobs in which building a career is impossible” or “being 
ignored for jobs with important high status”. Although the existence of 
women in working life varies proportionally from sector to sector, above-
mentioned limitation may be exemplified with the fact that women do not 
nearly exist in sectors such as mining, petroleum and refinery, but also 
find more opportunities in areas such as education, arts, social services, 
social sciences, retail service, office services, advertising, public relations 
(Kanter, 1977: 17). 

Dimensions of Tokenism 
Kanter (1977) defines employees experiencing three negative 

processes identified as performance pressures, boundary heightening and 
role encapsulation, and being less than 15% numerically in their 
organizations as token, and the dominant group as tokenists. However, 
Yoder (2002) pointed out that tokenism has a dimension beyond 
inadequate numerical representation and there are different dimensions 
affecting the representation of women in the organization. In this study, 
these dimensions called occupational non-conformity, status differences 
and interventionism by Yoder (2002) are also explained below.  

Performance Pressure 
Kanter found out that women are highly visible within the 

organization. This visibility takes tokens to lack of privacy. Tokens, who 
are always supervised by the dominant group, has limited “Backstage” or 
“secret areas”. While the visibility of individual generally creates 
positive results (promotion, premium, etc.), it is considered as excelling, 
and thus, preventing individual development and affects the acceptability 
of tokens that may be included in the institution in the future negatively 
(Spangler et al., 1978: 161). This visibility causes performance pressure. 
The performance expected from the tokens is presented as being 
normalized, although it is actually above the normal and even in the 
category of “outstanding success”. In addition, performance pressure 
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creates anxiety on the token. It is an indication of this concern that a 
performance that can be performed effortlessly and easily is tried to be 
performed in a highly detailed and perfectionist manner. This anxiety 
affects the progress of performance in its natural course. Disappointment 
may occur when pressure and anxiety override performance (Spangler et 
al. 1978: 161). 

Boundary Heightening 
The second barrier created by the dominant group to limit the 

behavior of the tokens is coined as boundary heightening. The dominant 
group tries to heighten its boundaries and present its bonds by 
exaggerating against the desire of “foreigner”, who is outsider and 
included in group, to form a collective culture and structure by changing 
the culture and bond structure formed by the dominant group (Kanter, 
1977: 975). Training programs, meetings, in-company dinners and 
cocktail organizations play an important role in reinforcing the cultural 
values and elements of the dominant group. In other words, members of 
the dominant group display behaviors reminding and reinforcing the 
difference between tokens and themselves in their collective 
organizations (Kanter, 1977: 977). Another method is prevention. Tokens 
considered “foreigner” should not hear any information shared by the 
dominant group if it is shameful or tarnish the image of dominant group 
members. Indeed, the issue of trust in tokens is controversial for the 
dominant group. In such a case, the dominant group tries to keep the 
tokens away from certain areas, in other words, put them into 
“quarantine”. Tokens are often kept at a borderline in their interaction 
with the dominant group. Tokens wishing to cross the borderline must 
gain the trust of the dominant group and prove their loyalty. If token is 
unable to prove his/her loyalty, s/he is exposed to social isolation. On the 
other hand, loyalty tests are related to whether tokens use any 
information that s/he has obtained about the dominant group to gain 
strength or damage the dominant group (Kanter, 1977: 979). 

 Role Encapsulation 
 Tokens are set separate from the dominant group by being 
compressed into prescribed stereotypes about them, in other words, status 
levelling is made against tokens. According to Kanter (1977), status 
levelling is the perception adjustment between the professional role of 
the token and the basic status to which it belongs. However, since the 
basic status is considered higher than the professional status, the said 
status levelling works against women in favor of men (Kanter, 1977: 
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981). Since the dominant group has tendency to preserve generalizations 
and stereotypes pre-established for tokens, traditional women are 
accepted unquestioningly (Kanter, 1977: 981-984). 

Occupational Inappropriate 
 Gender typing of occupation includes two dimensions: normative 
dimension and numerical dimension. Occupational gender typing sets 
norms related to which profession is appropriate for women, and women 
making choices beyond expectations face negative consequences 
(Schachter, 1951). However, this negative experience is not related to the 
“fear of success” that woman live because of her suitability for her 
chosen occupation, but to, “her being despised” (Cherry and Deaux, 
1978). Reskin and Hartman (1986) argue that gender apartheid is so 
dominant that 53% of those making occupational choices that are not 
suitable for gender typing, regardless of men or women, have to change 
their jobs. This research shows both the power of stereotypes and 
explains the reflections of these socially formed judgments on 
professional life.When the occupational groups with occupational gender 
typing are examined, occupational types considered to be specific to men 
are as follows: manager (Fairhust and Snavely, 1983), academician 
(Toren and Kraus, 1987; Young, Mackenzie and Sherif, 1980; Yoder, 
Crumpton and Zipp, 1989), engineer (Ott , 1978), police officer (Martin, 
1980; Ott, 1989), miner (Hammond and Mahoney, 1983), team leader 
(Crocker and McGraw, 1984), prison manager (Jurick, 1985; Zimmer, 
1986, 1988), rapid transfer operator (Swerdlow, 1989), auto industry 
worker (Gruber and Bjorn, 1982), union representative (Izraeli, 1983), 
bladesmith (Deaux and Ullman, 1983), physicist (Floge and Merrill, 
1985), lawyer (Spangler, Gordon) and Pipkin, 1978; Cook, 1978; 
Esptein, 1981). Occupational groups thought to be specific to women are 
nursing (Floge and Merill, 1985; Fottler, 1976; Greenberg and Levine, 
1971; Segal, 1962; Ott: 1989), social services (Kadushin, 1976), 
childcare (Seifert, 1973), office and editorial (Schreber, 1979). The 
important issue to be mentioned here is that while women choosing 
occupations that are not suitable for gender typing live negative 
experiences such as performance pressure, increasing visibility, social 
isolation and role encapsulation, men do not face these experiences (Ott, 
1989). 

Status Differences 
 Social status is the place occupied by the individual in the social 

structure. What determines this place is the society itself (Tezcan, 1995: 
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51). Society is hierarchically structured into different social groups 
connected in terms of power and status relations. While ethnicity, age, 
gender and occupation are the most common statuses, not every status is 
of the same value and does not bring the same degree of prestige to the 
individual since there is a hierarchical structure between social statuses. 
According to Webster and Driskell (1985), social status is compared and 
evaluated culturally. For example, while having white skin color, being a 
man, old and in administrative positions are high prestige sources as 
social status, being in an ethnic minority, being a woman, young and in 
non-administrative positions are considered less prestigious. 

Gender builds different social structures for men and women. 
This is a structure created by behaviors, discourses and interaction. In 
general, culture forms a schema related to this social structure and shapes 
status information. In this respect, it is discussed whether men included 
in a group of women strengthen the status of that group. There is also 
such a discussion in other groups without status equality between each 
other. These discussions are shaped by to what extent status differences 
become evident and how they are manipulated (Yoder, 2002: 4). 

Intrusiveness 
The gender typing and value of occupations are confused with 

each other. The substitutability and prestige of the job are important in 
gender typing. Men are mostly employed in highly-paid and prestigious 
professions where there are a limited number of employees, and this 
makes that occupation being perceived as more masculine and more 
suitable for men (Coser, 1981). For this reason, it gets difficult for 
women to be employed in highly-paid and prestigious occupations where 
there are a limited number of employees by the social interference of 
men, and men interfere with these “uninvited guests” (Zimmer, 1986). 
Because women's being employed in academia, law, physics, policing 
and engineering dominated by men indicates an increase in status and 
prestige, this results in field loss for men. Therefore, the majority wishing 
to remove this threat develops methods of intervention. Some of these 
interventions are restricted opportunities, wage inequality, job 
harassment, heightened standards etc. 

Socio-Psychological Theories and Approaches Providing Basis 
for the Theory of Tokenism 
 The literature on diversity benefits from different theories to 
explain the effect of diversity types on group processes and outcomes 
(Joshi, 2011; van Dijk et al., 2012; van Knippenberg et al., 2004). The 
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primary ones of these theories are as follows: Social Identity Theory, 
Social Dominance Theory, Optimal Distinctiveness Theory, Similarity-
Attraction Paradigm, Attraction-Selection-Attrition Model, Information 
Processing and Problem Solving Approach, Organizational Demography 
Approach, Relational Demography Approach, Realistic Conflict Theory, 
Frustration-Aggression Theory, Relative Deprivation Theory. Since the 
focal point of tokenism is group membership, group processes and inter-
group interaction, the theories and approaches that can provide a basis for 
the concept of tokenism originate from the literature on diversity 
management in groups. For this reason, tokenism deals with processes 
that are not related to the duties of group members but affect their 
relationships through visible and invisible features. Following theories 
were not included in this study due to the reasons as follows: Information 
Processing and Problem Solving Approach - focusing on group 
performance; Organizational Demography Approach - emphasizing 
collective effects of difference rather than its separate effects; Relational 
Demography Approach - making explanations based on ethnicity; 
Realistic Conflict Theory - focusing on competition created by the need 
for scarce resources; Frustration-Aggression Theory – making 
explanations through xenophobia; Theory of Relative Deprivation - 
making explanations through rebellion and collective violence tendencies 
the people perform in the event that needs of minority groups are not 
met. Accordingly some brief information about Social Identity Theory, 
Social Dominance Theory, Optimal Distinctiveness Theory, Similarity-
Attraction Paradigm, Attraction-Selection-Attrition Model forming basis 
for tokenism is provided below.  

Social Identity Theory 
Henri Tajfel and John Turner, carrying out comprehensive studies 

related to discrimination and conflict on religion and ethnic groups in 
prison camps in France and Germany during World War II, developed 
Social Identity Theory as a result of these studies. According to Tajfel, 
social identity (1982: 2) “is the part of an individual's self-perception 
arising from his/her knowledge of his membership in a social group or 
groups and the emotional value s/he attributes to it.” The Social Identity 
Theory argues that the social groups to which the individual is a member 
have a significant effect on the individual's emotions, thoughts and 
behaviors. In other words, social identity develops depending on the 
groups to which the individual belongs (Tajfel, 1982; Turner, 1978). In 
this regard, the individual's self-concept and thus, his/her self-esteem 
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depend on his/her social identity. Since people mostly act as members of 
certain social classes and not as individuals, the task of increasing self-
esteem is fulfilled by social identity. Accordingly, it is easier for people 
to define their own and others' places within a certain social structure 
(Mlicki & Ellemers, 1996: 98). 

Gender, religion, ethnicity and etc. make reference to the social 
identity of individuals. Individuals make comparisons between their 
identities (male/female, German/English etc.) and the group they are in 
and try to gain insight about themselves and others as a result of this 
comparison. This insight serves the individuals in order to improve and 
develop their status. Therefore, the Social Identity Theory is important so 
that individual understands that whether s/he is the subject of tokenism 
and what s/he can do to improve/develop his/her status. In this regard, 
social classification, social comparison, social identification, in-group 
bias and minimal group paradigm establishing the framework of the 
theory are explained below (Tajfel and Turner, 1979: 35).  

Social Categorization 
Individuals define and evaluate themselves by taking into account 

the social group to which they belong (Turner, 1987: 30). Put it 
differently, when they define themselves by perceiving as a member of a 
social group, social classification occurs. Gender, ethnicity and age are 
the basis of social classification (Bilgin, 1996: 46). Whether feelings and 
demands of people at any moment are acted in order to resemble or 
differentiate from others, they should first compare themselves with 
“others”. Individual's characteristics of comparing himself/herself with 
others is examined under the title of “social comparison” in the field of 
social psychology (Bilgin, 2007: 110). 

Social Comparison 
Festinger (1954) developed “Social Comparison Theory” by 

urging that individuals have a motive to evaluate their opinions and 
abilities and they compare themselves with other people when they 
cannot find an objective reference point for assessment. In the studies 
carried out after Festinger, the researchers suggested that even if the 
individual has objective standards for comparison, they make 
comparisons in order to determine their relative positions (Goethals, et 
al., 1987: 21; Klein, 1997: 763). 

One of the most important theoretical developments related to 
Social Comparison Theory is related to the direction of social 
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comparisons (Buunk, et al.). Many studies have attempted to reveal 
whether individuals target people similar to them or better or worse than 
themselves in the comparison process. Wills' (1981) downward 
comparison theory suggests that individuals can improve their subjective 
well-being by comparing themselves with those who are less fortunate 
than them, and individuals with low self-esteem have tendency to make 
more downward comparisons to increase their self-worth. 

Social Identification 
Social identification can be defined as “emotional participation of 

a person to a specific group” (Van Dick et al., 2004: 175). People adopt 
attitude, behavior and thought patterns of the group they identify with 
while building their own social identity (Cakinberk, Derin and Demirel, 
2011: 92–93). Individual accepts and shares the destiny of social group 
or class to which s/he belongs as his/her own fate (Kirkbesoglu and 
Tuzun, 2009: 2–3). Individuals are motivated to identify with groups to 
create a distinctive and positive social identity for themselves (Lupina-
Wegener et al., 2013: 2). 

In-Group Bias 
In-group and out-group concepts are based on American 

sociologist William Graham Sumner's concept of “ethnocentrism”. 
Sumner (1906) stated the concept of ethnocentrism as an individual’s 
putting the group s/he belongs in the center of everything. Ethnocentrism 
is a concept referring that individual’s own group is in center and all 
other groups are evaluated based on this in-group (Brewer and Miller, 
1996: 23). The in-group associates with the group in which people share 
common values and lifestyles, feel himself/herself belong to and 
affiliated. The in-group is a cognitive class with emotional significance, 
and “we” feeling is dominant in the in-groups. The out-group is the one 
competing with own groups of individuals or considered as opposing 
group. On the basis of the ethnocentric point of view, the out-groups, 
seen as rivals or opposite by individuals, are referred to as “they”. 

Individuals identify with the group they place themselves in, and 
their social identity is created. Social identities should be defined 
comparatively. In this regard, a distinction is made between the group 
belonged and the remaining groups. The in-group and out-group are, 
thus, formed and a comparison is made between their members. 
Individual's motive of evaluating his/her social self positively lies behind 
this comparison process, and this process is experienced at a collective 
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level. In-group members try to favor themselves from the out-group 
positively in comparison dimensions, and thus, processes such as 
discrimination between groups and in-group bias occur (Tajfel, 1982: 
34). In-group favoritism is defined as individual's perceiving his/her own 
group by favoring and his/her bias related to underestimating the other 
group (Doosje and Ellemers, 1997: 70). The study of “Minimal Group 
Paradigm” carried out by Tajfel and Turner in order to address the scope 
of in-group favoritism process is discussed below. 

Minimal Group Paradigm 
Participants were told that they would participate in a decision-

making research within the scope this study conducted with high school 
students by Tajfel et al. The participants were then randomly assigned to 
two separate groups, but they were explained that they were grouped on 
the basis of their choices related to the works of painters named 
Kandinsky and Klee. By doing so, it was aimed to protect the participants 
from the negative effects of factors such as conflict, individual hatred and 
hostility, and interdependence related to past. Each subject was taken to a 
room alone and was asked to distribute some amount of money to subject 
pairs (one from his/her group and the other from another group) in which 
s/he was not involved. Therefore, the motive of individual interest and 
economic gain was removed (Tajfel, 1978: 10). The results showed that 
participants favored their own groups to a large extent. Although these 
groups were created according to a criterion that could be considered 
insignificant, they had not any past and any possible future, and the 
subjects did not see and know other members, they displayed in-group 
favoritism even if they are not included in the ones receiving award, that 
is, they do not have an individual interest as prize recipients while the 
award is being distributed (Tajfel, 1978: 11). 

Social Dominance Theory 
The human rights reform made in Europe and America in the 

1960s and 1970s could not prevent racism and discrimination emerging 
before these dates. For this reason, the concept of stereotypes, prejudices, 
racism and nationalism causing intergroup conflicts drew the attention of 
social scientists and a field of research was developed by the 1990s. The 
Social Dominance Theory urged by Sidanius and Pratto (1999) is 
important in this respect. The Social Dominance Theory argues that all 
human groups are organized in a hierarchy and some groups have power 
over others (Sidanius and Pratto, 1999). What is more, the Social 
Dominance Theory underlined both individual and structural reasons for 
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intergroup pressure (intergroup discrimination, racism, ethnocentrism, 
classism, sexism) (Sidanis et al.).  

The Social Dominance Theory addresses the question of why 
individuals organize society with group-based hierarchical structures. In 
this regard, social dominance orientation suggested by Sidanius and 
Pratto (1999) was defined as a personality trait investigated by examining 
whether an individual supports the dominance of certain groups in line 
with race, gender, nationality, religion and similar factors (Sidanius and 
Pratto, 1999, p.61). Stated in other words, the social dominance 
orientation is a personal tendency covering desires of individuals for the 
existence and maintenance of a group-based hierarchy (Sidanius et al. 
1999: 39, 48). This orientation may become towards adopting hierarchy-
enhancing discourse causing to maintain intergroup inequalities as well 
as adopting hierarchy-decreasing discourse supporting intergroup 
inequalities. While the statements of “An ideal society requires that some 
groups become at the top and others at the bottom” and “It is unfair to try 
to make groups equal” are hierarchy-enhancing discourses, statements of 
“Subgroups are as valuable as supergroups” and “No one should be 
dominant in society” are examples of hierarchy-decreasing discourses.  

It depends on the social dominance orientation of individuals that 
which discourse they accept and support. According to the Social 
Dominance Theory (Sidanius et al., 1999: 39), as individuals' social 
dominance orientation levels increase, their level of accepting and 
supporting hierarchical-enhancing discourses will increase, thus group-
based hierarchies will be maintained. On the other hand, the 
understanding of social identity suggested that the causes of negative 
attitudes created by the social dominance orientation are not personality 
traits, but the reflection of individual's attitudes towards certain social 
groups (Schmitt et al., 2003). For this reason, social dominance attitudes 
may decrease and increase, fluctuate and change continuously according 
to different social structures (Huang and Liu, 2005; Lehmiller and 
Schmitt, 2007).  

Tokenism and Social Dominance Theory intersect at this point. 
Accordingly, people with a high social dominance orientation show a 
tendency to believe that women and men are naturally different and 
should have different workplace roles and thus, they serve the process of 
tokenism. In addition to this, people with a high social dominance 
orientation tend to accept racial superiority theories and believe that their 
country is naturally better than other countries. On the other hand, people 
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with low social dominance orientation show tendency to have social 
attitudes related to equalitarianism, and perform an egalitarian 
perspective on the roles of women and men in jobs and professions. 

Optimal Distinctiveness Theory 
The Optimal Distinctiveness Theory originates from functionality 

of social identity based on two opposite needs of the individual (Brewer 
1991). According to this theory, social identity and behavior of the 
individual in social life are determined by the need to become similar and 
integrated with a group and to be approved, exact opposite needs of 
differentiating from others, and individuation (Brewer,  1991; 1993). 
Brewer (1991) argues that it is not unusual for an individual to need a 
certain degree of similarity and differentiation from others. In this regard, 
Snyder and Fromkin (1980) explain this with Uniqueness Theory. This 
theory addresses emotional and behavioral reactions of individual based 
on his/her knowledge of similarity with others. Individual gets unhappy 
due to his/her knowledge related to his/her high level of similarity or 
differentiation with others. In other words, individual wants to be 
partially similar and differentiated from others. Accordingly, Uniqueness 
Theory serves the Optimal Distinctiveness Theory. Therefore, in 
accordance with the Optimal Distinctiveness Theory, individual makes a 
classification during the process of integration and differentiation, and 
the classification process brings along us-them discrimination and bias. 

The theory makes some suggestions such as reducing conflicts in 
intergroup relations, reclassification in order to cope with biases, creating 
a common in-group identity or arranging the classification, and thus, 
helps to minimize the negative consequences of tokenism. As stated 
under the title of Social Identity Theory, individuals make discrimination 
of us and them by in-group bias and this causes intergroup conflicts. 
However, while the Optimal Distinctiveness Theory suggests 
reclassification, it refers to new bonds to be established between 
dominant groups and tokens. 

Similarity-Attraction Paradigm 
Byrne (1961, 1971) argued that there is a positive relationship 

between similarity and attraction in his “Interpersonal Attraction 
Theory”. According to this model, when people have similar 
characteristics, they find each other more attractive and make more 
positive evaluation about each other (Byrne, 1962: 166-168). These 
similarities can be gender, age, ethnicity, political preferences, 
perception, value, thought, personality and emotional status (Byrne, 
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1961; Morell, Twillman, Sullaway, 1989; Nahemow, Lawton, 1975; 
Rosenblatt, Greenberg, 1988; Tenney, Turkheimer, Oltmanns, 2009). The 
higher the perceived interpersonal similarity, the more comfortable and 
indirectly approved the individuals feel in their environments. Newcomb 
(1956) stated that attraction is the result of mutual rewarding. This is 
because that while one's receiving approval from others about his or her 
opinions and ideas increases somewhat his or her positive feelings by 
providing him/her with a reward, inability to receive approval is 
perceived as a punishment because it reinforces negative feelings such as 
discomfort, dissatisfaction and uneasiness (Newcomb, 1956: 577). 
Individuals’ interacting with the ones similar to them is a satisfying 
experience reinforcing one's attitudes and values. Therefore, people have 
more positive feelings towards people they get along with and agree, and 
they like these people more (Byrne and Nelson, 1964). 

Attraction-Selection-Attrition Model 
The essential point of the Attraction-Selection-Attrition Model, 

suggested by Schneider as an extension of the similarity-attraction 
paradigm, is not the behavior of individual, but the behavior of individual 
within the organization (Schneider, 1987: 438). Mischel (1968: 295) 
urges that behavior of individual is a function of environment and 
conditions in which behavior occurs. According to this view, behavior 
emerges as a function of individual and environment (Lewin, 1951). 
Accordingly, individual or environment should be considered as a single 
function rather than as separate ones (Terborg, 1981). The second 
important point is that Schneider did not focus on the differences of 
individuals within organization. He was mostly interested in which 
aspects of individual was paid attention by an organization and in which 
aspect that organization differentiated from other organizations. 
Traditional assumptions suggest that individuals within an organization 
resemble that organization over time. However, an organization is 
considered as a function of the personalities of its members in the ASA 
Model. In other words, total behaviors of individuals within the 
organization develop the behaviors of organization (Schneider, 1987: 
440). Scheneider (1987: 438-444, 1995: 749). Below are the steps 
explaining the compliance between individuals and organizations in line 
with the ASA model: 

Attraction: Attraction process is the stage of estimating fit 
between individual's own preferences related to choice of organization 
and qualifications of potential work environment. At this point, if 
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individual finds the structure, processes, culture and goals declared by 
the organization and his/her personality, characteristics and goals similar 
and compatible, s/he wants to be included in that organization. Thus, 
Holland (1985) described an individual's career choices as a function of 
his or her own interests and personality. In his career approach, Holland 
(1964) argued that individuals should prefer jobs believed by them as 
appropriate for their interests and, he has introduced six types of career 
options: investigative, artistic, social, enterprising, conventional and 
realistic. In addition to this, Holland stated that career environment can 
also be grouped because the environmental pattern of profession consists 
of similar individuals and these similar individuals attract people with 
similar characteristics to this environment. In a similar way, Vroom 
(1966) and Tom (1971) emphasized mentioned similarity attraction in 
their studies. They found that similar individuals make similar 
professional preferences, spend their time in similar environments, and 
have similar behaviors patterns. 

Selection: The second stage of the attraction-selection-attrition 
model is selection. This stage refers to the formal and non-formal 
selection process applied by organization in order to employ and place 
according to the qualifications and characteristics expected from a 
potential employee. The ASA model urges that individuals with similar 
characteristics and qualifications with their organizations attract them 
during their job applications, and these organizations select these 
individuals as employees. The selection stage has an important role both 
in the process of employing individuals suitable for organization and in 
labor force turnover process. While individual unable to resemble the 
organization and its environment leaves organization, those resembling 
the organization and its environment will remain in organization. This is 
important in terms of providing basis to develop more homogenous 
structures by individuals remaining in the organization. Because similar 
individuals will continue to be members of the same organization and 
serve the selection of similar individuals to them and this will create 
strong resistance points in accepting new individuals who are not similar 
to them to their organization. These resistance points will be strengthened 
by search for similar behaviors, experiences, orientations, emotions, 
thoughts and reactions. 

Attrition: Attrition stage considered as the last stage of model, 
refers to the leaving of individuals unable to adapt organization. 
Individuals, who could not meet the qualifications required for objectives 
set by the organization, leave the organization. 
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The ASA model has an important role in explaining the tokenism 
theory. As mentioned before while tokenism focuses on individual’s 
negative experiences obtained due to his/her demographic difference and 
numerical scarcity within the organization, the ASA model draws 
attention to individual-organization fit in order to prevent the formation 
of these negative experiences. In the first stage of the model, it describes 
the way to be followed by individual in profession and career choices in 
order to avoid such negative experiences and urges the effect of 
similarity on attraction. In the second stage called selection, it draws 
attention to the behaviors of individuals providing basis for homogeneous 
structure of organization, in other words, put forwards selections of the 
dominant group in organizations. The third and last step addresses 
behavior of individual in the event that negative experiences are lived 
with the dominant group, put it differently, there is a lack of individual-
organization fit. 

Similarity-Attraction Approach and Attraction-Selection-Attrition 
Model, argued as a derivative of this approach, are effective in allowing 
token group to determine to select which strategy against dominant 
group. The first of these strategies is social mobility. This strategy refers 
to the situation of tokens wishing to develop their social identities but 
living negative experiences in their in-groups. Tokens prefer to move 
away from in-group by using social mobility strategy. Social creativity 
and social change strategies are collective strategies aiming to develop 
the social identity of in-group collectively, and they differ from the social 
mobility strategy in this respect. In this manner, studies show that 
individuals wishing to develop their social identities first apply the social 
mobility strategy, in other words, the individual strategy is more widely 
used in the achievement of positive social identity. 

Conclusion and Suggestions  
Theory of Tokenism developed by Kanter in 1977 is examined 

conceptually in this study. In the first part of the study, the phenomenon 
of tokenism has been explained and the group typologies serving to the 
tokenism have been stated on the basis of proportional distributions. The 
concepts of minority and discrimination, being at the basis of this 
phenomenon, have been addressed. Power loss and limitations and 
restrictions imposed on tokens due to their numerical scarcity and their 
different demographic characteristics from the dominant group have also 
been explained in this section. 
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Dimensions of restrictions and limitations applied by the 
dominant group to the tokens have been addressed in the second part of 
the study. These dimensions have been ranked as performance pressure, 
boundary heightening, roles attributed to tokens, disapproval for the 
profession, status positioning and intervention methods. The effects of 
stereotypes built by gender and occupational typing on individuals' 
occupational choices have been discussed. It has also been addressed in 
this part that women could choose professions considered as masculine 
and continue to work in that profession, and the acceptance of role 
encapsulation. 

In the last part of the study, socio-psychological approaches 
supporting and providing a basis for the theory of tokenism have been 
explained. These theories ranked as Social Identity Theory, Social 
Dominance Theory, Optimal Distinctiveness Theory, Similarity-
Attraction Paradigm and Attraction Selection-Attrition Model are 
important in order to understand the theory of Tokenism. First of all, 
these approaches strengthen the theory in terms of revealing the 
behaviors of individual within the organization, determining group 
dynamics affecting these behaviors, and indicating the effect of these 
dynamics on group bias. Second, the re-statement of the dominant and 
token groups urged by the Theory of Tokenism on the basis of the 
concepts of “us and foreign” enriches the theory. Thirdly, it reveals how 
the restrictions imposed by the homogeneous structure on token affect 
the new choices of the organization and the individual. Fourth and lastly, 
it has been discussed under the title of Attraction-Selection-Attrition 
Model that which strategies can token, differentiated from the 
organization against dominant group and forced to move away, apply. 
Although there are various studies on tokenism in USA and Europe, the 
need for scientific studies and practices in Turkey is urged as there is not 
any study in Turkish literature related to this subject. In this regard, this 
study has been carried out in order to draw attention to the concept of 
tokenism and the theories that could provide basis for this concept. What 
is more, considering that the subject of tokenism is not only gender, 
conducting future studies in different dimensions will enrich the 
literature. 
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