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Abstract 

 

This thesis examines how reputational beliefs can become a boundary condition for 

symbolic representation effects. Exploring the literature about representative 

bureaucracy, symbolic representation and bureaucratic reputation, we ask how audiences 

that share positive or negative reputational beliefs about a bureaucracy evaluate its future 

performance when they perceive the bureaucracy is highly representative at leadership 

levels. After that, we ask how distinct audiences (one close to the bureaucracies, others 

distant from it) would react given the same issues. We relied on two survey experiments 

and qualitative data to advance theory about the interaction of bureaucratic reputation and 

symbolic representation. One survey experiment tested our hypotheses in two 

bureaucratic agencies: police, about whom audiences share negative reputational beliefs, 

and public schools, characterized by positive reputational beliefs among policy audiences. 

The second survey experiment focused on two distinct audiences, slum dwellers (target 

audiences of the given agencies) and outsiders from a middle-class neighborhood (distant 

evaluators to both agencies). Our results demonstrate the direct effects of representation 

and reputation for two bureaucratic performance variables: procedural justice and 

organizational effectiveness. In our first experiment, we also observed an interaction 

effect between representation and reputation for one of the bureaucratic performance 

variables, procedural justice – expectations audiences share about their future treatment. 

When comparing slum dwellers with outsiders, we also observed that the distant 

evaluators (outsiders) had in general a lower perception of reputation and could not 

perceive the same interaction effect felt for slum dwellers. Additional qualitative analysis 

of justifications given by participants was used to make sense of the effects encountered 

in this endeavor. Results demonstrated that slum dwellers were more likely to hold 



 
 

positive expectations for public schools regardless of representation levels and that 

outsiders were more likely to behave in an uninformed way, overestimating 

representational effects and underestimating reputational ones. Qualitative analysis also 

revealed that the effects of representations are stronger for procedural justice, because the 

leader has more discretion in the form the agency treats local citizens. However, 

respondents recognize that the overall improvement of the agency lies beyond leaders` 

discretion.      

 Key Words: Symbolic Representation, Bureaucratic Reputation, Representative 

bureaucracy, Bureaucratic performance, survey experiment.  
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Introduction 

 

 The theory of representative bureaucracy promises two significant benefits – the 

bureaucracy can become more responsive to the wishes of the public, and the public may 

perceive the government and its bureaucracy as more legitimate as a result of perceiving 

representativeness within bureaucracy. These are termed active representation and 

symbolic representation (Mosher, 1968). Symbolic representation can occur even if the 

policy actions of the bureaucrats provide no actual benefits to the citizens (Gade and 

Wilkins 2013; Wilkins and Williams 2008).  

 Studies on symbolic representation have shown that the presence of a 

representative body of bureaucrats increased the perception of legitimacy by citizens of 

different social strata. Experimentally, Riccucci, Van Ryzin, and Lavena (2014) 

examined how a representative bureaucracy can alter a citizen’s perception of a police 

force through the process of symbolic representation. The authors used a hypothetical 

case of a police department domestic violence unit and observed how gender 

representativeness influenced citizens’ attitudes toward bureaucratic performance. They 

found a positive effect of representativeness on perceived legitimacy shared by audiences. 

This study demonstrated that representation by itself can have an impact on the general 

public attitudes about bureaucracy, while other studies (Meier and Nicholson-Crotty, 

2006; Theobald and Haider-Markel, 2009) have observed similar effects on minority 

groups. 

 Recent studies have shed doubt on the “universality” of symbolic representation 

for all bureaucratic audiences: the effects of representation can be present for a given 

audience of a focal bureaucracy while being absent for another (Riccucci, Van Ryzin, and 
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Li, 2016; Riccucci, Van Ryzen and Jackson, 2018), conditional to the previous 

experiences that an audience has had with the bureaucracy (Herman, 2007), or null for a 

specific bureaucratic agency (Van Ryzin, Riccucci, and Li, 2017). The effect of 

representation on bureaucratic audiences’ attitudes seems less universal than previously 

thought. Boundary conditions still must be proposed, theorized, and tested to observe the 

realm of symbolic representation – how bureaucratic audiences improve their 

expectations of bureaucracy when perceiving it as representative.  

 One of the boundary conditions related to symbolic representation may be the 

reputation of the agency where representation takes place. Bureaucratic reputation is 

understood as a set of beliefs about an organization capacity, intention mission and 

history, embedded in a network of multiple audiences (Carpenter 2014). Reputation can 

affect both an individual predisposition towards and agency (Cable and Turban, 2003; 

Bontis, Booker, and Serenko, 2007) as well as its propensity to cooperate with that agency 

(Cable and Turban, 2003; Mews, and Boenigk, 2013). Advancing this logic, the different 

levels of perception, belief and predisposition of an individual toward a specific agency 

caused by different reputational assessments may also impact the way individuals 

perceive and experience representation within those agencies. 

 With that perspective, this thesis has focused on developing a theoretical model 

of how bureaucratic reputation could affect symbolic representation among citizen 

evaluators. It does so by proposing that a bureaucracy with a positive reputation could 

“outshine” the effect of a representative leader, since individuals would be able to justify 

positive expectations no matter who worked there. At the same time, we considered that 

in a bureaucracy with a bad reputation, representation might be one of the few positive 

characteristic perceived by an evaluator, having a higher relative importance and also a 

higher effect.  
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 After that, we expanded our original proposition by considering how the very 

interaction between reputation and representation (as well as the effect of reputation 

itself) would be conditional on the audience that experiences it. Considering that 

experience and direct contact with an agency is an important indicator for shaping 

bureaucratic attitudes, we proposed that audiences close to a bureaucracy, target 

audiences, would be able to more easily distinguish the reputation of that agency and thus 

experience its effects. On the other hand, distant evaluators would have less contact with 

the agency, less information about it, and thus be less capable of deriving a precise 

reputational assessment. By that, they should experience a smaller effect from the 

reputation of an agency and any interaction it causes with representation.  

 This proposition was tested with two survey experiments employed in the field 

and using a similar methodology to the experiments conducted by Riccucci, Van Ryzin, 

and Lavena (2014), Riccucci, Van Ryzin, and Li (2016), Van Ryzin, Riccucci, and Li 

(2017) and Riccucci, Van Ryzin, and Jackson (2018). A first experiment was made with 

inhabitants of a slum from Rio de Janeiro, target audience of a set of bureaucratic agencies 

that operate directly in their slum, and a replication of that experiment was conducted a 

middle-class neighborhood from Rio, non-targets of the same set of agencies and thus 

distant evaluators. Results have partially confirmed our propositions, showing that an 

interaction effect existed among slum dwellers, diminishing the relative importance of 

representation on a high reputation scenario, but only when they evaluated how the 

bureaucracy would treat the citizenry, and not when they evaluated the possibility of long 

term improvement in the bureaucracy. At the same time, outsiders do not seem to suffer 

from any interaction effect and seemed to be less affected by reputation than slum 

dwellers.  
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 Quantitative results were uncovered with a layer of complexity. In order to better 

understand the nature of the effects encountered, qualitative data was used in order to 

analyze how participants justified their future expectations when exposed to different 

levels of reputation and representation. Further analysis of the justifications provided by 

participants reinforced the narrative of our main propositions, while also highlighting how 

participants perceived representation or reputation depending on their social group. 

 This thesis had made some contributions in reinforcing or advancing the literature 

on bureaucratic reputation and symbolic representation. First, our results are able provide 

evidence for the effects of reputation and representation for both direct targets and distant 

evaluators. In addition, the research provides more validity for both theories while also 

testing them in novel settings for symbolic representation literature: when representation 

is tied to the leader instead of to the street-level bureaucracy, when representation is 

related to the intersection of race and social status that characterizes territories at the state 

margins (slums), and when representation impacts future attitudes of policy audiences. 

To our knowledge, these are all novel contributions that further strengthen symbolic 

representation theory. 

 Beyond that, we also advanced symbolic representation and bureaucratic 

reputation literature by providing evidence that representational effects may be 

conditional on the reputation of an agency, and that this conditionality is also determined 

by the audience that is evaluating the agency. Qualitative analysis have also expanded 

some of our contributions, by showing that the effects of symbolic representation were 

derived from a belief in active representation, i.e. participants mainly expected better 

results from a representative bureaucracy because they believed the bureaucrat would be 

able to employ his representative experience to produce a better work, not because they 

believe clients would be more open to deal with the leader on their own accord.  
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 This thesis is divided into four parts. Part 1 presents our theoretical proposition, 

and is divided between Chapter 1, which exposes our review of the literature, and chapter 

2, which exposes our analytical model, and Chapter 3, which provides information about 

the methodology employed in our experiments and in our qualitative inquire.  

 Part 2 presents or quantitative results. Chapter 4 exposes the results of our first 

experiments with inhabitants of a slum targeted by specific bureaucratic agencies. 

Chapter 5 present the results of our second experiment, a replication of the first 

experiment applied to a middle-class neighborhood with a certain level of distance 

regarding those bureaucratic agencies. Chapter 6 provides a comparison between the 

results of the first and second experiments.  Each chapter open a set of questions regarding 

the nature of the results found, which we try to explore in our qualitative section.  

 Part 3 presents our qualitative results and is comprised of Chapter 7, where we 

expose the distribution of justifications for positive and negative expectations across 

experimental groups, the likelihood of certain justifications being evoked given different 

experimental variables, and an analysis of the justifications provided by participants to 

sustain their answers.  

 Part 4 presents the conclusion of the thesis and its final chapter. In chapter 8 we 

present our theoretical contributions, as well as limitations of our current research and 

expectations for future endeavors.  
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Part I: Theoretical Development 

 

Chapter 1: Literature Review 

 

1.1 Bureaucratic representation 

 

 Representation has been studied in the field of public administration for almost 

seven decades, and both the concept and the acceptance of distinct types of representation 

have evolved over time (Groeneveld and Van de Walle, 2010). By the end of the Second 

World War, Kingsley (1944), by whom the term “Representative Bureaucracy” was 

coined, already showed concern over the discrepancy between the British civil service 

and the social classes of the United Kingdom, pointing out that representation of diverse 

groups in public agencies was essential for the execution of their responsibilities. By the 

end of the sixties, Mosher (1968) expanded the idea of bureaucratic representation in his 

analysis of democratic control over the state bureaucracy. He proposed two concepts of 

representation, which he defined as “passive” and “active” representation. Throughout 

the years, scholars undertook extensive work in the field to understand the effects and 

consequences of those two types of representation, exploring the linkage between the 

concepts, analyzing the mechanisms behind them, and observing their effects on the 

public, Mosher (1968, 12) provided the following definition for passive representation: 
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“The passive (or sociological) meaning of representativeness concerns the source 

of origin of individuals and the degree to which, collectively, they mirror the total 

society. It may be statistically measured in terms, for example, of locality of origin 

and its nature (rural, urban, suburban, etc.), previous occupation, father’s 

occupation, education, family income, family social class, race, religion.” 

 

A bureaucratic agency would be passively representative if the demographics of 

its agents were similar to those of the general population. Studies have found that passive 

representation can be indicative of diversity gains and serve as a measure of 

enfranchisement for diverse groups (Kellough 1990; Kellough and Elliott 1992; Meier 

1993; Riccucci and Saidel 1997; Selden 1997). On the other hand, Mosher (1968, 11-12) 

also suggested a more direct approach to representation:   

 

“Active (or responsible) representativeness wherein an individual (or 

administrator) is expected to press for the interests and desires of those whom he 

is presumed to represent, whether they be the whole people or some segment of 

the people.” 

 

A bureaucratic agency is actively representative if its bureaucrats respond to, 

advocate for and advance efforts to meet the needs of their demographic counterparts. 

The existence of a representative body of bureaucrats (passive representation) is a 

necessary condition for the actions and outcomes of this representative body (active 

representation). The literature notes that the link between passive and active 

representation relies on the notion that the values and norms shared as a result of the 
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bureaucrat’s social origins will be reflected in decisions that target and benefit citizens of 

the same social origins (Meier and Nigro 1976; Meier, Wrinkle, and Polinard 1999; Sowa 

and Selden 2003; Wilkins 2007). Lim (2006) advances this consideration by presenting 

diverse mechanisms through which passive representation may become active, such as 

the partiality of bureaucrats when interacting with similar clients, the sharing of similar 

values and beliefs with those clients (leading to decisions that, even if not partial, tend to 

benefit that population), a greater emphasis on understanding toward similar clients, and 

a deterrence effect over other members of the bureaucracy (by teaching them how to act 

when interacting with minority clients).  

The link between those two types of representation is consubstantiated by a series 

of studies presenting positive results in different areas, such as local government 

(Bradbury and Kellough, 2007), criminal justice (Bradbury and Kellough, 2011), 

education (Atkins, and Wilkins, 2013), and policing (Hong, 2017), to name a few.  

 

1.2. Symbolic representation  

 

Until now, research on how a representative bureaucracy can create benefits for 

citizens has mostly focused on bureaucratic agents. As a part of a certain minority group, 

a bureaucrat would be able to exert some type of influence on the provision of services 

(be it through partiality, shared values and beliefs or empathy), thus affecting a specific 

audience. A new approach has begun to observe the demands of citizens for 

representation. Thielemann and Steward (1996) surveyed patients with AIDS, observing 

a high demand for representative personnel, especially in the street-level bureaucracy, 

indicating that clients also demand and respond to bureaucratic representative agents. 
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As new evidence was gathered, it became clear that even without an active process 

of pushing the goals of certain audiences forward, passive representation could still 

influence the views and behavior of audiences through symbolic representation (Bradbury 

and Kellough 2011). Symbolic representation exists when audiences’ behaviors and 

evaluations are influenced not by the direct actions of the bureaucrat but by the influence 

of passive representativeness on the motivations and behaviors of audiences who identify 

more with the bureaucrats (Pitkin 1967). In other words, the phenomenon proposes a 

change in focus: while active representation is focused on the actions of bureaucrats, 

symbolic representation is focused on the reaction of the audience to representation.  

Symbolic representation can be understood as an increase in positive attitudes 

toward a bureaucracy that an audience experiences when it perceives representativeness 

within a bureaucratic agency. As such, in the same way that passive representation can 

lead to active representation, passive representation can also lead to symbolic 

representation (Gade and Wilkins, 2013). In a favorable scenario, a minority audience 

that is able to see its social or ethnic group represented in a bureaucracy should be more 

willing to cooperate with or positively evaluate such agency, changing their attitudes 

toward the bureaucracy. This way, symbolic representation might produce positive 

expectations of bureaucracy among bureaucratic audiences even in cases where the 

bureaucrats’ policy actions do not.1 

Empirical studies on symbolic representation are more recent. A series of studies 

have shown that symbolic representation works cognitively on audiences who belong to 

the group being represented, changing their attitudes toward the bureaucracy (Theobald 

 
1 Gade and Wilkins (2013) show that veterans prefer their cases be handled by other veterans even though 

veterans do not benefit from this match. Similarly, the literature on police stops generally shows that 

minority officers are more likely to stop a minority driver (Wilkins and Williams 2008) but that citizens 

perceive treatment as more fair when they are stopped by an officer of the same race as they are 

(Theobald & Haider-Markel, 2009).   
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and Haider-Markel, 2009). For example, Herman (2007) observed that the existence of a 

passive representative healthcare bureaucracy increased the likelihood that represented 

clients would seek the services of this bureaucracy. Meier and Nicholson-Crotty (2006) 

found that an increase in the proportion of women serving in a police department 

increased the number of reports of sexual assault. Theobald and Haider-Markel (2009) 

observed the effect that the race of a police officer had on how citizens perceived the 

legitimacy of police stops, finding that higher legitimacy was attributed when there was 

a match between the racial status of the citizen and that of the officer (blacks with blacks, 

whites with whites). Riccucci, Van Ryzin, and Lavena (2014) conducted a survey 

experiment where members of the general population were asked to evaluate a domestic 

violence unit in a police department, finding that participants from both sexes attributed 

higher legitimacy to the police when the proportion of women in the department was 

higher. Riccucci, Van Ryzin, and Li (2016) studied the willingness of participants to 

cooperate with a recycling initiative, observing that an increase in the proportion of 

females responsible for the initiative led to an increase in the willingness of female 

respondents to participate in recycling actions.  

As yet, however, most studies on symbolic representation seem to present a 

positive and all-encompassing phenomenon. In general, people positively change their 

attitudes, considering the performance or an action of a bureaucracy more legitimate when 

they perceive a match between the bureaucrat and the client identity (women in a 

domestic violence department, blacks stopping blacks, whites stopping whites). 

Apparently, one need not be part of a minority group for this effect to occur, although 

recent studies describe situations where this general effect is not present for all policy 

audiences (Riccucci, Van Ryzin, and Li, 2016, Riccucci, Van Ryzin, and Jackson, 2018).  
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Less attention has been given to the boundary conditions where symbolic 

representation effects, particularly related to the attitudes of audiences toward 

bureaucratic performance, may be potentialized or hindered by boundary conditions. 

Recently, Van Ryzin, Riccucci, and Li (2017) produced a conceptual replication of their 

previous experiments using emergency services. The results of the study were null, 

prompting the authors to theorize that symbolic representation may be policy specific and 

to call for greater study of its boundaries. Riccucci, Van Ryzin, and Jackson (2018) have 

observed that the effect of representation can be conditional and change depending on the 

race of the evaluator. Herman (2007) showed that the effects of symbolic representation 

were conditional on the audience’s need for the service and their previous experiences 

with the bureaucracy. Indeed, as with active representation, there might be social, regional 

and bureaucratic aspects that may hinder or enhance this change in attitudes toward 

bureaucracy. 

In summary, symbolic representation asserts that future-oriented attitudes (such 

as expectations about future performance) toward the bureaucracy shared by an audience 

will be influenced by the level of perceived representativeness within the bureaucracy. 

 

1.3. Bureaucratic Reputation  

 

Other variables may influence the future-oriented attitudes toward the 

bureaucracy shared by a policy audience. These variables may interact with the 

importance of bureaucratic representation shared by the same audience and potentialize 

or limit the effects of symbolic representation, e.g., future-oriented attitudes toward 

bureaucratic performance. As we will argue, reputational beliefs audiences share toward 
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the bureaucracy may play such a role. Reputational beliefs have been shown to affect 

individuals’ predisposition in their evaluations (Cable and Turban, 2003; Bontis, Booker, 

and Serenko, 2007) and willingness to cooperate with an organization (Cable and Turban, 

2003; Mews, and Boenigk, 2013). Indeed, reputational beliefs may change the attitudes 

of policy audiences toward bureaucracy (Carpenter and Krause, 2012), including their 

expectations about bureaucratic performance. Before we further discuss our theoretical 

proposition, we present a brief review on the literature on bureaucratic reputation to 

explore how reputational beliefs are formed for multiple audiences.  

The study of bureaucratic reputation aims to observe how external actors perceive 

a bureaucracy and in turn how the bureaucracy influences and responds to this perception. 

Bureaucracies have to deal with multiple actors that may exert influence over it. This 

holds especially true in democracies, where in account of governance practice and greater 

accountability the number of actors that evaluate agencies is significantly higher (De 

Mesquita and Smith, 2011). Elected politicians, clientele groups, the media, public policy 

experts, policy targets, and ordinary citizens are all actors that may hold the attention of 

agencies (Carpenter, 2001; 2014; Carpenter and Krause, 2012). Considering this, 

agencies strive to build a bureaucratic reputation to obtain autonomy and shield 

themselves from possible threats (Carpenter 2001; 2014; Hood, 2010; Carpenter and 

Krause, 2012; Picci, 2014, Maor, 2014; Waeraas and Maor, 2014; Gilad, Maor, and 

Bloom, 2013; Busuioc, 2016).  

Carpenter (2014, 33) defines bureaucratic reputation as “a set of beliefs about an 

organization’s capacities, intentions, history, and mission that are embedded in a network 

of multiple audiences.” The concept can be somewhat confusing since the idea of 

reputation can become entangled with other constructs of similar relevance. Concepts 

such as identity, image and legitimacy can easily be mistaken for reputation (Clardy 2012; 
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Whetten and Mackey 2002; Foreman, Whetten, and Mackey 2012). Foreman, Whetten, 

and Mackey (2012) go as far as to point out that reputation often shares commonalities 

with those other constructs and organizational theory scholars have frequently blurred the 

distinctions between them.  

We can understand reputation as a belief, shared by a particular audience, of how 

well and effectively and organization is capable of fulfilling its duties; an anticipated 

evaluation related to the relative performance of an agency given other, similar 

organizations (Bitektine 2011; Deephouse and Carter 2005 ; Deephouse and Suchman 

2008; King and Whetten 2008). Evaluators are focusing on attributes that distinguish a 

given organization from its rivals (Carpenter 2001) as well as in what level of 

performance an organization should be delivering services to its clientele (Whetten and 

Mackey 2002). Rindova et Al. (2005) pointed that scholars studying reputation from an 

economic perspective normally define it as an expectation of audiences in relation to 

agencies, particularly an agency capacity to produce quality goods. As such, reputation 

forms based on past actions in which firms signal to stakeholders their “true” attributes. 

The implications are rather simple: if an audience enjoys good experiences with a 

bureaucracy, it will also share a good reputation regarding it. The opposite is also true, an 

audience that enjoys a mostly unpleasant relation with a bureaucracy should attribute a 

worse reputation to this organization. This evaluation of past performance is the most 

important aspect when defining the reputation of a firm (Deephouse and Carter 2005; 

Picci 2014). Yet, individuals experience different levels of interactions with an agency, 

creating different assessments of the quality of its services. As such, innumerous 

“parochial” views may exist in relation to an agency (Love and Kraatz 2009), thus leading 

to an important aspect of the bureaucratic reputation literature: the existence of multiple 

audiences (Lange, Lee, and Dai 2011; Maor 2016)  
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Carpenter (2014) defined the concept of audience as any individual or collective 

that observes an agency and is able to judge it. Considering that distinct audiences are 

exposed to different aspects of an agency, be it levels of interaction or expectation on 

services, what one audience see or experiences is not necessarily what another audience 

does (Carpenter 2001; Carpenter 2014; Carpenter and Krause 2012; Maor 2014; Maor 

2016). Any theory that links bureaucratic reputation to symbolic representation must 

address this distinction between audiences since one of the most important audiences for 

representation policies, those who possess minority status, may hold distinct reputational 

beliefs when compared to non-minorities regarding the same bureaucracy.  

This difference in reputational beliefs is exacerbated not only by the distance or 

expectations between an audience and an agency, but also by the very social nature of 

diverse groups. As pointed by Maor (2016), the process of evaluating a reputation is not 

completely objective; audiences bring into play a variety of factors (including prior 

knowledge, goals, mental frames, heuristics, distraction, motivation, emotion, among 

others) when evaluating the reputation of an agency. As such, while high level analysts 

may prefer official reports in order to determine the performance of an agency, and 

eventually its reputation, minority clients on the frontline of public policy might be more 

interested in how the bureaucrats treat their peers. Carpenter (2014, 32) synthetizes this 

well, pointing out that:  

 

“Within and between the audiences of government there flow opaque and 

symbolic beliefs about the agency—its intentions, its authenticity and legality, its 

capacities and weaknesses, its unity or disunity, its most historic achievements 

and most enduring failures, its likely actions in the next day, year, or decade. In 

part because perception differs across audiences, so does judgment.”  
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The existence of this multitude of audiences adds a layer of complexity to the 

study of reputation, as well as to the strategic actions agencies take in order appeal to 

diverse audiences. This complexity is only enhanced when we reinforce that bureaucratic 

reputation is not monolithic but associated to particular dimensions of the organization. 

In other words, reputation relies on different audiences’ perceptions of the quality of 

policy outcomes they mostly care about (Carpenter and Krause 2012). Carpenter (2014, 

35) offered a good example when addressing the multiple layers of regulatory agencies: 

 

“Because regulatory organizations include numerous individuals, offices, and 

activities, an organizational reputation is rarely singular. Reputations bind to the 

assorted capacities and actions of government agencies. A regulatory organization 

may be known as moderate in its enforcement behavior, stringent in its licensing, 

and aggressive in its development of standards. Its enforcement may be considered 

to be strong in administering one statute, and weak or flexible in implementing a 

second.” 

 

Such complexity is not reserved to regulatory agencies since different 

bureaucracies also tend to be large organizations with multiple offices, functions, and 

audiences. For that, Carpenter (2014) establishes that a reputation is composed of multiple 

dimensions2 that neither stay nor move in harmony (Carpenter and Krause 2012; 

Carpenter 2014). The effect of preserving, enhancing, or even “maximizing” one facet 

 
2 The author divides reputation into four dimensions: performative, moral, procedural, and technical 

(Carpenter, 2014).  
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implies that another dimension will likely suffer, rendering a full “optimization” among 

the various dimensions infeasible in practical terms. Agencies must choose in what 

dimension they will focus, and often they chose to address the ones more relevant to the 

audiences that are more determinant for its survival (Carpenter 2001; 2014; Carpenter 

and Krause 2008; Maor 2016) 

The management of organizational image among multiple constituencies is 

necessary work in which full success is an impossibility (Carpenter 2014), yet bureaucrats 

at all levels of an organization spend much of their time attempting to cultivate a 

reputation that will allow them not only to accrue autonomy but also to offer a protective 

shield in the presence of opposition in the form of hostile external audiences. Following 

this logic, an organization should focus its efforts on building reputational aspects that 

are of most importance to audiences that possess a higher degree of power over the 

organization (Moffitt 2010; Gilad, Maor, and Bloom 2013). For example, an agency 

aiming to defend itself from the interference of politicians may chose to focus on the 

development of a strong technical reputation, such as its actions are consubstantiated by 

scientifically sound principles, shielding it from a political takeover (Maor 2007). Similar 

strategies could be used by an agency dealing, for example, with a racist scandal. Yet, the 

relative power of audiences should impact the methods an agency would use to respond 

to such scandal, or even if the agency would care to respond.  

Exporting this consideration to issues of representation, a minority audience that 

is the target of a given public policy (for example, policing a poor ghetto) may, by its very 

minority status, not pose a threat to the autonomy of the agency implementing this policy. 

As such, the agency has little incentives to increase its reputation with the target audience. 

At the same time, an audience that is not experiencing the effect of this given policy (be 

it politicians, the middle class, or other social groups living outside the ghetto) may 
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possess a higher degree of power over the agency, and in such case should receive more 

attention. Considering that those audiences will also experience different levels of 

interaction (direct interaction for target minorities and filtered interaction through the 

media for outsiders), stronger discrepancies in reputation perception may occur between 

a target minority audience and an outsider audience.  

As for the effect reputation may have on these broader audiences, most of the 

research on bureaucratic reputation seems to focus on powerful groups, such as the polity 

or other regulatory bodies capable of interfering with the bureaucracy. Few are the studies 

observing how the policy audiences of a bureaucracy evaluate that bureaucracy’s 

reputation. Until now, the most relevant study analyzing bureaucratic reputation among 

the public seems to be that of Lee and Van Ryzin (2018). By analyzing US citizens’ 

reputational evaluations of diverse United States federal bureaucracies, Lee and Van 

Ryzin (2018) were able to obtain evidence for both reputation being built around past 

actions and the influence of audience-specific characteristics on the assessment of 

reputation. An example of the effect of past actions on bureaucratic reputation was the 

negative reputation attributed to the IRS shared by most participants, which they 

attributed to the unpopularity of its main function (tax collection and enforcement). On 

the other hand, the results also indicated the importance of audience-specific 

characteristics: sex, race, education, political ideology, place of origin and trust in 

government all had effects on the evaluation of the reputations of diverse bureaucracies.  

In summary, policy audiences build and share reputational beliefs regarding a 

bureaucracy based on their past experiences. These reputational beliefs, in turn, may 

influence their future-oriented attitudes toward that bureaucracy. Having clarified this 

notion, I expand those ideas in the next section, presenting my theoretical proposition for 

the interaction of bureaucratic reputation and symbolic representation.  
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Chapter 2: Analytical Model 

 

2.1. Interaction between representation and reputation  

 

Currently, the factors that limit the effects of active bureaucratic representation are 

well known. Be they regional characteristics (Dresang 1974; van Gool 2007; Grissom, 

Nicholson‐Crotty, and Nicholson‐Crotty 2009), the salience of representation issues in 

the policy arena (Meier 1993; Selden 1997; Keiser et al. 2002), or bureaucratic factors 

(Gade and Wilkins 2008; Watkins-Hayes 2011), the theory of active representation 

recognizes the factors that limit the possibility of passive representation translating itself 

into active representation.  

A new approach to bureaucratic representation, symbolic representation reverses the 

focus of the previous theory by centering on bureaucratic audiences. When a specific 

audience perceives it is represented in a bureaucracy (passive representation), it will be 

predisposed to evaluate it more positively (Pitkin 1967; Bradbury and Kellough 2011), 

sharing more favorable attitudes. However, the boundary conditions related to the 

phenomenon of cognitive perception of representation remain poorly studied and 

categorized. With the exceptions of a few studies (Herman 2007; Van Ryzin, Riccucci, 

and Li 2017; Riccucci, Van Ryzin, and Jackson 2018), these positive effects of 

representation among policy audiences are seen as almost all-encompassing, affecting 

targets and nontargets of public policy across multiple policy arenas.  

Simultaneously, reputational beliefs are also expected to influence the cognitive 

factors, such as perceptions, beliefs or attitudes, of specific audiences toward the 
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bureaucracy (Carpenter and Krause 2012). Depending on their history of past experiences 

with a bureaucracy, audiences may share positive or negative beliefs that also influence 

their future-oriented attitudes toward that bureaucracy, e.g., their expectations about 

bureaucratic performance, such as the way it treats clients or its likelihood of improving. 

Clearly, existent reputational beliefs regarding bureaucracy are expected to affect a 

client's propensity to positively or negatively evaluate different aspects of the same 

bureaucracy (Cable and Turban 2003; Bontis, Booker, and Serenko 2007; Mews and 

Boenigk 2013). A group of people who have been ill-treated by a given bureaucracy, thus 

assigning a bad reputation to it, should have little reason to trust such an institution, and 

least of all to cooperate with it. 

Since both, reputation and symbolic representation refer to cognitive factors of 

bureaucratic audiences, we theorize that reputational beliefs of an audience may interact 

with the importance this audience gives to representativeness within a focal bureaucracy 

and affect their future-oriented attitudes toward bureaucratic performance.  

This relation is expressed in Figure 1.  

 

Figure 1 – Effect of bureaucratic reputation and reputational beliefs of audience attitudes 

toward bureaucracy  
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The proposition is as follows: if a bureaucracy possesses a very negative 

reputation, the existence of a representative figure within this bureaucracy may be one of 

the few positive aspects of it that evaluators are able to observe. Thus, the relative 

importance of representativeness is greater, as are its effects on attitudes toward the 

bureaucracy (e.g., audiences’ expectations about bureaucratic performance). On the other 

hand, if a bureaucracy possesses a very positive reputation, the existence of a 

representative figure within the bureaucracy will be only one of many positive aspects on 

which an evaluator could focus. Thus, the relative importance of representativeness will 

be lesser, and its effects on attitudes toward the bureaucracy (e.g., audiences’ expectations 

about bureaucratic performance).  

Alternatively, a different pathway may be possible. A bureaucracy with a very 

negative reputation could undermine the notion that representation would matter. An 

observer could consider that a representative bureaucrat acting inside such negative 

bureaucracy would not have the freedom to take relevant actions in line with his 

representative status. Thus, in the eyes of this observer the representative status of the 

bureaucrat would be considered unimportant when evaluation a bureaucracy with a 

negative reputation. If true, this alternative would provide an effect in the opposite 

direction of our main proposition.   

 

2.2. Reputational and representational effects over direct audiences and distant 

evaluators.  

 

Bureaucratic reputation is a theory that has at its core the existence of multiple 

audiences. Thus, it is expected that effects deriving from reputation, or from the 
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interaction of reputation and other variables, should be conditional on the nature of the 

audiences that evaluate a given bureaucracy. After all, distinct audiences are exposed to 

different aspects of a bureaucratic agency, and what one audience sees or experiences is 

not necessarily what another one does (Carpenter 2001; Carpenter 2014; Carpenter and 

Krause 2012; Maor 2014; Maor 2016). 

A variable that may severely impact reputational evaluation is the amount of 

interaction an audience has with a set of bureaucratic agencies, since the experience of 

evaluating past performance is one of the most important aspect when defining the 

reputation of a firm (Deephouse and Carter 2005; Picci 2014). For example, audiences 

that recur to direct and frequent interactions with a bureaucratic agency may share 

different reputational beliefs compared to audiences whose knowledge about the agency 

is built based on indirect experiences, retrieving information mainly through social 

networks or media coverage. In other words, audiences that are closer to a set of 

bureaucratic agencies or that are direct targets of those agencies should be able to obtain 

more information regarding them, and thus it should be easier for them to pinpoint and 

distinguish the reputation of each specific agency. On the other hand, a distant audience 

that is not the target of a set of agencies or does not experience close contact with them 

should receive less information regarding those agencies, and thus have greater difficulty 

differentiating their reputations. This relationship is exposed on Figure 2.  

Thus, we forward the following propositions: regarding bureaucratic reputation, 

when compared to a bureaucratic agency's direct audiences, distant evaluators should be 

less informed in their reputational assessment, and thus reputation should have a weaker 

impact on attitudes toward the bureaucracy (e.g., audiences’ expectations about 

bureaucratic performance). If true, this relationship should also diminish interactions 

between reputation and representation.  
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Figure 2 - Effect of bureaucratic reputation and reputational beliefs of audience 

attitudes toward bureaucracy given direct targets or distant evaluators. 

 

Regarding representation, it is still unclear how distant evaluators could differ 

from direct audiences in their representational assessment. On one hand, part of the 

literature seems to indicate that representation can have a symbolic effect even among 

distant evaluators, as long as they are able to perceive a match between the target 

population and the overall levels of representation within an agency (Riccucci, Van 

Ryzin, and Lavena, 2014). On the other hand, other studies have shown that distant 

evaluators that are not the ones being represented could not identify themselves with the 

representative bureaucrats and thus suffer a diminished effect from representation 

(Riccucci, Van Ryzin and Jackson, 2019). Considering this, we keep our expectations 
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open regarding how representation will be perceived by distant evaluators, proceeding in 

this analysis with an exploratory mindset.    

 

2.3. Research questions  

 

Considering these possibilities, we aim to answer the following questions: how do 

audiences that share negative reputational beliefs about a bureaucracy evaluate its future 

performance when they perceive the bureaucracy is highly representative at the leadership 

levels? Additionally, how do audiences that share positive reputational beliefs about a 

bureaucracy evaluate its future performance when they perceive the bureaucracy is highly 

representative at the leadership levels? And finally, how do distinct audiences differ in 

their results when sharing the same reputational and representational imputes?  

Following the works of Riccucci, Van Ryzin, and Lavena (2014), Riccucci, Van 

Ryzin, and Li (2016), Van Ryzin, Riccucci, and Li (2017) and Riccucci, Van Ryzin, and 

Jackson (2018), two experiments were developed to test these propositions. As our intent 

is to observe individuals’ attitudes given different levels of representation and reputation, 

we also considered paramount to explore how these individuals would justify their 

attitudes. Thus, we also employed a qualitative analysis in which individuals’ 

justifications could be compared in the light of our propositions.  
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Chapter 3: Methods 

  

3.1. Context  

A proper testing ground for our propositions can be found in the city of Rio de 

Janeiro. The city of Rio has specific public policies, delivered by distinct bureaucratic 

agencies, aimed at the population living in slums. These public policies range from 

regulatory and violent ones, such as the UPPs (Unidades de Polícia Pacificadora – 

Peacekeeping Police Units), a police occupation policy that has yielded controversial 

results, to policies aimed at providing services to the public, as in the case of public 

schools. These policies are specific to the residents of a particular location. Thus, 

employing these policies it is possible demarcate direct audiences from distant evaluators 

of bureaucratic agencies.  

Additionally, being a resident of a slum constitutes an underprivileged identity, 

which is usually attributed to both the historical background a person has with the territory 

(i.e., slum) and other demographic factors related to the lower classes, such as race 

(mostly black ancestry).  

Based on Riccucci, Van Ryzin, and Lavena (2014), Riccucci, Van Ryzin, and Li 

(2016), Van Ryzin, Riccucci, and Li (2017) and Riccucci, Van Ryzin, and Jackson (2018), 

an experiment was designed in order to observe the effects of representation, reputation 

and their interactions over target audience’s attitudes towards bureaucracy. Following 

that, a second experiment was developed, replicating the first experiment under a different 

population, this time composed of distant evaluators.  
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This study employed both a classic experimental method (in the form of two 

survey experiments conducted in the field) and qualitative research (in the form of 

semistructured interviews with open responses, along with field observations). The use 

of a survey experiment was appropriate given the clear-cut nature of our theoretical 

proposition, as well as providing the advantage of allowing for causal inference in our 

analysis of the results. On the other hand, qualitative analysis has also allowed us a more 

in-depth perspective of the phenomenon at hand, opening the possibility of observing if 

justifications employed by participants matched quantitative results and theoretical 

proposition.   

 

3.2. Participants 

We conducted our first experiment in Rocinha, a large low-class slum in the city 

of Rio de Janeiro. In total, 247 Rocinha residents took part in the interviews. The 

participants were mostly black and pardo, with low per capita income, low political 

affiliation and a low proportion of college graduates. Demographic data are explored in 

depth in our analysis of the results of this first experiment, in chapter 4.   

Following that, a replication of the first experiment took place, this time aimed at 

a different audience with a certain degree of distance towards the bureaucratic agencies 

that provided services to Rocinha. This study took place in Freguesia, a middle-class 

neighborhood located in the West Zone of the City of Rio de Janeiro Rocinha. In total, 

247 participants were interviewed. Contrary to the set of participants that took part in the 

first experiment, these people were mostly white, in average more than twice as rich as 

the participants of the first experiment, with a higher percentage of college graduates and 

of people with clear political ideology. Demographic data are explored in depth in our 
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analysis of the results of the second experiment, in chapter 5.  Comparisons between the 

first and the second experiments are further explored in Chapter 6.  

 

3.3. Procedures 

Both experiments followed the exact same kind of procedures. All the interviews 

were conducted in the field, happening between 9 AM and 6 PM during the third and 

fourth quarters of 2018 for Rocinha and the third and fourth quarters of 2019 for 

Freguesia. Data was collected by one interviewer with post-graduate training that worked 

at different streets in Rocinha and Freguesia. Bystanders were invited to take part in an 

interview related to public policies affecting the Rocinha slum. Participants that accepted 

the invitation were guided to a quieter location where they could provide answers 

undisturbed. Participants were assured that all the interviews were anonymous, with no 

need to provide names or other personal information.  

During the interview, the participants were presented with a fictitious case related 

to a change in leadership in a bureaucratic agency located in the Rocinha slum. The 

interviewer read the case side by side with the participants. In it the given bureaucracy 

was undergoing a routine change in leadership. The participants were able to evaluate the 

profile of this new leader, including a photograph, name, age, place of origin, education 

and years of experience within the bureaucracy. Unknown to the participants, the 

representative status of the leader, as well as the reputation of the bureaucracy, were 

manipulated. The participants were randomized into cases were the new leader was 

representative (black and born in Rocinha) or nonrepresentative (white and born in a 

middle-class neighborhood) and where the bureaucracy had a good (public schools) or a 

bad (police) reputation.  
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After reviewing the case, the participants were asked to provide their expectations 

regarding how the bureaucracy would treat local residents (procedural justice) and the 

possibility of improvements within the bureaucracy (organizational effectiveness), given 

the new leadership. After answering each question, the participants were invited to 

elaborate on their positions, providing a rationale for their general attitude, as well as any 

extra comments they felt were relevant to their positions. The participants also had a 

chance to share any experiences they had with the case’s bureaucracy as well as other 

bureaucratic agencies in the slums or in the rest of the city.  

The participants then responded to two manipulation checks to verify the validity 

of the proxies used for representation and reputation. After that, the participants were also 

asked about their age, sex, race, schooling, per capita income and political ideology. 

Finally, the participants had the chance to provide any subsequent comments regarding 

the bureaucracy, the slum, or the interview itself. The participants stated their consent that 

data from this interview could be used anonymously in future works, and the interview 

was concluded.   

A flowchart of the interview used in this experiment, including the fictitious case 

and the manipulations employed in it, is presented in Appendix I.  

 

3.4. Measurements  

Representation and reputation were the independent variables for this study. Both 

were manipulated in the fictitious case. Regarding our manipulation of representation, we 

used both the race of the leader (changed through a photograph) intersected with their 

place of origin (favela vs. middle class neighborhood) as a proxy. While half of the 

participants were exposed to a black leader born in Rocinha (representative condition), 
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the other half were exposed to a white leader born in Copacabana3 (nonrepresentative 

condition). Two pre-experimental focus groups agreed that skin color and place of birth 

were jointly an effective way of presenting an official as representative of slum residents 

– normally black and poor. Results from a manipulation check for this variable are 

presented for both experiments in chapters 4 and 5. 

Regarding our manipulation of reputation, we used different bureaucracies as a 

proxy for a good or a bad reputation. While half of the participants were exposed to a case 

taking place in the local police station, a violent and controversial bureaucracy (bad 

reputation condition), the other half were exposed to a case taking place in a local public 

school, subject to less violence and controversy (good reputation condition).  

We chose these two bureaucracies by taking into consideration the literature on 

bureaucratic reputation: as stated previously, audiences derive their expectations based 

on evaluation of past performance (Deephouse and Carter 2005; Picci 2014). Public safety 

policy in Rio de Janeiro is marked by a history of violence, and studies have shown that 

both rich and poor citizens of the city of Rio ascribe a very negative image to that policy 

(Zouain, Cruz and Ross 2008). Following bureaucratic reputation theory, a history of 

violence and negative interactions should taint the police with a bad reputation. This is 

especially true in the Rocinha slum, where police officers have been implicated in cases 

of theft4, killings5 and even torture6 against local residents. Even if public schools are 

subject to criticism, they do not face charges of torture or extrajudicial killings. Not 

partaking in acts of extreme violence should provide public schools with a better 

 
3 A middle- to upper-class neighborhood in Rio de Janeiro.  
4 https://odia.ig.com.br/rio-de-janeiro/2018/04/5531171-mp-denuncia-pms-por-tortura-e-roubo-na-
rocinha.html 
5 https://odia.ig.com.br/rio-de-janeiro/2018/04/5531171-mp-denuncia-pms-por-tortura-e-roubo-na-
rocinha.html 
6 http://memoriaglobo.globo.com/programas/jornalismo/coberturas/caso-amarildo/caso-amarildo-a-
historia.htm 
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reputation compared with the police. Additionally, IBOPE’s index of social trust has 

placed public schools above the police during the last 10 years the survey has been 

conducted (IBOPE 2018). Results from a manipulation check for this variable are 

presented for both experiments in chapters 4 and 5. 

The dependent variables of this study were the expectation of procedural justice 

and the expectation of organizational effectiveness. Both variables represent a 

performative aspect (how will the bureaucrat treat me and will the public organization as 

a whole improve) expectations of which can be affected by a change in leadership. The 

above questions were asked right after the participants finished viewing the fictional case.  

The variables were measured with a 5-point Likert scale to determine a 

participant’s expectation of procedural justice (Do you think that the residents of Rocinha 

should experience better, equal or worse treatment from the police/school with this 

change in leadership? – 5-point Likert scale ranging from much better to much worse) 

and organizational effectiveness (Do you think the police/school will be improved, stay 

the same, or worsen with this change in leadership? – 5-point Likert scale ranging from 

improve significantly to worsen significantly). As a leader should have more discretion 

on how bureaucrats treat local citizens than in improving the bureaucracy as a whole, we 

employed both these variables aiming to observe if leader’s representation and 

bureaucracy’s reputation would have different effects under different levels of descretion.  

Qualitative responses were obtained with an open question inviting participate 

provide a reason for their expectations regarding the agencies. Notes were taken in the 

field, and responses were later coded into categories of recurring rationales. Demographic 

data were collected following a standard questionnaire at the end of the interview where 

participants provided information regarding their age, sex, race, schooling, per capita 

income and political ideology.  
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3.5. Qualitative procedures and coding  

 

 The use of experimental methodology allowed us to test causal relationships 

regarding our main dependent variables in a controlled setting. Yet, such methodology 

does not offer a practical way to observe how individuals justified their future 

expectations given different levels of reputation and representation. In order to observe 

in what ways the effects of representation and reputation are identified by an evaluator, a 

more nuanced approach was necessary. Through an open-ended question, asking 

participants why they held positive or negative expectations regarding procedural justice 

and organizational effectiveness. This way, we collected justifications participants 

provided regarding their expectations on procedural justice and organizational 

effectiveness.   

 We codified the justifications of participants in broader categories and observed 

the distribution of justifications per experimental group as well as the propensity of 

certain justifications to be evoked given our experimental variables. Our qualitative 

analysis is presented in chapter 7.  

The first step was to codify the justifications provided by participants in specific 

categories: the content analysis (Krippendorff, 2018). The process was carried out after 

data collection was completed for both previous experiments. In a first instance, 

participants’ responses were organized by defining the direct justification behind each 

response, the “in vivo” codification, the summary of the answer used to justify future 

expectations. Through this step, we observed recurring answers among participants. By 

the end, it was possible to identify 13 recurring reasons used as justifications. 
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In a second stage, the concept formulation model proposed by Goertz (2012) was 

employed as a way to organize the in vivo categories encountered and to define the main 

justification behind each category. In this way, we tried to define the main reasons used 

by participants, the overarching idea that hovered above an answer. 

Goertz (2012) argues that concepts are constitutive and causal, multilevel and 

multidimensional. He proposes a methodology of concept formulation based on the 

existence of at least three levels for the definition of a concept. The third level is the level 

that specifies its indicators, enabling the collection of data in order to create categories 

and to frame certain cases to the concept. This is the level where we would encounter the 

actual responses provided by the participants (in vivo codification), the direct quote of 

how they justified their expectations. The secondary level provides for the constitutive 

elements or dimensions of the concept. In our case, this level would be defined by the 

categories derived from the data, the simple direct justification that participants attributed 

their expectations. The first level is a conceptual level that defines the phenomenon to be 

explored, the constituent level. It is the concept itself, the basis of theorization, and here 

employed as a way of categorizing our larger set of multiple justifications in a manageable 

group of few justifications.  

This formulation was made using the idea of Family Resemblance, where it is 

only necessary that there is a minimum degree of similarity between elements for them 

to be constitutive of a higher level. In other words, we defined a set of sufficient 

conditions that, if present, would mean that one of the categories from a higher level 

would also be present. For example, we defined a response where the responded justified 

his positive or negative expectations towards a bureaucracy by noticing how those 

expectations would depend on the intervention of government (third, “in vivo” level) as 

a sufficient condition to code the direct justification used by that respondent as 
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government intervention (second level). Above, we defined that having the direct 

justification as government intervention was a sufficient condition to determine the main 

justification employed by the respondent, the overlaying idea behind it, as structural 

factors: the idea that some external structural factors beyond the control of the leader 

would be responsible for the participants expectations. This process can be better 

observed in Table 1 and Table 2, where we lay down the main categories in each level 

with examples of the sufficient conditions attached to them. 

 

Table 1 – Formulation of main justifications (part 1) 

 

First Level Second Level Third Level

Main Rationales Direct Rationales Indicators (Direct Quotes)

REPRESENTAÇÃO Origin - Leader Positive Example

“Since he was born here, he can inform his superiors from any problem that is going 

Negative Example

“He being an outsiders, he will face problems that he never had to deal with. What 

he will do? What does he know about Rocinha? Nothing.”

Origin - Community Positive Example

"Because he was born in that slum he will have a higher support from the populace 

and will be able to improve their lives."

Negative Example

"The fact that he is not from there will worsen the situation, because people will 

think he’s a stranger."

Origin - Simple Positive Example

"Things will get better because he is from here."

Negative Example

"I don’t think things will change because he is not from Rocinha."

LEADERSHIP Profile Positive Example

“He already worked 10 years with schools, he’s experienced. If he knows what he’s 

Negative Example

“He seems very young. I don’t think he is qualified to be a principal. He needs more 

experience.”

New Job Positive Example

“He’s coming here, enrolling in this new job, in a new position. Because of that he 

will try to improve things for us.”

Negative Example

Sem exemplos negativos.

HOPE/HOPELESSNESS Optmism Positive Example

“I think things are going to get better. Because everyone wishes for things to get 

better”

Negative Example

No negative examples

Pessimism Positive Example

No Positive Examples

Negative Example

“Things are going to stay the way they are. No improvement. No worsening. Just 

what we have.”

Sufficient Condition: origin - 

leader, origin - community or 

origin - simple at second level.

Sufficient Condition: response tied 

to the representative status of the 

leader without further clarification.

Sufficient Condition: response tied 

to the community reacting to the 

leader representative status.

Sufficient Condition: response tied 

to the leader using (or not using) 

his reprentative status to act.

Sufficient Condition: negative 

response without furter 

clarification.

Sufficient Condition: positive 

response without further 

clarification.

Sufficient Condition: response tied 

to the fact that the leader is 

starting in a new job.

Sufficient Condition: response tied 

to the age, education or 

experience of the leader.

Sufficient Condition: profile or 

new job at second level.

Sufficient Condition: optimism or 

pessimism at second level.
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Table 2 – Formulation of main justifications (part 2) 

 

At the conceptual level, we have identified 6 major forms of justification: 

representation, leadership, hope/hopelessness, structure, neutrality and non-

rationalization. 

 

• Representation: Indicates a participant who understood that the leader's 

representativeness (similarity or dissimilarity in relation to the audience) was the main 

reason behind his expectations. 

• Leadership: Indicates a participant who understood that alternative characteristics 

associated with the leader, such as his profile, his education, or even the fact that he 

was someone new to the organization, was the main reason behind his expectations. 

First Level Second Level Third Level

Main Rationales Direct Rationales Indicators (Direct Quotes)

STRUTURE System Positive Example

No Positive Examples

Negative Example

“There is a system working from behind. He has to act inside that system.”

Police Positive Example

No Positive Examples

Negative Example

“To be honest, the UPP won’t solve anything, especially for the denizens. In my 

opinion, the police itself is the problem.” 

Government Positive Example

No Positive Examples

Negative Example

“Even if he was born there, this is a problem from City Hall. It is the mayor who has 

the money to give to the schools.”

Location Positive Example

No Positive Examples

Negative Example

"In principle, the expectation is an improvement. But it doesn’t depend only on him. 

It depends on the denizens. If they will help him. "

NEUTRALITY Neutrality Positive Example

No Positive Examples

Negative Example

“If he tries very hard maybe he will be able to change things for good. Or maybe not. 

I don’t know. I would need to know more about him.”

NON-RATIONALIAZTION No Answer

Sufficient Condition: response tied 

to characteristics of the police.

No answer
Sufficient Condition: no aswner.

Sufficient Condition: neutral 

response that assume the 

possibility of improvement or not.

Sufficient Condition: response tied 

to the local population.

Sufficient Condition: response tied 

to government intervention or 

inaction.

Sufficient Condition: response tied 

to structure, system or bureaucracy 

beyond the leader.

Sufficient Condition: system at 

second level or police at second 

level or government at second 

level or location at second level.

Sufficient Condition: neutral at 

second level.

Sufficient Condition: no aswne at 

second level. 
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• Hope/Hopelessness: Indicates a participant who justified his expectations through a 

general feeling of optimism or pessimism regarding the future of bureaucratic 

agencies. 

• Structure: Indicates a participant who justified his expectations not because of the 

leader's attitudes, but because of structural factors that were beyond this leader's 

control and influence. 

• Neutrality: Indicates a participant who, when considering the possibility of 

improving, worsening or maintaining the status quo of the case presented, considered 

that he did not have the necessary knowledge to render judgment. These people took 

a neutral position on the Likert scale adopted in previous experiments not because 

they believed that no change would happen, but because they believed that the 

probability of positive change was equal to the probability of negative change. 

• Non-rationalization: Indicates a participant who simply was not able to give a reason 

to justify their expectations toward public agencies. 

 

Having identified these 6 categories, it becomes possible to observe how 

participants from different groups, exposed to different experimental variables, diverged 

from each other in relation to their justifications.  

With our methods explained, we now present the results of our experiment. 

Chapter 4 presents our results for slum dwellers in the Rocinha slum (target audience), 

Chapter 5 presents our results for a group of outsiders (distant evaluators), and the 

comparison between both experiments in Chapter 6. Answers derived from conclusions 

regarding our main propositions are analized with qualitative data on Chapter 7.    
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Part II: Quantitative Analysis 

 

 

Chapter 4: Representation, reputation and its interaction on 

slum dwellers (target audience) 

 

4.1. Introduction 

 In this chapter we present the results for our first experiment among denizens from 

the Rocinha slum. Demographics, randomization checks and manipulation checks are 

presented, followed by a regression using dependent procedural justice and organizational 

effectiveness as its dependent variables, and representation, reputation and its interaction 

as independent variables. We finish with a brief summary of our results and some 

considerations for further analysis.  

 

4.2. Demographics and randomization 

 We begin our analysis by observing the demographic characteristics of our 

sample. Table 1 provides the mean and standard deviation for each demographic variable 

in each experimental group as well as for the total sample. We also provide results of a  

χ² or ANOVA (depending if the variable was categorical or continuous) comparing the 

demographic variables between experimental groups.  

A good picture of the sample can be derived by analyzing the total mean for each 

demographic variable: participants (inhabitants from Rocinha slum) were on average 34  
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Table 3 – Demographic distribution and randomization check for slum dwellers (target 

audience) 

 

years old, with the sample well divided between males (48%) and females (52%). For 

racial composition, 29% of the participants reported being black, 45% reported being 

pardo, and only 26% reported being white. In terms of education, only 15% of the sample 

reported finishing or being enrolled in higher education. Per capita income was on 

Representative Yes No Yes No χ² or

Bad Reputation Yes Yes No No F-Value P-Value Total

Age 33,30 34,43 34,06 34,66 0,13 0,9 34,16

12,32 14,05 14,57 11,92 13,15

Sex 0,44 0,54 0,51 0,45 1,44 0,69 0,48

0,50 0,50 0,50 0,50 0,50

Black 0,33 0,25 0,29 0,34 2,00 0,57 0,29

0,48 0,43 0,45 0,48 0,45

Pardo 0,44 0,52 0,46 0,41 1,82 0,61 0,45

0,50 0,50 0,50 0,50 0,49

White 0,22 0,21 0,26 0,25 0,70 0,87 0,26

0,42 0,41 0,45 0,44 0,44

Education 0,16 0,16 0,17 0,11 1,51 0,68 0,15

0,37 0,37 0,39 0,31 0,36

Income 823,54 1033,74 732,67 925,39 3,11 0.02* 876,02

466,94 889,99 372,69 544,90 608,78

Left-Wing 0,10 0,15 0,11 0,13 1,60 0,66 0,13

0,30 0,36 0,38 0,33 0,34

Righ-Wing 0,08 0,08 0,09 0,14 3,27 0,35 0,09

0,27 0,28 0,22 0,35 0,28

Center 0,16 0,16 0,11 0,13 1,06 0,78 0,12

0,37 0,37 0,33 0,33 0,33

Standard errors below means. * denotes a significant value for a χ² or an ANOVA testing the difference 

in frequencies or means between groups. Sex = 1 for men and 0 for women. Education =1 for those who 

attended or are attending university and 0 otherwise. Income is in per capta Reais. 



 

39 
 

average R$ 876.02, slightly below the Brazilian minimum wage for 2018. Finally, 

political affiliation was evenly distributed among those who considered themselves as 

leaning toward the left (13%), the right (9%) or possessing centrist political views (12%). 

Most of the participants considered themselves unaligned or did not care about any 

political activity, preferring to keep a distance from politics as a whole. 

 Randomization was mostly successful. ANOVA and χ² between experimental 

groups failed to provide significant results for age, sex, race, education and political 

affiliation. On the other hand, a significant imbalance was observed between groups for 

income. All the demographic variables were employed as controls in our main regressions 

to address any possible imbalance.  

 

4.3. Manipulation Check 

Before we proceed with our main results, we also expose the results of the 

manipulation check taken for our proxies on reputation and representation. Regarding 

representation, the participants were asked to rate the similarity of the leader to the 

population of Rocinha (How similar do you think the new leader is to the denizens of 

Rocinha – 5-point Likert scale ranging from very alike to nothing alike). A t-test showed 

that, on average, participants exposed to a representative leader evaluated him as being 

more similar (M = 3.50, SE = .09) than participants exposed to a nonrepresentative leader 

(M = 2.20, SE = .10, t(246) = -9.23, p < 0.001).  

Our choice of varying between police and school as a proxy for reputation was 

tested by employing a manipulation check in which the participants were asked to rate 

the reputation of the bureaucracy to which they were exposed (What is your rating of the 

police’s/public schools’ overall reputation, 5-point Likert scale ranging from very good 
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to very bad). A t-test indicated a difference in average evaluations, with participants 

attributing a worse reputation to the police (M = 1.90, SE = 0.7) than to public schools 

(M = 2.78, SE = 0.8, t(246) = -7.58, p < 0.001), thus supporting our choice. 

 

4.4. Effect of representation and reputation expectations of bureaucratic 

performance of slum dwellers (target audience) 

Graphs 1 and 2 present the average expectations for procedural justice and 

organizational effectiveness by representation status of the leader and reputation of the 

bureaucracy. Table 2 presents the results of an OLS regression with the expectations for 

procedural justice and the expectations for organizational effectiveness as the dependent 

variables, representation (1 equals representative; 0 equals nonrepresentative), and 

reputation (1 equals good reputation, schools; 0 equals bad reputation, police) and their 

interaction as independent variables. Robust standard errors were employed. Appendix II 

presents the same models with the inclusion of all control variables. Appendix III presents 

the correlation table for all variables as well as VIFs. Finally, additional estimations using 

an ordinal logistic model with robust standard errors were made for each model: effect 

directions and levels of significance remained similar to OLS.  

As a quick note, most demographic variables employed as controls in Appendix 

II were nonsignificant (an exception was Age, which was positive and significant for 

Procedural Justice, but only when the interaction term was added). Overall, the 

experimental variables had a significant direct effect on both the expectations of 

procedural justice and the expectations of organizational effectiveness. The effects also 

pointed in the expected direction: the presence of a representative leader increased 

positive expectations among participants, as predicted by symbolic representation theory, 
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while the existence of a bureaucracy with a good reputation also increased the positive 

expectations among participants, as predicted by bureaucratic reputation theory.  

 

Table 4 – Effect of representation and reputation on the expectations of procedural 

justice and organizational effectiveness for slum dwellers (target audience) 

 

 

 

 

Dependent Procedural Organizational Procedural Organizational

Variable Justice Effectiveness Justice Effectiveness

(Main Effect) (Main Effect) (Interaction) (Interaction)

Representation 0.369** 0.242* 0.605*** 0.207

(0.112) (0.0992) (0.145) (0.145)

Reputation 0.410*** 0.739*** 0.644*** 0.704***

(0.112) (0.0992) (0.162) (0.143)

Representation -0.475* 0.0704

X Reputation (0.222) (0.199)

Constant 3.006*** 2.950*** 2.887*** 2.968***

(0.0993) (0.0879) (0.115) (0.103)

N 247 247 247 247

R² 0.089 0.197 0.106 0.198

Controls No No No No

* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001. Robust standard errors are in parenthesis. 

Representation equal 1 for representative and 0 for non-representative. Reputation equal 1 

for schools and 0 for police. Dummy coding was employed to facil itate the interpretation. 

The first model presents the main effects, while the second model presents the simple main 

effects and the interaction.
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Graph 1 – Effect of representation and reputation on procedural justice for slum 

dwellers (target audience) 

 

 

 

Graph 2 – Effect of representation and reputation on organizational effectiveness 

for slum dwellers (target audience) 
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As a quick note, most demographic variables employed as controls in Appendix 

II were nonsignificant (an exception was Age, which was positive and significant for 

Procedural Justice, but only when the interaction term was added). Overall, the 

experimental variables had a significant direct effect on both the expectations of 

procedural justice and the expectations of organizational effectiveness. The effects also 

pointed in the expected direction: the presence of a representative leader increased 

positive expectations among participants, as predicted by symbolic representation theory, 

while the existence of a bureaucracy with a good reputation also increased the positive 

expectations among participants, as predicted by bureaucratic reputation theory.  

While the interaction between representation and reputation was nonsignificant 

for the expectation of organizational effectiveness, the effect was significant and negative 

for the expectation of procedural justice. Graph 1 can provide valuable insight into this 

relationship: the difference in procedural justice between a representative and 

nonrepresentative police commander was highly visible, while the difference in 

procedural justice between a representative and nonrepresentative school principal was 

much less prominent.  

 

4.5. Overall Results 

 First, our results reinforced the theories on symbolic representation and on 

bureaucratic reputation, by showing how both variables had a direct effect on the 

expectations of procedural justice and organizational effectiveness.  

 Second, we had theorized that the importance of representation to an evaluator’s 

future expectations toward a bureaucracy would be affected by the reputation of that 

bureaucracy. We also proposed that representation would be more important when a 
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reputation was negative, given that few factors could be used to rationalize positive future 

expectations, and thus that the relative importance of representation would increase. The 

results partially confirmed our main proposition. Our interaction between representation 

and reputation showed that representation was indeed less important when a reputation 

was positive and more important when reputation was negative, but only for the 

evaluator’s expectation regarding procedural justice. Reputation had no effect in 

diminishing or enhancing the importance of representation when evaluators provided 

their expectations for organizational effectiveness. 

 Thus, these results raise some questions that will need to be analyzed in more 

detail. First, how exactly has the direct effect of representation and reputation effect 

manifested among participants? Was it obvious, with participants simply pointing out the 

representative nature of the bureaucracy and its better reputation? Or was 

counterintuitive, with other types of answers being used to justify representation or 

reputation? Second, what was the true nature of the interaction effect encountered for 

procedural justice, where evaluations of the police were impacted by representation but 

evaluations of schools were good regardless? Third, why did an interaction was observed 

for the expectation of procedural justice, but not for the expectation of organizational 

effectiveness? We ty to answer these questions on Chapter X, where we provide the 

justifications given by participants to sustain their expectations.  
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Chapter  5: Representation, reputation and its interaction on 

outsiders (distant evaluators) 

 

5.1. Introduction 

 

 In this chapter we present the results from the replication of the previous 

experiment, this time on an audience of outsiders (distant evaluators). Its format follows 

the same line as the previous chapter, with a brief discussion of the demographic 

characteristics of the sample, randomization and manipulation checks, exposure of our 

quantitative results and a brief summary of our results relating to our propositions. 

  

5.2. Demographics and randomization 

 As with the previous chapter, we start our analysis by observing the demographic 

characteristics for our sample of outsiders (distant evaluators). Table 3 provides the mean 

and standard deviation for each demographic variable in each experimental group as well 

as for the total sample. Following the procedure previously established, we also provide 

results of a χ² or ANOVA (depending if the variable was categorical or continuous) 

comparing the demographic variables between experimental groups as a randomization 

check  
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Table 5 – Demographic distribution and randomization check for outsiders (distant 

evaluators) 

 

  The mean outcome of each demographic variable can provide a good overview of 

the participants that took part in this second study. On average, participants were 34 years 

old, and where well divided between males (49%) and females (51%). As for the racial 

Representative Yes No Yes No χ² or

Bad Reputation Yes Yes No No F-Value P-Value Total

Age 33,30 38,07 35,09 32,30 1,9 0,12 34,58

12,37 15,22 15,74 13,32 14,26

Sex 0,44 0,57 0,47 0,49 0,23 0,87 0,49

0,50 0,49 0,50 0,50 0,50

Black 0,14 0,10 0,14 0,10 0,83 0,84 0,12

0,35 0,30 0,35 0,31 0,33

Pardo 0,31 0,29 0,31 0,29 0,11 0,98 0,30

0,46 0,46 0,46 0,46 0,33

White 0,53 0,59 0,54 0,60 0,84 0,83 0,56

0,50 0,49 0,50 0,49 0,49

Education 0,52 0,52 0,45 0,64 4,66 0,19 0,54

0,50 0,50 0,50 0,48 0,49

Income 2257,50 2309,40 2097,53 2309,67 0.23 0.87 2247,00

1492,50 1600,05 1607,99 1548,82 1553,42

Left-Wing 0,20 0,25 0,18 0,13 1,14 0,76 0,17

0,40 0,36 0,38 0,34 0,37

Righ-Wing 0,15 0,15 0,18 0,18 0,25 0,96 0,17

0,36 0,36 0,38 0,39 0,37

Center 0,17 0,10 0,11 0,15 1,63 0,65 0,13

0,37 0,37 0,33 0,33 0,34

Participants 59 64 63 61 247

Standard errors below means. * denotes a significant value for a χ² or an ANOVA testing the difference 

in frequencies or means between groups. Sex = 1 for men and 0 for women. Education =1 for those who 

attended or are attending university and 0 otherwise. Income is in per capta Reais. 
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composition of the sample, 12% of the participants reported being black, 30% reported 

being pardo, and 56% reported being white, meaning that our sample was on average 

more aligned with the overall mean for Rio de Janeiro (Rio population is approximately 

os 12% blacks, 39% pardos and 47% whites7). Almost half of the sample (54%) reported 

finishing or being enrolled in tertiary education. Per capita income was on average R$ 

2247.00. Finally, political affiliation was evenly distributed among those who considered 

themselves as leaning toward the left (17%), the right (17%) or possessing centrist 

political views (13%). Most of the participants considered themselves unaligned or did 

not care about any political activity, preferring to keep a distance from politics as a whole. 

Participants also provided responses to the location where they were currently living. All 

participants were inhabiting the West part of the city and no participant lived in the 

vicinity of Rocinha, thus reinforcing our intention of observing a distant audience.   

 Randomization was mostly successful. ANOVA and χ² between experimental 

groups failed to provide significant results for any of the demographic variables.  

 

5.3. Manipulation Check 

 We also observe if the proxies we employed for representation and reputation 

were successful among this new sample. In relation to representation, a t-test showed that, 

on average, participants exposed to a representative leader evaluated him as being more 

similar to the citizens of Rocinha (M = 3.44, SE = .07) than those exposed to a 

nonrepresentative leader (M = 2.05, SE = .09, t(245) = -11.52, p < 0.001). 

 
7 IBGE (2020). Retrieved June 07, 2020, from https://sidra.ibge.gov.br/tabela/2094 
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Regarding reputation, participants were not able to differentiate between our good 

and bad reputation proxies, with the average reputational evaluation of participants 

exposed to the police (M = 2,09, SE = .09) being statistically indifferent from the ones 

exposed to public schools (M = 2.19, SE = .08, t(245) = -0,72, p = 0.46). This is not 

completely unexpected, since a distant audience with lower levels of interaction with a 

set of agencies should have more difficult analyzing its reputation and differentiating it 

from one another. Even though the manipulation check for reputation was non-

significant, it is still possible for our participants to have different evaluations regarding 

those agencies in the experimental setup.  

 

5.4. Effect on expectations of bureaucratic performance 

 

Graphs 3 and 4 present the average expectations for procedural justice and 

organizational effectiveness by representation status of the leader and reputation of the 

bureaucracy, within the sample of outsiders. As with experiment 1, Table 4 presents the 

results of an OLS regression with the expectations for procedural justice and the 

expectations for organizational effectiveness as the dependent variables, representation 

(1 equals representative; 0 equals nonrepresentative), reputation (1 equals good 

reputation, schools; 0 equals bad reputation, police) and their interaction as independent 

variables. Robust standard errors were employed. Appendix IV presents the same models 

with the inclusion of all control variables. Appendix V presents the correlation table for 

all variables as well as VIFs. Finally, additional estimations using an ordinal logistic 

model with robust standard errors were made for each model: effect directions and levels 

of significance remained similar to OLS.  
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Table 6 – Effect of representation and reputation on the expectations of procedural 

justice and organizational effectiveness for outsiders (distant evaluators) 

 

 

Overall, none of the control variables was significant at p =.05, although some 

variables were marginally significant and thus require some attention. For procedural 

justice, age appeared as positive and marginally significant variable at p = .07, pointing 

that older participants were more likely to possesses better expectations regarding the way 

slum residents would be treated in general. For organizational effectiveness, per capita 

income was positive and marginally significant at p = .06, indicating that people coming 

from richer households were more likely to hold better expectations regarding the 

Dependent Procedural Organizational Procedural Organizational

Variable Justice Effectiveness Justice Effectiveness

(Main Effect) (Main Effect) (Interaction) (Interaction)

Representation 0.947*** 0.307*** 0.948*** 0.314**

(0.0924) (0.0775) (0.134) (0.114)

Reputation 0.274** 0.226** 0.274* 0.234*

(0.0924) (0.0775) (0.117) (0.0987)

Representation -0.00126 -0.0152

X Reputation (0.185) (0.155)

Constant 2.954*** 3.296*** 2.954*** 3.292***

(0.0673) (0.0616) (0.0708) (0.0684)

N 247 247 247 247

R² 0.328 0.094 0.328 0.094

Controls No No No No

* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001. Robust standard errors are in parenthesis. Representation 

equal 1 for representative and 0 for non-representative. Reputation equal 1 for schools and 0 

for police. Dummy coding was employed to facil itate the interpretation. The first model presents 

the main effects, while the second model presents the simple main effects and the interaction.
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possibility of improvements within the agencies. On the other hand, identifying as right 

wing was negative and marginally significant at p = .054, indicating that participants that 

held right wing worldviews were more likely to expect poorer results regarding the 

possibility of improvements within those public agencies. 

 

Graph 3 – Effect of representation and reputation on procedural justice for outsiders 

(distant evaluators) 

 

 

 

Graph 4 – Effect of representation and reputation on organizational effectiveness 

for outsiders (distant evaluators) 
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Overall, none of the control variables was significant at p =.05, although some 

variables were marginally significant and thus require some attention. For procedural 

justice, age appeared as positive and marginally significant variable at p = .07, pointing 

that older participants were more likely to possesses better expectations regarding the way 

slum residents would be treated in general. For organizational effectiveness, per capita 

income was positive and marginally significant at p = .06, indicating that people coming 

from richer households were more likely to hold better expectations regarding the 

possibility of improvements within the agencies. On the other hand, identifying as right 

wing was negative and marginally significant at p = .054, indicating that participants that 

held right wing worldviews were more likely to expect poorer results regarding the 

possibility of improvements within those public agencies. 

Regarding the main experimental variables, representation was positive and 

significant for both procedural justice and organizational effectiveness. The overall effect 

of representation was stronger for procedural justice than for organizational effectiveness, 

as participants seemed more eager to believe that a representative leader could have a 

greater impact on the way the bureaucracy and its agents would treat the local populace, 

but were more skeptical on the capacity of a representative leader to implement positive 

change on the bureaucracy itself. 

As for our variable for reputation, effects were also significant and positive both 

for procedural justice and for organizational effectiveness, meaning that on average 

participants had higher expectations when evaluation school than when evaluating a 

police department. This may seem surprising, giving that our manipulation check for 

reputation returned non-significant results. There are a couple of possibilities that may 

explain this outcome, which we explore further down in our discussion.  
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Finally, even though both independent variables were significant, we were unable 

to observe a significant interaction effect between the two, meaning that participants were 

affected by representation in a similar way when evaluating both agencies. This is not 

unexpected, as the distance between participants and the case they were evaluating should 

reduce their capacity to discern more nuanced relationships when compared to the locals 

that took part in the first study. 

 

5.5. Overall Results 

Replicating the survey experiment presented in Chapter 4, we tried to observe how 

representation and reputation affect the expectations of a group of participants far from 

the evaluated bureaucratic agency, and how these participants compare with those who 

live close to that agency. Our results once again reinforced symbolic representation and 

bureaucratic reputation theories by demonstrating a direct effect of both variables over 

future evaluations.  

The effect was stronger for representation over the evaluation of procedural 

justice, while the effect of representation diminished for organizational effectiveness. At 

the same time, the effect of what we called reputation was significant both for procedural 

justice and organizational effectiveness, even though participants were not able to 

differentiate the general reputation of the police from public schools in our manipulation 

check.  

Thus, these results open some important questions that demand further 

exploration. Why was the effect of representation stronger for procedural justice than for 

organizational effectiveness? And why was it possible to observe an effect for our 

reputation proxy, even though our manipulation checks failed? Analysis of qualitative 
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justifications in Chapter 7 may provide an answer to these questions. For now, we proceed 

with the evaluation of our primary results, more precisely, on the noticeable differences 

between slum dwellers and outsiders.  

  



 

54 
 

Chapter 6: Comparison of results between slum dwellers 

(target audience) and outsiders (distant evaluators) 

 

6.1. Demographic comparison between slum dwellers (target audience) and 

outsiders (distant evaluators)  

 

Comparing the results of the demographic variables between both studies, it is 

possible to observe a clear differences between the our group of slum dwellers (target 

audience) and our group of outsiders (distant evaluators). First, in terms of age and sex, 

both groups were similar (average of 34 years, with both groups evenly split between 

males and females), these differences not being significant. Both groups diverged 

significantly in regard to all other demographic variables.  

 In racial terms, it was evident that the outsider group was whiter than the slum 

dwellers (56% whites for outsiders, while only 26% of slum dwellers considered 

themselves white). The outsiders also had a higher proportion of individuals who have 

attended or were attending tertiary education when compared to participants in the first 

study (54% for outsiders vs 15% for slum dwellers). As expected, the outsider group had 

a higher per capita income than the slum dwellers, having on average more than twice the 

income of Rocinha residents (R$ 2247.00 for outsiders vs R$ 876,02). Another interesting 

fact is that the outsider group proved to be more politicized when compared to the slum 

dwellers (47% of the participants defining some political ideology, against 34% among 

the inhabitants of Rocinha). 
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In general, these results corroborate our initial expectations when carrying out the 

second phase of this experiment, demonstrating that the outsider group is richer, “whiter” 

and more politicized than Rocinha’s denizens. These differences are likely to be reflected 

in the way they assess representativeness and reputation of school and police operating 

in favelas, being an indicative of their distance towards that social reality. Below we 

present the results for the main variables of our study. 

 

6.2. Comparison of results between both experiments   

 

A superficial analysis shows that both groups diverged significantly in its 

expectations under different levels of representation and reputation. In order to 

understand more clearly how both groups diverged, a more detailed analysis is necessary. 

In dealing with two distinct groups, which we can assume are not correlated with 

each other, it is possible to employ a wald test to infer whether the difference in 

coefficients for the independent variables from each group is statistically significant. 

Table 5 presents the results of a wald test measuring the significance of the difference in 

effect between the participants of the first (slum dwellers) and the second (outsiders) 

studies, for representation, reputation, as well as the interaction between both. In addition, 

this difference can also be observed when running an aggregate model with both groups. 

Assuming the participant’s group as an independent variable (slum dweller equals 1 while 

outsiders equals 0), a significant interaction between it and the variables for representation 

and reputation would indicate that effects of these two variables are conditional to the 

participant’s group, i.e. that the coefficient of the effects is statistically different between 
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groups. We present the results of an aggregate regression (with the addition of the control 

variables) in Appendix VI. 

 

Table 7 – Comparison of effects between slum dwellers (target audience) and outsiders 

(distant evaluators) for representation, reputation and their interaction 

 

 

At first, it is important to note that in dealing with two different groups, the 

following analysis is observational. The difference in effects found between the 

coefficients of the dependent variables for both groups cannot be causally interpreted , 

which is not the intention of this study. Instead, we intend to demonstrate how the results 

are different for both groups and to raise possibilities as to why these results may have 

presented such differences. In the next chapter, we analyze these differences using 

qualitative data.   

Dependent Procedural Justice Procedural Justice Wald Test O. Effectiviness O. Effectiviness Wald Test

Variable Slum Dwellers Outsider Slum Dwellers Outsider

(Main Effect) (Main Effect) (Main Effect) (Main Effect)

Representation 0.369** 0.947*** χ² = 16,04 0.242* 0.307*** χ² = 0,27

(0.112) (0.0924) p <0,01 (0.0992) (0.0775) p=0,60

Reputation 0.410*** 0.274** χ² = 0,90 0.739*** 0.226** χ² = 16,74

(0.112) (0.0924) p = 0,34 (0.0992) (0.0775) p <0,01

Dependent Procedural Justice Procedural Justice Improvement Improvement

Variable Slum Dwellers Outsider Slum Dwellers Outsider

(Interaction) (Interaction) (Interaction) (Interaction)

Representation 0.605*** 0.948*** χ² =3,07 0.207 0.314** χ² =0,34

(0.145) (0.134) p=0,07 (0.145) (0.114) p=0,55

Reputation 0.644*** 0.274* χ² =3,47 0.704*** 0.234* χ² =7,14

(0.162) (0.117) p=0,06 (0.143) (0.0987) p<0,01

Representation

X Reputation -0.475* -0.00126 χ² = 2,73 0.0704 -0.0152 χ² = 0,12

(0.222) (0.185) p=0,09 (0.199) (0.155) p=0,73
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Regarding the expectation of procedural justice, there seems to be a significant 

difference for the direct effect of representation between groups, with the effect being 

much stronger for outsiders than for slum dwellers. For our reputation variable, although 

slum dwellers on average gave more value to the organization's reputation, there was no 

significant difference between the effects for both groups. Differences in the direct effects 

tells a partial story, since a significant interaction was noticed between representation and 

reputation for the group of slum dwellers. The results show that the difference in effects 

for the interaction variable for both groups was marginally significant at p = 0.09 (it is 

important to point that the wald test was run without controls. When controls are added, 

such as in the aggregate  model presented in Appendix VI, the interactions is significant 

at p<0.05), meaning that outsiders rewarded representation and punished non-

representation both for the police as for schools, while slum dwellers did so only for the 

police while rewarding schools regardless of leader’s representative status.  

Meanwhile, expectations related to organizational effectiveness behaved as 

predicted by symbolic representation and bureaucratic reputation theory for both 

outsiders and slum dwellers, with positive and significant effects for the reputation of the 

organization and the representativeness of the leader over future expectations. The wald 

test does not demonstrate a significant difference between the effects of representation 

for slum dwellers and outsiders, even though the effect is slightly larger for outsiders. 

Overall, representational effects diminished for both groups when evaluating 

organizational effectiveness instead of procedural justice, although this reduction was 

much more prominent among outsiders, who experienced an exceptionally strong 

representational effect for the evaluation of procedural justice. On the other hand, 

reputational effects diverged between groups, with the inhabitants of Rocinha being much 

more critical of the police's capacity for improvement when compared to schools. 
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6.3. Overall Results 

Regarding our second set of propositions, they seem to have been partially 

confirmed when comparing results from both groups. We considered that outsiders would 

constitute a distant audience and thus have more difficulty differentiating reputations 

when compared to slum dwellers (target audience). Indeed, the variable seems to have 

been of less important to the outsider group: for procedural justice, no interaction was 

observed between representation and reputation (in this case, slum dwellers were 

rewarding a bureaucracy with a good reputation regardless of representation, while 

outsiders required a representative leader to fully reward both schools or the police). For 

organizational effectiveness, the relationship was clearer with slum dwellers strongly 

punishing bad reputation when compared to outsiders.    

 Regarding representation, we have kept our expectations open given that the 

literature presented possibilities for both diminished effects or positive effects. A strong 

positive effect was observed for procedural justice, with outsiders highly overestimating 

the effect of representation when compared to insiders. Yet, for the evaluation of 

organizational effectiveness both groups seem to converge regarding the impact of 

representation.  

 As with previous chapters, these results have created some interesting questions 

that need to be addressed. Why is there no interaction between representation and 

reputation for outsiders? Why was the effect of representation so much stronger from 

outsiders in the evaluation of procedural justice? And why was the effect of reputation 

stronger for slum dwellers in the evaluation of organizational effectiveness? An answer 

for these questions may lie in the qualitative responses provided by participants. Thus, in 

the next part of this section we analyze the justifications used by participants in order to 

shed light on the results encountered until now.   
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Part III – Qualitative Results 

 

Chapter 7: Participants’ justifications for expectations of 

procedural justice and organizational effectiveness 

 

7.1. Qualitative Inquire 

 

So far, this research has focused on observing how the representation status of an 

agency's leader, in line with the agency's reputation, affected participants' future 

expectations regarding procedural justice and organizational effectiveness. Through an 

experiment conducted with both residents from a slum in Rio de Janeiro, as well as a 

second experiment with citizens from a middle-class neighborhood in the same city, it 

was possible to observe the effects of representation and reputation over these two 

independent variables. It was also possible to notice how these effects diverged between 

participants from the slum, close to the agencies being evaluated, and the group of 

outsiders, with a certain degree of distance.  

Now, we intend to expand the finding of previous chapters using qualitative data 

collected among respondents, the justifications employed to sustain their expectations for 

procedural justice and organizational effectiveness. We do so by using the categories 

delimited in our coding process on chapter 3, and them observing how justifications were 

distributed across each experimental group as well as the likelihood of certain 

justifications to be evoked given the presence of our dependent variables for reputation 
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and representation, as well as group status. As so, while previous chapters sought to 

answer whether representativeness and reputation would have any effect on future 

expectations regarding procedural justice and organizational effectiveness among slum 

dwellers and outsider, at this stage we intend to answer the questions regarding the nature 

of these effects raised in the last chapters, observe if the justifications that participants 

adopted to explain their expectations align with the propositions exposed in our analytical 

model or if a completely different process is taking place , and determine how reputation 

and representation affect the way individuals justify their positive and negative 

expectations.  

 

7.2. Positive and Negative Expectations  

 

It is important to note that the six main concepts identified in our methodology are 

justifications of future expectations. They exist as conditional responses to a positive, 

neutral or negative expectation previously defined by a respondent. One way to 

understand this relationship is to add the expression “because of” before reading any of 

these concepts. For example, "I have positive expectations for the future because of 

representation", or "I have negative expectations for the future because of structural 

factors". 

The conditionality of these concepts raises an important point that must be 

addressed when analyzing the distribution of justifications: some reasons can be used to 

justify both positive and negative expectations. For example, many of the participants 

exposed to a representative leader considered representativeness the fundamental factor 

to justify positive expectations. Likewise, participants exposed to a non-representative 
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leader also considered representativeness (in this case, the lack of representativeness 

possessed by the leader) as a fundamental factor to justify negative expectation. 

Thus, these reasons must be examined under the scrutiny of the expectations that 

gave rise to them. During data collection in both previous experiments, participants had 

the chance to report their expectations regarding procedural justice and organizational 

effectiveness using a five-point Likert scale (for example: Do you think that the residents 

of Rocinha should experience better, equal or worse treatment from the police/school with 

this change in leadership? – 5-point Likert scale ranging from Much Better, Better, The 

Same, Worse or Much Worse). Simplifying it, it is possible to identify three basic states 

regarding the expectations of the participants: they could expect an improvement in the 

future, they could expect the situation to remain unchanged or they could expect the 

situation the worsen.  

For our current analysis, we decided to simplify these three alternatives and divide 

them in two groups. One in which participants believed the situation would worsen or 

that no change was going to happen, which we considered a negative expectation, and a 

second group where participants believed that the situation would improve, which we 

considered as a positive expectation. We made such a division for two reasons: first, 

dividing our sample into three groups (improvement, unchanged and worsening) would 

diminish the N for each group, straining our analytical effort. Second, by analyzing the 

participants’ responses it was possible to notice that qualitatively the main point that 

divided participants’ expectations was their capacity to believe in an improvement in the 

future. Among those that did not believe in change, many did so because of a lack of faith 

in the organization or in the capacity of the leader, not unlike those who expected a 

worsening of the situation.  
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This division between positive (improvement) and negative (worsening or no 

change) expectations did not change the results previously found in the last chapters. A 

logistic regression using these dichotomous variable (1 equals positive expectations, 0 

equals negative expectations) instead of the Likert scale presented in the previous 

experiments did not show differences in the significance of the effects for representation 

and reputation over the expectation of procedural justice and organizational effectiveness, 

both for slum dwellers and outsiders. The results from this regression can be seen in 

Appendix VII. 

Thus, in the next session we present a descriptive analysis of our results, showing 

how the number and proportion of justifications diverged between experimental groups.  

 

7.3. Justifications for positive and negative expectations 

Overall justification of expectations seems to have differed drastically based on 

experimental group. As we now expose a descriptive analysis of how each group behaved 

in their distribution of justifications. For this, we use the representative status of the 

leaders as a baseline for comparison, given the importance of representation to the efforts 

of this thesis. Thus, in this section, we present a brief description of how participants 

exposed to the police or to schools, originated from a slum or from a middle-class 

neighborhood, and evaluating procedural justice or organizational effectiveness, differed 

in how they justified representation.  

Tables 8 and 9 present the overall distribution of reasons for each experimental 

group, first for procedural justice and then for organizational effectiveness. They show 

the total number of responses that used a given justification as well as the proportion of 

these responses regarding positive or negative expectations. We follow those tables with 
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a brief description of the distribution of justifications. A more detailed analysis can be 

found on Appendix VIII, where we present examples of justifications given by 

participants for each experimental group.  

 

7.3.1. Justifications for positive and negative expectations of procedural justice  

 

Table 8 – Distribution of Justifications for the Evaluation of Procedural Justice among 

slum dwellers (target audience) and outsiders (distant evaluators) 

 

  

Analyzing the distribution of justifications for slum dwellers that evaluated the 

police, it is possible to perceive that the positive effect of representation over the 

expectation of procedural justice found during the first study is due to a portion of the 

respondents who move from the negative expectations based on hopelessness and 

Positive Negative Positive Negative Positive Negative Positive Negative

Total 36 (61%) 23 (39%) 40 (62%) 24 (38%) 26 (41%) 37 (59%) 10 (16%) 52 (84%)

Representation 17 (47%) 2 (8%) 6 (15%) 3 (12%) 21 (80%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 6 (11%)

Leadership 14 (38%) 0 (0%) 27 (67%) 1 (4%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 1 (10%) 0 (0%)

Hope/Hopelessness 4 (11%) 4 (17%) 4 (10%) 3 (12%) 2 (7%) 16 (43%) 7 (70%) 18 (34%)

Structure 0  (0%) 5 (21%) 0 (0%) 7 (29%) 0 (0%) 14 (37%) 0 (0%) 19 (36%)

Neutrality 0  (0%) 6 (26%) 0 (0%) 5 (20%) 0 (0%) 2 (5%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%)

No Reason 1 (2%) 6 (26%) 2 (5%) 5 (20%) 3 (11%) 5 (13%) 2 (10%) 10 (19%)

Positive Negative Positive Negative Positive Negative Positive Negative

Total 53 (84%) 10 (16%) 18 (31%) 39 (96%) 38 (62%) 23 (38%) 7 (10%) 58 (90%)

Representation 30 (56%) 0 (0%) 1 (5%) 19 (48%) 32 (84%) 1 (4%) 0 (0%) 22 (37%)

Leadership 14 (26%) 0 (0%) 11 (61%) 4 (10%) 5 (13%) 0 (0%) 2 (28%) 2 (3%)

Hope/Hopelessness 7 (13%) 1 (10%) 3 (16%) 6 (15%) 0 (0%) 8 (34%) 5 (71%) 6 (10%)

Structure 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 4 (10%) 0 (0%) 6 (26%) 0 (0%) 11 (18%)

Neutrality 0 (0%) 4 (40%) 0 (0%) 4 (10%) 0 (0%) 1 (4%) 0 (0%) 10 (17%)

No Reason 2 (3%) 5 (50%) 3 (16%) 2 (5%) 2 (5%) 7 (30%) 0 (0%) 8 (13%)

Representative Non-Representative

School School

Representative Non Representative

Outsiders

Representative Non-Representative Representative Non Representative

Police Police

School School Police

Smul Dwellers

Police
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structural perceptions and adopt a positive perspective thanks to the leader 

representativeness. 

When we observe slum dwellers that evaluated schools, it is still clear that 

representation affected how participants justified their positive expectations. Participants 

exposed to a representative leader have largely considered the representativeness of that 

leader as a reason for their positive expectations. Yet, participants exposed to a non-

representative leader were able to identify other aspects of the leader capable of justifying 

positive expectations, and overall the ratio of positive to negative expectations between 

both groups remained the same. In face of generally positive expectations, 

representativeness was able to alter the justifications used by individuals, but not the 

proportion of positive expectations, thus explaining the lack of representation effect for 

the expectation of procedural justice for slum dwellers that evaluated schools (identified 

as the negative interaction for procedural justice in the first study).  

When we move to outsiders, it seems clear why the effect of representation was 

so strong in the evaluation of procedural justice. For those that evaluated the police, the 

effect seems to derive from the fact that not only do the outsiders reward representation 

(the main justification for their positive expectations when exposed to a representative 

leader) but they also punish non-representation (being the main justification for their 

negative expectations when exposed to a non-representative leader). 

The overall justifications seems to have followed a similar model for both the 

police and the schools when it comes to the expectation of procedural justice among 

outsiders. Participants exposed to a representative principal rewarded representativeness, 

while participants exposed to a non-representative principal punished non-

representativeness. On the other hand, more participants exposed to the police had 

negative expectations thanks to the perception of structural factors or simply because of 
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pessimism, while participants exposed to schools where more likely to observe positive 

characteristics of the leader that could justify positive expectations. This seems to be the 

basis of the reputational effect observed for the expectations of procedural justice.    

 

7.3.2. Justifications for positive and negative expectations of organizational 

effectiveness  

 

Table 9– Distribution of justifications for the evaluation of organizational 

effectiveness among slum dwellers (target audience) and outsiders (distant evaluators) 
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When slum dwellers were evaluating the police in terms of organizational 

effectiveness, the distribution of justifications diverged from those adopted for procedural 

justice in which representativeness seems to have had a decrease in its relative importance 

for the positive expectations of a representative leader and in which the perception of 

structural factors obtained a central role in justifying negative expectations. 

On the other hand, when slum dwellers were evaluating public schools in relation 

to organizational effectiveness, overall, results the distribution of justifications had more 

similarities with the same group evaluating procedural justice. Nevertheless, for negative 

expectations greater importance seems to have been given to structural factors in both the 

representative and non-representative cases.  Unlike for procedural justice, a small 

difference in positive expectations was observed for organizational effectiveness between 

representative and non-representative cases, enough to diminish the effect of the 

interaction observed for procedural justice. The cause seems to be a slight increase in the 

proportion of positive answers under a representative leader driven especially through 

hope. 

When observing outsiders that evaluated the police, representation was still an 

important reason participants used to justify positive expectations under a representative 

leader, but not as a way to justify negative expectations for a non-representative leader.  

Instead, participants were more keen on identifying structural factors that could inhibit 

the actions of the leader or opted for a neutral position regarding the case.  

For those outsiders that evaluated schools, justifications were similar to those used 

for the police. The representation effect seems to derive from a greater propensity of 

participants exposed to representative leaders to consider possible improvements in the 

future thanks to the representativeness of the leader. On the other hand, more participants 
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held negative expectations towards the future because of structural factors or where 

simply neutral towards the case 

. 

7.4. Likelihood of justifications for the expectations on procedural justice 

As for now, we present an analysis of the likelihood of an individual to adopt a 

certain justification given its exposure to a representative leader, to a bureaucracy with a 

good or bad reputation, or depending if the individual was a slum dweller or an outsider. 

It is important to notice that the following analysis is complementary to descriptive 

exposition of the distribution and proportion of justifications present in the last section. 

In dividing the sample between positive and negative expectations, the sample itself is 

already affected by our variables of representation, reputation and group status. Thus, this 

analysis aims to answers the following question: considering that an individual already 

had a positive or a negative expectation towards the future, how probable was he to adopt 

a specific type of justification given his exposition to our experimental variables. By that, 

we are trying to observe in a more straightforward way how representation, reputation 

and group status influence choices of justification.  We divide this analysis between 

procedural justice, first, and organizational effectiveness, later.  

Table 10 presents the results of a logistic regression with the justification given 

for the expectation of procedural justice as the dependent variable, divided between 

positive and negative expectations, and representation (1 equals representative; 0 equals 

nonrepresentative), reputation (1 equals good reputation, schools; 0 equals bad reputation, 

police) and group status (1 equals slum dwellers, 0 equals outsiders) as independent 

variables.  
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Table 10 – Likelihood of justifications for the expectations on procedural justice  

 

7.4.1. Representation 

Observing the general results for individuals who had positive expectations 

regarding procedural justice, it is possible to notice that representation had a positive and 

significant effect on the justification of representativeness, while also having a negative 

and significant effect both for the justification of hope and for the justification of 

Dependent

Variable Representation Leadership Hope Unknown Representation Hopelessness Structure Neutrality Unknown

Representation 2.883*** -1.429*** -1.480** -0.739 -2.324*** 0.624 -0.0782 0.610 0.727*

(0.461) (0.351) (0.471) (0.613) (0.639) (0.340) (0.342) (0.432) (0.308)

Reputation -0.997** 1.794*** -0.756 -0.841 0.507 -1.116** -0.811* 1.128** 0.723*

(0.353) (0.432) (0.464) (0.624) (0.365) (0.377) (0.349) (0.407) (0.294)

Slum Dweller -0.607 0.334 0.574 -0.241 -1.480*** 0.548 1.343** -0.294 -0.325

(0.427) (0.429) (0.633) (0.728) (0.449) (0.415) (0.424) (0.507) (0.355)

Age 0.261 0.0852 -0.984* -0.0338 -0.151 0.00544 0.421 -0.0698 -0.118

(0.338) (0.331) (0.454) (0.583) (0.372) (0.341) (0.330) (0.413) (0.299)

Sex 0.0167 -0.00851 0.00461 -0.00886 -0.0227 0.0317* 0.00144 0.0108 -0.00900

(0.0127) (0.0131) (0.0158) (0.0224) (0.0136) (0.0132) (0.0124) (0.0144) (0.0112)

Black -0.0641 0.200 -0.542 -0.0915 0.275 -0.0314 -0.970* -0.0674 0.395

(0.394) (0.395) (0.557) (0.685) (0.421) (0.421) (0.398) (0.465) (0.337)

Pardo 0.0728 -0.444 0.673 -0.530 0.607 0.531 -0.645 -0.152 -0.694

(0.511) (0.515) (0.643) (0.915) (0.516) (0.440) (0.443) (0.574) (0.434)

Education -0.0396 0.134 0.458 -1.989* -0.0116 -0.992* 0.751 0.228 0.0286

(0.408) (0.420) (0.571) (0.984) (0.451) (0.476) (0.397) (0.515) (0.365)

Income -0.000325* 0.0000674 0.000311 0.000330 0.000232 -0.000160 -0.000240 0.0000866 -0.0000243

(0.000160) (0.000159) (0.000192) (0.000264) (0.000147) (0.000186) (0.000172) (0.000171) (0.000135)

Righ-Wing -0.231 0.0813 1093 -1243 -0.155 1.669** 0.238 0.237 -1.116*

(0.558) (0.524) (0.610) -1083 (0.526) (0.534) (0.534) (0.604) (0.516)

Left-Wing -0.529 0.852 0.0528 -0.768 0.0873 0.815 0.0224 -0.164 -0.434

(0.484) (0.479) (0.706) -1093 (0.516) (0.466) (0.466) (0.644) (0.438)

Center 0.287 0.0343 0.966 - 0.495 -1.873* 1.271** 0.711 -0.685

(0.540) (0.523) (0.605) - (0.513) (0.791) (0.441) (0.537) (0.463)

Constant -1441 -1368 -1514 -0.838 -0.424 -2.361*** -1.553* -3.270*** -0.593

(0.837) (0.839) -1013 -1289 (0.630) (0.705) (0.664) (0.807) (0.559)

N 221 221 221 195 259 259 259 259 259

Pseudo-R² 0.279 0.196 0.158 0.102 0.227 0.178 0.129 0.083 0.082

Possitive Expectations Negative Expectations

Robust standard erros below coeficients. * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001. Representation equal 1 for representative and 0 for non-representative. Reputation equal 1 for schools and 0 for 

police. 
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leadership. What this indicates is that individuals exposed to a representative leader were 

more likely to justify their positive expectations thanks to the representativeness of the 

leader, while those exposed to a non-representative leader were more likely to justify 

these expectations through aspects of the leader unrelated to their representative origin, 

or simply through optimism regarding the future. 

Among those who had negative expectations regarding procedural justice, 

representation appears as a negative and significant variable for the justification of 

representativeness. In other words, an individual with negative expectations for the future 

was more likely to justify these expectations as coming from the origin of the leader if 

that leader was not representative. 

 

7.4.2. Reputation 

Among those who had positive expectations regarding procedural justice, 

reputation appears in a negative and significant way for the justification of 

representativeness, while it also appears in a positive and significant way for the 

justification of leadership. What these results show is that when individuals were exposed 

to a more reputable bureaucracy, the probability of them considering the 

representativeness of the leader as the reason for their responses decreased, while the 

probability of considering other characteristics related to the leader increased.  

Among those who had negative expectations regarding the future, reputation had 

a negative and significant effect on the justification of hope and the justification of 

structures, indicating that when individuals were exposed to a bureaucracy with a better 

reputation, they were less likely to justify their future negative expectations by a sense of 

hopelessness or the perception that structural factors were preventing change or 
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worsening the situation. On the other hand, reputation had a positive and significant effect 

on neutrality and no-reason, which indicates that individuals who were exposed to a 

reputable bureaucracy and yet had negative expectations were more likely to take a 

neutral stance towards the case or failed to find any way to justify these negative 

expectations. 

 

7.4.3. Group 

The social origin of an individual does not seem to have had an effect on the 

reasons used to justify positive expectations regarding procedural justice. On the other 

hand, among those who showed negative expectations about the future, being born in the 

Rocinha slum had a negative and significant effect on representation, while also having a 

positive and significant effect on the justification of structures. In other words, it was 

more likely for an outsider who evaluated the case to justify his negative expectations as 

coming from the leader's origin, while Rocinha residents with negative expectations were 

more likely to identify structural factors as their rationale. 

 

7.5. Likelihood of justifications for the expectations on organizational effectiveness  

Table 11 presents the results of a logistic regression with the justifications given 

for the expectation of organizational effectiveness as the dependent variable, divided 

between positive and negative expectations, and representation (1 equals representative; 

0 equals nonrepresentative), reputation (1 equals good reputation, schools; 0 equals bad 

reputation, police), and group status (1 equals slum dwellers, 0 equals outsiders) as 

independent variables. 
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Table 11 – Likelihood of justifications for the expectations on organizational 

effectiveness  

 

7.5.1. Representation 

Among the participants who had positive expectations regarding organizational 

effectiveness, representation had a positive and significant effect on the justification of 

Dependent

Variable Representation Leadership Hope Unknown Representation Hopelessness Structure Neutrality Unknown

Representation 2.661*** -1.324*** -0.212 -0.895 -2.611 0.717 0.390 -0.830 -0.272

(0.494) (0.341) (0.326) (0.473) (1.087) (0.439) (0.279) (0.473) (0.336)

Reputation -0.486 1.106** -0.120 -0.965* 2.071** -2.032** 0.0580 0.710 0.417

(0.355) (0.401) (0.341) (0.467) (0.739) (0.672) (0.290) (0.432) (0.334)

Slum Dweller 0.265 0.388 -0.234 -0.779 1469 -0.189 1.143*** -3.157*** -1.398***

(0.443) (0.440) (0.431) (0.558) (0.852) (0.547) (0.323) (0.775) (0.374)

Age 0.287 -0.182 0.114 -0.583 0.304 -0.297 0.107 0.636 0.160

(0.340) (0.320) (0.316) (0.455) (0.707) (0.463) (0.280) (0.446) (0.332)

Sex 0.00913 -0.0161 0.0250* -0.0401* 0.0409 0.0292 0.00377 -0.00471 -0.0255*

(0.0122) (0.0122) (0.0110) (0.0192) (0.0289) (0.0178) (0.0107) (0.0164) (0.0130)

Black -0.396 0.482 0.300 -0.899 -0.0635 0.0835 -0.0575 -0.0133 0.203

(0.397) (0.385) (0.378) (0.539) (0.784) (0.560) (0.319) (0.459) (0.362)

Pardo 0.282 0.0147 0.270 -0.720 -0.0988 0.278 -0.115 -0.529 -0.513

(0.471) (0.485) (0.466) (0.617) (0.951) (0.564) (0.377) (0.682) (0.475)

Education 0.0582 0.314 -0.0151 -0.638 1.703* -2.001* 0.517 -0.460 -0.390

(0.416) (0.436) (0.410) (0.634) (0.847) (0.836) (0.339) (0.492) (0.386)

Income 0.0000140 -0.0000283 0.000291* -0.000823** -0.000228 -0.000554 0.000262 -0.0000173 -0.000119

(0.000163) (0.000155) (0.000143) (0.000306) (0.000350) (0.000370) (0.000136) (0.000164) (0.000148)

Righ-Wing 0.678 -0.463 -0.593 0.429 0.500 0.202 -0.301 0.786 0.0965

(0.616) (0.566) (0.571) (0.703) (0.841) (0.785) (0.403) (0.539) (0.447)

Left-Wing -0.126 0.165 -0.397 0.699 -0.232 0.984 0.257 0.292 -0.692

(0.454) (0.446) (0.450) (0.563) (0.997) (0.610) (0.415) (0.685) (0.558)

Center 0.677 0.0307 0.0452 -1275 - - 1.113* 0.381 -0.495

(0.558) (0.489) (0.487) -1096 - - (0.472) (0.629) (0.528)

Constant -3.198*** -0.819 -2.153** 2.838* -6.404*** -1.810* -1.292* -1164 0.592

(0.885) (0.764) (0.737) -1161 (1.782) (0.914) (0.557) (0.732) (0.607)

N 223 223 223 223 222 222 257 257 257

Pseudo-R² 0.190 0.116 0.067 0.169 0.251 0.221 0.084 0.261 0.107

Robust standard erros below coeficients. * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001. Representation equal 1 for representative and 0 for non-representative. Reputation equal 1 for schools and 0 for 

police. 

Possitive Expectations Negative Expectations
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representation and a negative and significant effect on the justification of leadership, 

similar to procedural justice.  

Unlike the results found for procedural justice, it does not seem that representation 

had any effect among those who had negative expectations regarding organizational 

effectiveness, indicating that the non-representativeness of a leader was not a determining 

factor in the consolidation of these negative expectations. 

 

7.5.2. Reputation 

Among those who had positive expectations for the future, reputation had a 

positive and significant effect on the justification of leadership, meaning that participants 

exposed to a bureaucracy with a  better reputation (schools) are more likely to observe 

positive characteristics in its leaders than participants exposed to a bureaucracy with a 

bad reputation (police). Reputation also appears to have had a negative and significant 

effect on no-reason, indicating that individuals who had positive expectations for the 

future found it more difficult to rationalize these expectations when exposed to a 

bureaucracy with a bad reputation (police). 

For negative expectations, an interesting result is that reputation had a positive 

and significant effect on the justification of representation. This indicates that participants 

with negative expectations exposed to schools were more likely to consider a leader's 

non-representative origin as the reason for their pessimism (in absolute numbers, this was 

a very small difference in which participants exposed to schools were more diffused in 

their negative expectations and participants exposed to the police focused more hardly on 

aspects such as hopelessness and structure). On the other hand, reputation had a negative 

and significant result for the justification of hopelessness, indicating that it was more 
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likely for an individual to justify his negative expectations through pure pessimism when 

confronting the police.  

 

7.5.3. Group 

Among the participants who had negative expectations regarding procedural 

justice, the group had a positive and significant effect on the justification of structures, 

indicating that residents of Rocinha in general considered structural factors to be of 

greater importance to justify these expectations. On the other hand, group had a negative 

and significant effect for both neutrality and no-reason. This indicates that outsiders were 

more likely to adopt a neutral instance when assessing cases, or simply to provide no 

justification for their negative expectations.  

 

7.6. Categories of representation used as justifications  

 

In our coding process, we identified three ways in which we could consider an 

individual having representativeness as their main justifications for their expectations. A 

participant may have considered representativeness as an aspect that would give the 

experience or knowledge necessary for a leader to take action (origin-leader), it may have 

considered that the population would react to the representativeness of the leader and 

become more likely to deal or not deal with him (origin-community), or it may have taken 

representativeness as something obvious and cited the representativeness of the leader 

without further explanation to justify its answer (origin-simple). 
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Given the importance of representativeness for our analysis, it makes sense to see 

which approach was predominant among participants. For the expectations of procedural 

justice, among slum dwellers and outsiders 160 people had representation as their main 

justification, from which 70% had origin-leader, 15% had origin-community and 15% 

had origin-simple as their direct reasons (if divided between positive and negative 

expectations, 107 participants had representation as their main reason for positive 

expectations, divided between 71% for origin-leader, 8% for origin-community and 20% 

for origin-simple. 53 participants had representation as their main reason for negative 

expectations, divided between 69% for origin-leader, 28% for origin-community and 3% 

for origin-simple).  

For the expectations of organizational effectiveness, among slum dwellers and 

outsiders 78 people had representation as their main reason, from which 73% had origin-

leader, 8% had origin-community and 17% had origin-simple as their direct reason (if 

divided between positive and negative expectations, 66 participants had representation as 

their main reason for positive expectations, divided between 72% for origin-leader, 6% 

for origin-community and 21% for origin-simple. 12 participants had representation as 

their main reason for negative expectations, divided between 75% for origin-leader, 25% 

for origin-community and 0% for origin-simple). 

What this tells us is that in our experimental setting, expectations regarding 

representation were mostly justified through the leader experience (or lack of) derived 

from his representational status. It was also more likely for positive responses to be 

justified in a simple way, as if the representative status of the leader was enough to supply 

an answer without further explanations. As for negative expectations, a higher proportion 

of participants considered that the community would react badly to the leader 

representational status (in almost all cases, the lack of representation possessed by the  a 
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non-representative leader), especially among outsiders, which had the higher number of 

negative expectations justified through representation. 

 

7.7. Overall Results  

At first, it is important to highlight the way in which participants justified their 

positive and negative expectations in general. Positive expectations were justified mainly 

through the characteristics of the leader, be it his representativeness or other attributes 

related to his person, with a smaller group of respondents also adopting simple optimism 

as their main reason. On the other hand, negative expectations focused mainly on 

structural aspects linked to bureaucracy, a feeling of generalized pessimism, or a feeling 

of neutrality in relation to the fate of the bureaucracy. There were, in expressive numbers, 

no cases of individuals who attributed their positive expectations to the action of the 

government, the bureaucracy or the community as a whole. Likewise, it was rare for 

individuals to consider the age of the leader, the fact that he was a new to his position or 

his education as a reason for negative expectations. Thus, it is clear that in the context of 

the experiments previously carried out, positive expectations are on average justified 

through the leader itself, while negative expectations are based on aspects external to the 

leader. Through this, we can also conclude that any effects related to representation and 

reputation should follow those lines, having positive expectations related to leader actions 

and negative expectations related to external factors (in average).  

The analysis of the propensities of justifications attributed to positive and negative 

expectations of each experimental group demonstrated the inherent difference between 

these groups. Differences in the justification process seem to have been affected by the 

organization's reputation, by the level of representativeness of the leader, by the group 
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that assessed the case and also seem to have diverged depending on whether the evaluator 

provided his expectations regarding procedural justice or organizational effectiveness. In 

general, these differences seem to align with the effects found in the experiments we 

carried out, providing further explanations of why these effects manifested the way they 

did. 

 

7.7.1 Explaining the differences in previous results between procedural justice vs 

organizational effectiveness  

It should be noted that participants behaved differently when evaluating 

procedural justice when compared to organizational effectiveness. On average, when 

assessing procedural justice, the way residents would be treated given the change in 

leadership in the bureaucracy, participants were more willing to believe in the leader's 

ability to influence this process. More participants justified positive expectations thanks 

to representativeness of the leader when evaluating procedural justice than when 

evaluating organizational effectiveness. In relative terms, representativeness as a 

justification for positive expectations was also more important for procedural justice 

(where it appeared more frequently) than for organizational effectiveness (where positive 

expectations were more dispersed between representativeness and other reasons). 

 In contrast, when evaluating organizational effectiveness there was an evident 

increase in negative expectations justified through the existence of structures. In other 

words, when assessing the possibility of concrete improvements directly in the 

bureaucracy, participants were generally more critical of the leader's ability, especially 

the leader's representativeness, to make clear improvements. 
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As such, it is evident that the symbolic effects of the representativeness of a leader 

are concentrated more strongly in the assessment of how this leader can influence the 

treatment of locals. When assessing this leader's ability to generate significant changes in 

the structure of the bureaucracy itself, participants were more critical of his powers and 

perceived more clearly the existence of other factors that could interfere with his actions. 

Such results seem to align with the literature on active representation, where it has been 

known that active representational effects need to be associated with an area where 

representation has space to work (Meier and Stewart, 1992; Keiser et al., 2002). Thus, 

individuals evaluating a representative bureaucracy (symbolic representation) could 

adopt the same logic, believing that representational effects would be harder in an area 

where the leader has less discretion and thus reducing their positive expectations (in other 

words, reducing the symbolic effect of symbolic representation).   

  

7.7.2. Explaining the prevalence of direct effects for representation  

 

Beyond idiosyncratic variations, two clear effects seem to exist for both slum 

dwellers (target audience) and outsiders (distant evaluators), whether in the assessment 

of procedural justice or organizational effectiveness. 

The first clear effect is that of representation. Being exposed to a representative 

leader increases the likelihood of positive responses being justified through the 

representativeness of the leader. This effect is real for both procedural justice and 

organizational effectiveness. Observing the absolute number of responses, there is an 

increase in the number of positive expectations driven by responses justified through 

representation. Such an effect was expected, being predicted by symbolic representation 
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literature (Pitkin 1967), and provide a simple explanation to our question on how exactly 

the representational effect manifested and was justified.  

 On the other hand, in the second level of our coding process we were also able to 

observe the direct way in which participants used representation as a justification: 

representation as phenomenon born from the bureaucrat (“he has local experience, thus 

he will able to do a good job”), born from the clients (“the people will be safer with a 

local in charge”), or simply good by itself, not demanding further justification (“things 

will get better because he was born there. That’s it”). In the context of this experiment, 

the vast majority of justifications related to representation, be for positive or negative 

expectations, were due to the possibility of the leader using his representative status in an 

active way, helping (or hindering, for non-representative leaders) the population. These 

justifications were based on the idea that the leader would be able to employ his 

representative origin to provide a better service to the population. Thus, for most of our 

participants, the symbolic effect of representation was not due to the perception that the 

existence of a representative bureaucrat would make the population relate to the 

bureaucracy in a more friendly way, a more classic and theoretical view of symbolic 

representation (Pitkin 1967). Instead, the existence of symbolic representation seemed to 

be more aligned with the belief that active representation would be possible (Mosher, 

1968). In other words, participants didn’t experience an increase in positive expectations 

by believing the population would be better represented, but by believing that 

representation was an asset that could be employed by the leader to act more efficiently  

(even though there is no guarantee that he would do so). What this reveal is that the 

justification of symbolic representation (the increase in predisposition that happened 

simply be seeing a representative leader) appears to be dependent on an evaluator belief 

in in active representation.  
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7.7.3. Explaining the prevalence of direct effects for reputation 

A less straightforward, but still clear effect was that of reputation. Individuals 

exposed to schools were more likely to justify their positive expectations through non-

representational characteristics of the leader for both procedural justice and 

organizational effectiveness. Analyzing the absolute number of responses, it is possible 

to observe that participants who evaluated schools had an increase in the number of 

positive responses using non-representational leader traits as a justification. This relation 

is true even for the outsider group, that was unable to differentiate the reputation of the 

agencies on the manipulation check of the second study. On the other side of the spectrum,  

participants exposed to the police were more likely to justify negative expectations with 

a feeling of dread and hopelessness towards the future, or by noticing structural factors 

that could hinder a leader’s capacity to provide any improvements. . 

As previously stated, reputation can be understood as a belief shared by a 

particular audience of how well and effectively and organization is capable of fulfilling 

its duties, an anticipated evaluation related to the relative performance of an agency given 

other, similar organizations (Bitektine 2011; Deephouse and Carter 2005 ; Deephouse 

and Suchman 2008; King and Whetten 2008). In the context of our experiments, where a 

leader was taking command of a police station or a public school, that seems to entails 

the capacity of believing the leader’s curriculum and new attitude is enough to make a 

change if he is working at a good bureaucracy (schools) , mirrored by the idea that a 

leader with exactly the same experience working for a bad bureaucracy (the police) would 

be unable to do any change by bumping into rigid or corrupt structure inside that 

bureaucracy, or worse yet, simply because an association with that bureaucracy means 

that things will get bad “just because”.  
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As such, even though outsiders were unable to differentiate between schools and 

the police when answering a simple question of which organization had the best 

reputation, they seemed to still have held this belief that things improvements be harder 

simply worse when dealing with the police, and that change had a greater possibility when 

dealing with schools.  

 

7.7.4. Explaining the interaction effect between representation and reputation for 

procedural justice among slum dwellers   

Slums dwellers were the group with the better reputational assessment between 

the police and public schools in our manipulation check, being very capable of 

differentiating both institutions reputationally. This was expected, considering that they 

were targets of both agencies, having direct contact with them (Deephouse and Carter 

2005; Picci 2014). It doesn’t appear to be a coincidence that slum dwellers also 

experienced stronger reputational effects and interactions when compared to outsiders.  

In terms of procedural justice, previous experiments revealed an interaction where 

representation lost its power when slum dwellers evaluated schools. Qualitative data has 

revealed why this interaction took place. There seems to be a disproportionate increase in 

the number of people who were able to identify positive characteristics of a non-

representative leader, while for a representative leader positive expectations ended up 

being divided between representativeness and other characteristics of the leader. This 

conform with our proposition that a good reputation would diminish the relative 

importance of representation. Basically, representation was still able to produce positive 

expectations when slum dwellers were exposed to it, but if representation was not present 
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they could easily find other ways to justify positive expectations for procedural justice in 

schools.  

 

7.7.5. Explaining the differences between slum dwellers and outsiders 

Comparing the participants’ origins also revealed some striking differences in 

forms of justification. For example, it has been shown that for procedural justice, being 

exposed to a non-representative leader increases the propensity to consider the leader's 

non-representativeness as the reason for negative expectations, but this propensity seems 

to be concentrated only on outsiders. In absolute numbers, outsiders had not only a higher 

number of individuals justifying their positive expectations through representation, but 

also had a higher number of individuals justifying their negative expectations through the 

non-representativeness of the leader. For procedural justice, outsiders seem to strongly 

overestimate the role of representativeness when compared to slum dwellers, which 

explains why the effect of representation for procedural justice found for outsiders in the 

second study was stronger than the one found for slum dwellers in the first one. As such, 

our distant evaluators seem to conform more with works such as (Riccucci, Van Ryzin, 

and Lavena (2014), where outsiders have been shown to be able to reward representation 

even when they themselves weren’t being represented in the case.  

On the other hand, while outsiders used representation to justify negative 

expectations for procedural justice, the probability of slum dwellers to justify their 

negative expectations through structural factors was greater. When evaluating 

organizational effectiveness, the number of negative expectations attributed to structural 

factors among slum dwellers was even higher, while for outsiders, representation stopped 

being an important factor to rationalize negative expectations and most negative 
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responses to organizational effectiveness were divided between those that were justified 

through structural factors and those that were justified through a neutral stance.  

This seem to align with our second proposition, that distant evaluators would have 

less capacity to differentiate between reputations given their lack of interaction with the 

bureaucracy (Deephouse and Carter 2005; Picci 2014). It seems to be much easier for 

slum dwellers (target audiences) to perceive structural factors related to the nature of the 

bureaucracy that could hinder the actions of a leader than for outsiders (distant 

evaluators).  

An interesting analogy to observe these differences is to look at these groups as 

an informed and uninformed ones. The informed group (slum dwellers, target audience), 

which has direct contact with bureaucracies, relies on the representativeness and 

experiences of the leader to justify their positive expectations, but has a greater margin of 

skepticism regarding change, especially for organizational effectiveness, by 

understanding the structural factors that affect these bureaucracies. They can clearly 

perceive that the police suffer from more restrains than public schools. The uninformed 

group (outsiders, distant evaluators) overestimates the representativeness of the leader 

when evaluating procedural justice, considering representative leaders as very capable of 

making positive changes in the way the population is treated and non-representative 

leaders as responsible for the lack of positive changes for that population. If they do not 

have information about the case, it is expected that the few pieces of information that they 

are provided (such as the representative nature of the leader) should have a great impact. 

But when outsiders evaluate a more concrete scenario, such as organizational 

effectiveness, the relative importance of representation decreases since other more 

obvious structural factors that can hinder the leader's ability to provide change become 

noticeable, although a large part of the respondents also adopt a neutral tone towards the 
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case, meaning that they are still less likely to have concrete opinions on their negative 

expectations when compared to slum dwellers. 
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Part 4: Conclusion 

 

Chapter 8: Final Considerations 

 

8.1. Closing Remarks 

 

Employing a survey experiment among slum dwellers (target audience) and a 

group of outsiders (distant evaluators), we have attempted to observe how different levels 

of leader representativeness and of bureaucratic reputation affected an evaluator’s 

attitudes toward bureaucracy, and how these evaluations differed depending on the 

evaluator’s group status.  

First, our results supplied further evidence for the theories of symbolic 

representation and bureaucratic reputation. In relation to symbolic representation, we 

observed that the presence of a representative leader within a bureaucracy was enough to 

increase an evaluator’s future expectations of treatment and improvement, be it a slum 

dweller or a distant outsider. Qualitative analysis of the reasoning given for participants’ 

expectations revealed that the increased in the propensity of participants exposed to a 

representative leader to derive positive expectations regarding the future was justified 

especially via the representative nature of the leader itself. Even more, for most cases 

these justifications were based on the idea that the leader would be able to employ his 

representative origin to provide a better service to the population. Thus, for most of our 

participants, the symbolic effect of representation was not due to the perception that the 

existence of a representative bureaucrat would make the population relate to the 

bureaucracy in a more friendly way, a more classic view of symbolic representation 
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(Pitkin 1967). Instead, the existence of symbolic representation seemed to be more 

aligned with the belief that active representation would be possible (Mosher, 1968), that 

is, for most of the participants it was not the individuals who would approach a 

representative leader, but the representative leader who would be able leverage his 

representative experience in order to help the people.  

This result  conforms with the literature on symbolic representation, which states 

the existence of a representative bureaucratic body is enough to create an increase in 

positive attitudes toward the bureaucracy among observing audiences (Theobald and 

Haider-Markel 2009; Riccucci, Van Ryzin, and Lavena 2014; Riccucci, Van Ryzin, and 

Li 2016; Riccucci, Van Ryzin, and Jackson 2018). Our results further solidify the theory 

of symbolic representation by observing significant effects under three novel scenarios: 

when representation is tied to the leader instead of to the street-level bureaucracy, when 

representation is related to the intersection of race and social status that characterizes 

territories at the state margins (slums), and when representation impacts future attitudes 

of policy audiences. To our knowledge, these are all novel contributions that further 

strengthen symbolic representation theory.  

The results also conformed to the literature on bureaucratic reputation. 

Bureaucratic reputation theory asserts that bureaucracies have reputations observed by a 

multitude of audiences (Carpenter and Krause 2012) and that the evaluation of a 

bureaucracy by an audience is affected by its reputational beliefs regarding the same 

bureaucracy (Cable and Turban 2003; Bontis, Booker, and Serenko 2007; Lee and Van 

Ryzin 2018). In this sense, our results showed that future expectations were worse for a 

bureaucracy with an assumed bad reputation (police) than for a bureaucracy with a better 

one (schools). This result was true even among outsider, which were unable to 

differentiate the reputation of schools from the police during a manipulation check, but 
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still felt a “reputational effect” over their expectations of procedural justice and 

organizational effectiveness.  

Evaluation of qualitative responses provided by participants showed that the 

increase in overall positive expectations experienced by individuals exposed to schools 

was mainly due to an increase in responses justified through aspects of the leader 

unrelated to its representational status (such as his educational level, or the fact that he 

was just arriving at the new job). On the other hands, participants exposed to the police 

had an average increase in negative expectations justified through a sense of dread and 

pessimism, as well as perceptions of structural factors hindering possible improvements. 

Such relation was true both for slum dwellers and outsiders (although in different 

proportions), showing that even groups unable to directly differentiate the reputational 

levels of both bureaucracies, such as the outsiders, could still be affected by the effects 

we called “reputation”. Thus, this study contributes to the literature on bureaucratic 

reputation by providing evidence that future attitudes of policy audiences depend on the 

reputation of a bureaucracy, as Carpenter and Krause (2012) anticipated.  

In relation to our first survey as well as our first set of theoretical propositions, we 

theorized that the importance of representation to an evaluator’s future expectations 

toward a bureaucracy would be affected by the reputation of that bureaucracy. We also 

proposed that representation would be more important when a reputation was negative, 

given that few factors could be used to rationalize positive future expectations, and thus 

that the relative importance of representation would increase. The results partially 

confirmed our main proposition. For slum dwellers, our interaction between 

representation and reputation showed that representation was indeed less important when 

a reputation was positive and more important when a reputation was negative, but only 

for the evaluator’s expectation regarding procedural justice. Reputation had no effect in 
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diminishing or enhancing the importance of representation when evaluators provided 

their expectations for organizational effectiveness. 

Analysis of the qualitative responses provided further insights into our findings. 

For the expectations of procedural justice, slum dwellers believed that a representative 

leader commanding a bureaucracy with a bad reputation (police) would be able to greatly 

improve how locals were treated compared to a nonrepresentative leader, with most 

positive expectations attributed to a representative leader being justified by its 

representative status, while the few positive expectations attributed to a non-

representative leader being justified only through sheer optimism (with a majority of 

negative expectations justified due to pessimism or structural factors). However, when 

evaluating a bureaucracy with a good reputation (schools), participants did not expected 

to be mistreated by the bureaucracy, be the leader representative or nonrepresentative. 

Participants exposed to a representative leader were divided in their positive expectations, 

seeing both the representative status of the leader as well as other leadership 

characteristics as a reason for a bright future. On the other hand, participants exposed to 

a non-representative leader were less inclined to consider the non-representative status of 

the leader as a reason for positive expectations, but were able to identify other positive 

characteristics of the leader in such large numbers as to obfuscate the evaluation gains 

obtained by a representative principal. Thus, even though representation was still able to 

shape the reasoning of participants, the relative importance of representation was 

diminished since participants were able to easily encounter alternative justifications for 

positive expectations of procedural justice when exposed to a non-representative 

principal. On the other hand, representation effects were present for both police and 

schools when participants evaluated organizational effectiveness, with analysis of 

qualitative justifications showing that participants evaluating organizational effectiveness 
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exposed to a representative leader had a slight bump in positive expectations driven by 

optimism. Nevertheless, distribution of justifications was still very similar. It is possible 

that, if more data was collected, a possible interaction effect would reveal itself for 

organizational effectiveness among slum dwellers. 

In relation to our second survey as well as our second set of theoretical 

propositions, when we compared the results between slum dwellers and outsiders our 

propositions were partially confirmed. First, we considered that participants with a certain 

degree of distance to the agency would be less informed in their reputational assessment, 

i.e. that it would be more difficult for them to distinguish and delimit the reputation of 

each of the agencies. This was shown in two ways. When assessing the possibility of 

organizational effectiveness, it was evident that the effect of reputation was smaller for 

outsiders than for slum dwellers, as slum residents were much more critical in their 

evaluation of the police capacity to generate structural change when compared to public 

schools. This relationship also occurs with the expectation of procedural justice, but in a 

different manner. For residents of the favela, an interaction was found between reputation 

and representation, where participants expect reasonable treatment regardless of the 

principal when evaluating schools, but only had positive expectations regarding the future 

of the police when evaluating a representative commander. Outsiders do not demonstrate 

this nuance when making their assessment of procedural justice, behaving as predicted 

by mainstream symbolic representation theory for both schools and the police. In a way, 

the lesser importance of reputation for outsiders was also captured by the manipulation 

variable, which showed that they had greater difficulty in differentiating between a 

general evaluation of reputation for both agencies.  

Outsiders also overestimated the effects of representation. We consider that this 

may also be linked to the distance between the evaluators and the agency, and thus to 
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their lack of information. Because they are not natives, they would have less information 

about the case and would rely more heavily on information provided by the experiment 

(such as the representative status of the leader) to shape their expectations. Slum residents, 

on the other hand, would have a more informed assessment of the case and would be 

shaping their expectations using personal experience, thus decreasing the overall 

importance of representation. Justifications appear to have partially sustained these 

considerations: for procedural justice, the effect of representation for outsiders was 

generic and strong, while for slum dwellers the effect was average and only present for 

the police (with participants expecting reasonable treatment indifferent of leader’s 

background for public schools). When outsiders and slum dwellers assessed 

organizational effectiveness, the effect of representation became similar between the two.  

Qualitative responses showed that as participants moved from procedural justice 

to organizational effectiveness, they were less likely to attribute positive expectations to 

the representative nature of the leader, while being more likely to have negative 

expectations justified by structural factors or by a feeling of neutrality (with the first being 

more common among slum dwellers and the last being more common among outsiders). 

In this way, we further expand our contributions by demonstrating that the symbolic 

effects of representation are likely to be more prominent in issues dealing with the 

treatment of individuals, rather than broader bureaucratic improvement. These findings 

are consistent with the idea that representational effects are associated with an area where 

representative bureaucrats have actual discretion (Meier and Stewart, 1992; Keiser et al., 

2002). 
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8.2 Limitations and Future Research  

Some generalizations can be made regarding the results. At first, the direct effects 

of representativeness and reputation demonstrate the strength of these theories even on 

different groups of individuals from a country out of alignment with the central axis from 

which most experiments on the subject are carried out. In the same vein, it is possible to 

imagine that the effects found here could be replicated if presented to different audiences. 

Audiences with an extremely negative assessment of a bureaucracy are expected to suffer 

a more severe impact from representational variables given the greater relative 

importance that these variables would have, just as audiences more distant from the target 

would have greater difficulty in distinguishing reputations, suffering reputational effects, 

and suffer different representational results. 

Even though we believe that the results are generalizable, given the boundary 

defining nature of this study it is important to understand the special limitations of our 

sample. It is noteworthy that the effects presented here apply to residents of Rocinha and 

Freguesia. Research on symbolic representation has had varying results indicating 

different values of representation for distinct audiences (Riccucci, Van Ryzin, and 

Jackson 2018). Different results may be expected if we replicate the same experiment 

with inhabitants of another country, for example, where different social identities are 

expected. It is to be expected that the addition of a distinct group or a differentiated 

bureaucracy would be able to change the effects of representativeness and reputation on 

the participants' evaluation in unexpected ways..Following studies such as Riccucci, Van 

Ryzin and Jackson (2019) or Jankowski, Prokop & Tepe (2020), this research reinforced 

the effects of symbolic representation are not universal and differ depending on the 

audience that evaluates them. It is to be expected that the addition of a distinct group or a 
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differentiated bureaucracy would be able to change the effects of representativeness and 

reputation on the participants' evaluation in unexpected ways. 

Regarding our first proposition, although we found no evidence for the alternative 

proposition of this study (that a bad reputation could undermine the importance of 

representation), such effects may still be present with different reputational interactions. 

For example, if the reputation of the leader itself was tarnished (instead of the 

bureaucracy) it is possible that participants could consider the representative status of the 

leader as unimportant in their evaluation.   

  Research in both symbolic representation and bureaucratic reputation has shown 

that effects may strongly vary across distinct audiences. New studies could replicate this 

work with distinct audiences to observe how results could vary depending on the 

socioeconomic status of the evaluator or on his distance from the bureaucracy. In this 

way, future studies should continue the effort to expand the boundary conditions that 

surround symbolic representation, be it other reputational organizations, different groups, 

or other perspectives that should be observed. For example, it new research could address 

the difference in representational effects when the leadership of an agency is 

representative versus the overall bureaucracy itself, or when participants of a certain 

origin are forced to confront a leader that is representative for them, but that is not 

representative in the position he currently occupies.  
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Appendix I – Survey flowchart 
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Appendix II – Results with controls (Slum Dwellers).  

 

Dependent Procedural Procedural Organizational Organizational

Variable Justice Justice Effectiviness Effectiviness

Representation 0.417*** 0.695*** 0.292** 0.297*

(0,113) (0,144) (0,102) (0,144)

Reputation 0.442*** 0.720*** 0.782*** 0.787***

(0,111) (0,161) (0,0981) (0,142)

Representation -0.561* -0,00984

X Reputation (0,222) (0,196)

Age 0.00896 0.00919* -0.00291 -0.00290

(0.00479) (0.00466) (0.00400) (0.00401)

Sex 0.0918 0.114 0.0105 0.0109

(0.106) (0.104) (0.0931) (0.0936)

Black -0.127 -0.155 -0.215 -0.215

(0.158) (0.154) (0.140) (0.138)

Pardo 0.176 0.180 0.192 0.192

(0.146) (0.145) (0.129) (0.130)

Education -0.125 -0.101 -0.236 -0.235

(0.141) (0.143) (0.123) (0.124)

Income 0.0000554 0.0000530 0.000109 0.000109

(0.0000808) (0.0000791) (0.0000706) (0.0000707)

Left-Wing -0.113 -0.0920 -0.0368 -0.0364

(0.184) (0.180) (0.137) (0.138)

Righ-Wing 0.0713 0.0293 -0.0620 -0.0628

(0.166) (0.158) (0.172) (0.173)

Center 0.0264 0.000238 -0.0783 -0.0787

(0.175) (0.173) (0.167) (0.168)

Constant 2.983*** 3.111*** 3.709*** 3.711***

-0,223 -0,225 -0,204 -0,207

N 247 247 247 247

R² 0,145 0,168 0,264 0,264

* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001. Robust standard errors are in parenthesis. 

Representation equal 1 for representative and 0 for non-representative. Reputation equal 

1 for schools and 0 for police. Each model was run controlling for age, sex, race (black 

and pardos), education, per capta income and political ideology (left-wing, right-wing or 

center). Dummy coding was employed to facil itate the interpretation. The first model 

presents the main effects, while the second model presents the simple main effects and 

the interaction.
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Appendix III – Correlation Table and VIF (Slum Dwellers) 

 

 

 

 

 

  

Pro. Justice Org. Effec. Age Sex Black Pardo Education Income Left-Wing Right Wing Center

Pro. Justice 1.0

Org. Effec. 0.6242 1.0

Age 0.1405 0.0024 1.0

Sex 0.0021 -0.0288 -0.1427 1.0

Black -0.1308 -0.1714 -0.0962 0.0946 1.0

Pardo 0.1120 0.1552 0.0054 -0.1210 -0.6006 1.0

Education -0.0569 -0.0689 -0.2471 0.1054 -0.0339 0.0589 1.0

Income -0.0034 0.0025 0.0063 0.1488 -0.0954 0.0905 0.2249 1.0

Left-Wing -0.0614 -0.0160 -0.0900 0.0500 0.1328 0.0455 0.1624 -0.0309 1.0

Right Wing 0.0084 0.0092 -0.1424 0.0114 -0.0494 0.0552 0.1030 0.2168 -0.1228 1.0

Center 0.0010 -0.0467 -0.0419 0.0994 0.0457 -0.1271 0.1433 0.0981 -0.1488 -0.1185 1.0

VIF

Repre. 1.05

Repu. 1.02

Repre. X Repu. 3.01

Age 1.13

Sex 1.07

Black 1.65

Pardo 1.65

Education 1.20

Income 1.20

Left-Wing 1.15

Right Wing 1.14

Center 1.12
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Appendix VI – Results with controls (For Outsiders).  

  

Dependent Procedural Expectation of Procedural Expectation of

Variable Justice Improvement Justice Improvement

(Main Effect) (Main Effect) (Interaction) (Interaction)

Representation 0.417*** 0.292** 0.695*** 0.297*

(0,113) (0,102) (0,144) (0,144)

Reputation 0.442*** 0.782*** 0.720*** 0.787***

(0,111) (0,0981) (0,161) (0,142)

Representation -0.561* -0,00984

X Reputation (0,222) (0,196)

Age 0.00619 -0.00261 0.00642 -0.00277

(0.00340) (0.00257) (0.00348) (0.00262)

Sex 0.0413 -0.0343 0.0437 -0.0360

(0.0993) (0.0794) (0.0991) (0.0801)

Black -0.0981 0.0686 -0.102 0.0711

(0.123) (0.122) (0.123) (0.122)

Pardo -0.0156 -0.0941 -0.0158 -0.0939

(0.110) (0.0879) (0.110) (0.0883)

Education 0.0262 0.101 0.0219 0.104

(0.106) (0.0899) (0.104) (0.0898)

Income -0.00000117 0.0000170 -0.00000133 0.0000171

(0.00000874) (0.00000899) (0.00000877) (0.00000900)

Left-Wing -0.0599 0.0738 -0.0586 0.0729

(0.125) (0.0997) (0.125) (0.100)

Righ-Wing -0.181 -0.193 -0.183 -0.192

(0.151) (0.0992) (0.151) (0.0988)

Center 0.00121 -0.0134 -0.00381 -0.00992

(0.138) (0.131) (0.139) (0.131)

Constant 2.777*** 3.283*** 2.790*** 3.273***

(0.185) (0.131) (0.182) (0.130)

N 235 235 235 235

R² 0.348 0.140 0.349 0.141

* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001. Robust standard errors are in parenthesis. 

Representation equal 1 for representative and 0 for non-representative. Reputation 

equal 1 for schools and 0 for police. Each model was run controlling for age, sex, 

race (black and pardos), education, per capta income and political ideology (left-

wing, right-wing or center). Dummy coding was employed to facil itate the 

interpretation. The first model presents the main effects, while the second model 

presents the simple main effects and the interaction.
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Appendix V – Correlation Table and VIF (Outsiders) 

 

 

  

Pro. Justice Org. Effec. Age Sex Negro Pardo Education Income Left-Wing Right Wing Center

Pro. Justice 1.0

Org. Effec. 0.2789 1.0

Age 0.0894 -0.0151 1.0

Sex -0.0178 -0.0384 -0.1240 1.0

Negro 0.0058 0.0287 0.0874 -0.0273 1.0

Pardo 0.0027 -0.0869 -0.0115 0.0721 -0.2519 1.0

Education -0.0445 0.1055 0.1082 0.0039 -0.2219 0.0423 1.0

Income -0.0017 0.0965 0.1510 0.0543 -0.2070 0.0184 0.3439 1.0

Left-Wing 0.0039 0.0963 -0.0571 -0.1034 0.0579 -0.0570 0.1655 -0.0768 1.0

Right Wing -0.0615 -0.1037 0.0617 0.0096 -0.0694 0.0823 0.0557 0.1693 -0.1770 1.0

Center -0.0024 0.0171 -0.0895 -0.0143 -0.1129 0.1843 -0.0041 0.1130 -0.1478 -0.1756 1.0

VIF

Repre. 2.08

Repu. 2.09

Repre. X Repu. 3.28

Age 1.12

Sex 1.06

Negro 1.17

Pardo 1.11

Education 1.30

Income 1.28

Left-Wing 1.15

Right Wing 1.15

Center 1.15
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Appendix VI – Aggregate Model 

 

 

 

 

 

Dependent Procedural Procedural Procedural Expectation of Expectation of Expectation of

Variable Justice Justice Justice Improvement Improvement Improvement

(Main Effect) (Interaction) (Full Interaction) (Main Effect) (Interaction) (Full Interaction)

Representation 0.663*** 1.098*** 0.921*** 0.246*** 0.271* 0.265*

(0.0736) (0.121) (0.137) (0.0651) (0.106) (0.120)

Reputation 0.348*** 0.352** 0.173 0.514*** 0.256** 0.250*

(0.0743) (0.114) (0.120) (0.0652) (0.0976) (0.105)

Group -0.188* 0.00526 -0.165 -0.0616 -0.325** -0.330**

(0.0815) (0.121) (0.132) (0.0733) (0.113) (0.127)

Representation -0.253 0.102 -0.0243 -0.0133

X Reputation (0.147) (0.191) (0.127) (0.159)

Representation -0.592*** -0.249 -0.00157 0.00903

X Group (0.144) (0.195) (0.127) (0.187)

Reputation 0.218 0.565** 0.529*** 0.540**

x Group (0.143) (0.196) (0.125) (0.175)

Representation -0.693* -0.0214

x Reputation x (0.289) (0.252)

Group

Constant 2.839*** 2.675*** 2.741*** 3.219*** 3.326*** 3.328***

Constant (0.148) (0.149) (0.147) (0.117) (0.122) (0.122)

N 480 480 480 480 480 480

R² 0.211 0.246 0.255 0.170 0.200 0.200

Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001. Robust standard errors are in parenthesis. Representation equal 1 for representative and 

0 for non-representative. Reputation equal 1 for schools and 0 for police. Dummy coding was employed to facil itate the 

interpretation. The first model presents the main effects, while the second model presents the simple main effects and the 

interaction.
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Appendix VII – Effects of Reputation and Representation among slum dwellers 

and outsiders with Procedural Justice and Organizational Effectiveness as 

dichotomous variables.  

 

  

Dependent Procedural Organizational Procedural Organizational Procedural Organizational Procedural Organizational

Variable Justice Effectiveness Justice Effectiveness Justice Effectiveness Justice Effectiveness

(Main Effect) (Main Effect) (Interaction) (Interaction) (Main Effect) (Main Effect) (Interaction) (Interaction)

Representation 0.548* 0.676* 1.296** 0.933* 2.524*** 0.951*** 2.617*** 1.021**

(0.275) (0.294) (0.430) (0.453) (0.326) (0.272) (0.479) (0.386)

Reputation 1.424*** 2.041*** 2.159*** 2.284*** 1.244*** 1.083*** 1.341** 1.154**

(0.275) (0.296) (0.431) (0.443) (0.325) (0.272) (0.491) (0.391)

Representation -1.359* -0.456 -0.176 -0.140

X Reputation (0.568) (0.598) (0.656) (0.545)

Constant -1.197*** -1.615*** -1.649*** -1.773*** -2.050*** -1.081*** -2.115*** -1.119***

(0.252) (0.279) (0.345) (0.361) (0.313) (0.243) (0.400) (0.288)

N 248 248 248 248 246 246 246 246

Pseudo-R² 0.093 0.171 0.110 0.173 0.261 0.086 0.261 0.086

Robust standard erros below coeficients. * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001. Representation equal 1 for representative and 0 for non-representative. Reputation equal 1 

for schools and 0 for police. 

Slum Dwellers Outsiders
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Appendix VIII –Exposition of justifications provided for each experimental group 

 

1. Distribution of justifications for the evaluation of procedural justice for the 

police among slum dwellers 

 

 

 

 The existence of a representative commander has considerably increased the 

number of respondents who voiced positive expectations regarding procedural justice 

when compared to those exposed to a non-representative commander (26 responses, or 

41% vs 10 responses, or 16%). 

Those exposed to a representative leader attributed most of their positive 

expectations to the representative origin of the commander (21 responses. 80% of positive 

expectations. Example: “Things will get better because he knows the people who live 

here, and if he knows them, he can talk to them and ask for help”). On the other hand, 

few had positive expectations for the future when exposed to a non-representative leader. 

Of the few cases where respondents showed positive expectations, most were justified 

Positive Negative Positive Negative

Total 26 (41%) 37 (59%) 10 (16%) 52 (84%)

Representation 21 (80%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 6 (11%)

Leadership 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 1 (10%) 0 (0%)

Hope/Hopelessness 2 (7%) 16 (43%) 7 (70%) 18 (34%)

Structure 0 (0%) 14 (37%) 0 (0%) 19 (36%)

Neutrality 0 (0%) 2 (5%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%)

No Reason 3 (11%) 5 (13%) 2 (10%) 10 (19%)

Representative Non Representative

Police Police
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through hope (7 responses. 70% of positive expectations. Example: “I think he looks like 

a good person. This will help us”). 

Although the amount of negative expectations was higher for those exposed to a 

non-representative leader than for those exposed to a representative one, the proportion 

of the reasons appears to be similar. For those exposed to a representative leader, negative 

expectations of the police were mainly justified through a feeling of hopelessness (18 

responses. 43% of negative responses. Example: “Things won’t change because there 

was never any change until now. It will not be now that things will start changing”) or 

the perception of structural factors (14 responses. 37% of negative responses. Example: 

“It doesn’t matter changing the commander if the whole system behind him stays the 

same. The commander does not have the capacity to change the whole system”). In a 

similar manner, those exposed to a non-representative leader had hopelessness as their 

main justification (18 responses. 34% of negative responses. Example: “Many have tried 

(change things), but nothing here changes. There is still bribery, corruption in the police. 

There is no reason to believe that there will be any change.”) followed by structural 

factors (19 responses. 36% of negative responses. Example: “It is hard to have a change 

because not everything the commander tells the policemen do. Because he is a leader, 

what he does may not be followed by his man”). 
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2. Distribution of justifications for the evaluation of procedural justice for the 

schools among slum dwellers 

 

 

The existence of a representative principal does not seem to have affected the 

proportion of positive expectations regarding procedural justice for schools (36 

responses, or 61%, vs 40 responses, or 60%). 

When exposed to a representative principal, respondents who expressed positive 

expectations seemed divided in their reasoning. Part of the respondents had the 

representative origin of the leader as the main reason for their optimism (17 responses. 

47% of positive expectations. Example: “Since he was born here, he will be able to talk 

to us in a different way, he will able to look us right in the eye”). Another substantial part 

of the respondents was able to identify characteristics related to the leader other than its 

representative origin that they used to sustain positive expectations (14 responses. 38% 

of positive expectations. Example: “He, having all that experience, he can use all the 

things that he has learned when dealing with the students at the school”). When exposed 

to a non-representative principal, participants were still able to justify their positive 

expectations through characteristics of the leader (27 responses. 67% of positive 

expectations. Example: “Since he seems like a smart, educated person, he can do things 

Positive Negative Positive Negative

Total 36 (61%) 23 (39%) 40 (62%) 24 (38%)

Representation 17 (47%) 2 (8%) 6 (15%) 3 (12%)

Leadership 14 (38%) 0 (0%) 27 (67%) 1 (4%)

Hope/Hopelessness 4 (11%) 4 (17%) 4 (10%) 3 (12%)

Structure 0  (0%) 5 (21%) 0 (0%) 7 (29%)

Neutrality 0  (0%) 6 (26%) 0 (0%) 5 (20%)

No Reason 1 (2%) 6 (26%) 2 (5%) 5 (20%)

Representative Non-Representative

School School
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to improve the way students are studying”). Interestingly, a portion of the participants 

were also able to justify their positive expectations through the non-representative origin 

of that leader (6 responses. 15% of positive expectations), as shown in the following 

excerpt: “Since he comes from the outside, he has a different vision. He is coming from 

Copacabana, that means that he can bring a bit of that knowledge here, and this is 

good.”. 

The reasons used to justify negative expectations both for a representative and 

non-representative principal followed a similar pattern. Participants rationalized their 

negative expectations through the representative (2 responses. 8% of negative 

expectations for a representative principal) and non-representative (3 responses. 12% of 

negative expectations for a non-representative leader) origin of the principal, due to 

pessimism regarding the future (6 responses. 26% of negative expectations for a 

representative principal vs 5 responses. 20% of negative expectations for a non-

representative principal), due to the existence of structures beyond the control of the 

leader (5 responses. 21% of negative expectations for a representative principal vs 7 

responses. 29% of negative expectations for a non-representative principal), adopted 

neutral stance regarding the future (6 responses. 26% of negative expectations for a 

representative principal vs 5 responses. 20% of negative expectations for a non-

representative principal) or were just unable to provide a reason (6 responses. 26% of 

negative expectations for a representative principal vs 5 responses. 20% of negative 

expectations for a non-representative principal). 
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3. Distribution of justifications for the evaluation of procedural justice for the 

police among outsiders 

 

 

It was possible to notice a considerable difference in the proportion of positive 

expectations regarding procedural justice between participants exposed to a 

representative commander (38 responses, or 62%) and participants exposed to a non-

representative commander (7 responses, or 10%). 

Participants exposed to a representative commander had the representative origin 

of the leader as the main reason for their positive expectations (32 responses. 84% of 

positive expectations. Example: “I think when someone was raised in a certain place, he 

is going to do everything in his power to improve that place”). A smaller portion also 

justified their optimism through other aspects of the leader (5 responses. 13% of positive 

expectations. Example: “He is well educated, qualified. This will help him work hard, do 

a serious work”). On the other hand, positive expectations related to a non-representative 

commander were few, mainly related to a feeling of simple optimism regarding the future 

(5 responses. 71% of positive expectations. Example: “There are chances of things 

Positive Negative Positive Negative

Total 38 (62%) 23 (38%) 7 (10%) 58 (90%)

Representation 32 (84%) 1 (4%) 0 (0%) 22 (37%)

Leadership 5 (13%) 0 (0%) 2 (28%) 2 (3%)

Hope/Hopelessness 0 (0%) 8 (34%) 5 (71%) 6 (10%)

Structure 0 (0%) 6 (26%) 0 (0%) 11 (18%)

Neutrality 0 (0%) 1 (4%) 0 (0%) 10 (17%)

No Reason 2 (5%) 7 (30%) 0 (0%) 8 (13%)

Representative Non Representative

Police Police
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getting better because there are a lot of good people wishing to do a good work out there. 

He may be one of those”). 

When looking at the justifications presented for negative expectations, it is clear 

that there is a difference between the way that outsiders justified their expectations in 

comparison with slum dwellers. Participants exposed to a representative leader divided 

their rationalizations between a feeling of hopelessness in relation to the future (8 

responses. 34% of negative expectations. Example: “Everything that is happening in 

Brazil right now, everything is bad. Things are going to get worst. Not only there. 

Everywhere”) and the identification of structures beyond the control of the leader (6 

responses. 26% of negative expectations. Example: “The ones who have to deal with the 

denizens of Rocinha are the policemen, not the commander. He can do whatever he wants, 

but the ones dealing with the locals are the policemen, not him”). Another considerable 

proportion of those who had negative expectations towards a representative leader were 

unable to find relevant justifications for their expectations (7 responses. 30% of negative 

expectations). On the other hand, the main reason for negative expectations towards a 

non-representative leader was the non-representative origin of the leader (22 responses. 

37% of negative expectations. Example: “Copacabana residents are an elite class. The 

population will think that this guy will not work for them. He will only benefits those who 

live around the slums, the upper middle class. He will work for the tourist, not for the 

people that live in Rocinha.”). In similar proportions, participants also reported a feeling 

of pessimism (6 responses. 10% of negative expectations), identification of police 

structures (11 responses. 18% of negative expectations), neutrality (10 responses. 17% of 

negative expectations) or even a lack of justification (8 responses. 13% of negative 

expectations).  
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4  Distribution of justifications for the evaluation of procedural justice for schools 

among outsiders 

 

 

It was also possible to identify a considerable difference in the proportion of 

positive expectations for procedural justice between participants exposed to a 

representative principal (53 responses, or 84%) and participants exposed to a non-

representative principal (18 responses, or 31%). 

Among those exposed to a representative leader, the representative origin of the 

leader appeared as the main reason attributed to positive expectations (30 responses. 56% 

of positive expectations. Example: “Because he was born there. That means he knows 

how thing works, and he knows what are the problems there, that kind of stuff”). Some 

respondents were also able to identify other positive characteristics related to the leader 

that justified optimistic expectations (14 responses. 26% of positive expectations. 

Example: “He graduated from college and he has time working with schools. That means 

that he will know what he is doing there”). Meanwhile, among those who were exposed 

to a non-representative leader, most of the positive expectations were attributed to leader's 

personal characteristics unrelated to representation (11 responses. 61% of positive 

Positive Negative Positive Negative

Total 53 (84%) 10 (16%) 18 (31%) 39 (96%)

Representation 30 (56%) 0 (0%) 1 (5%) 19 (48%)

Leadership 14 (26%) 0 (0%) 11 (61%) 4 (10%)

Hope/Hopelessness 7 (13%) 1 (10%) 3 (16%) 6 (15%)

Structure 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 4 (10%)

Neutrality 0 (0%) 4 (40%) 0 (0%) 4 (10%)

No Reason 2 (3%) 5 (50%) 3 (16%) 2 (5%)

School School

Representative Non-Representative
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expectations. Example: “Because he seems to have a good background, education and 

all that, I think he will be able to do a good work”). 

As for those who showed negative expectations, those exposed to a representative 

principal had as their main reason a position of neutrality regarding the future (4 

responses. 40% of negative expectations. Example: “I don’t know. I don’t know his life 

story. Things may improve, things may go for the worst. Same chance”) or were unable 

to justify the reasons behind their pessimism (5 responses. 50% of negative expectations). 

On the other hand, those exposed to a non-representative leader considered the leader's 

non-representativeness the main reason for their pessimism (19 responses. 48% of 

negative expectations. Example: “People there, from the slum, they may be prejudiced 

against him, because he came from a good neighborhood. This kind of person, he is richer 

than everyone else. The denizens there, they may find that odd, they may not 

understand”). To a lesser extent, participants also presented a pessimistic identification 

of the future (6 responses. 15% of negative expectations), considered structural factors 

that would affect the leader's ability to act (4 responses. 10% of negative expectations), 

adopted a neutral stance (4 responses. 10% of negative expectations), or even considered 

some aspects of the leader itself as a justification (4 responses. 10% of negative 

expectations). 
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5. Distribution of justifications for the evaluation of organizational effectiveness 

for the police among slum dwellers 

 

 

The existence of a representative commander increased the proportion of 

respondents who voiced positive expectations in relation to organizational effectiveness 

(19 responses, or 30%) when compared to those exposed to a non-representative 

commander (9 responses, or 14%).  

Among the participants who expressed positive expectations, the representative 

origin of the leader still appeared as the main reason (10 responses. 52% of positive 

expectations. Example: “He knows how things work here, because he was born here. He 

has a higher capacity of maneuvering through the terrain, you get it?”). For those that 

evaluated a non-representative commander, optimism was the main reason used to justify 

their expectations (7 responses. 77% of positive expectations. Example: “He seems like 

a humble person, that will guide or community to the good side. I trust him”). 

As for the participants who presented negative expectations, those exposed to a 

representative leader considered structural factors as the main reason for their responses 

(27 responses. 61% of negative expectations. Example: “With this police we have here it 

is very hard for things to get better. We have shootings all the time. It is very hard for this 

Positive Negative Positive Negative

Total 19 (30%) 44 (70%) 9 (14%) 53 (86%)

Representation 10 (52%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 2 (3%)

Leadership 2 (10%) 0 (0%) 1 (11%) 0 (0%)

Hope/Hopelessness 3 (15%) 10 (22%) 7 (77%) 11 (20%)

Structure 0 (0%) 27 (61%) 0 (0%) 33 (62%)

Neutrality 0 (0%) 1 (2%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%)

No Reason 4 (21%) 6 (13%) 1 (11%) 7 (13%)

Representative Non Representative

Police Police
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type of police to change anything”). These were followed by those who were just 

pessimistic regarding the future (10 responses. 22% of negative expectations. Example: 

“Things stay the same. Just that. Some get it better. Some get it worse. Nothing changes”). 

Among those who observed a non-representative commander, the distribution of reasons 

was similar, with structural factors appearing as the main justification (33 responses. 62% 

of negative expectations. Example: “Depends on him, but it also depends with who he’s 

working with. He doesn’t know people from here. And the police? Does he know the police 

here? He will not be able to do anything without support from the police”), followed by 

a feeling of hopelessness (11 responses. 20% of negative expectations. Example: 

“Everything will just get worse. That’s it”). 

 

6.  Distribution of justifications for the evaluation of organizational effectiveness 

for schools among slum dwellers 

 

 

The existence of a representative principal has mildly increased the proportion of 

respondents who voiced positive expectations for the future (43 responses, or 72%) when 

compared to those exposed to a non-representative principal (40 responses, or 62%). 

Positive Negative Positive Negative

Total 43 (72%) 16 (28%) 40 (62%) 24 (38%)

Representation 16 (37%) 1 (6%) 5 (12%) 5 (20%)

Leadership 14 (32%) 0 (0%) 21 (52%) 0 (0%)

Hope/Hopelessness 8 (18%) 1(6%) 8 (20%) 1 (%)

Structure 0 (0%) 13 (81%) 1 (2%) 16 (62%)

Neutrality 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 1 (4%)

No Reason 5 (11%) 1(6%) 4 (10%) 2 (8%)

School School

Representative Non-Representative
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Participants exposed to a representative principal who had positive expectations 

considered both the representative origin of the leader (16 responses. 37% of positive 

expectations. Example: “I think, because he is one of us, we are going to feel an 

improvement in the services provided by the school”) as well as other characteristics 

related to the leader (14 responses. 32% of positive expectations. Example: “I think things 

will get better because he is new. He has energy. Things will improve if he wants to”) as 

the main reasons for sustaining their expectations. Hope also appeared as an important 

factor (8 responses. 18% of positive expectations).  Among those exposed to a non-

representative principal, the leader's personal characteristics were the main reason used 

to justify positive expectations (21 responses. 52% of positive expectations. Example: 

“He has been working on education for some time. With that time, and with his training 

in leadership, he will be able to seek how to improve the school”), followed by hope (8 

responses. 20% of positive expectations. Example: “I think things will improve because 

he will want to improve things”) and also by the leader's own unrepresentative origin (5 

responses. 12% of positive expectations. Example: “Being an outsider, he will have a 

different mentality on how to handle Rocinha’s problem, and this is good”). 

When expectations were negative, participants exposed to a representative leader 

considered structural factors as the main reason to justify their expectations (13 responses. 

81% of negative expectations. Example: “Here, things will only worsen because we don’t 

have any support from the government. The school is in a bad shape, and the government 

does nothing about it”). Among the participants who evaluated a non-representative 

principal, structural factors continued to be the main reason for the negative assessment 

(16 responses. 62% of negative expectations. Example: “He will not be able to improve 

things because of many factors. It is hard to exemplify, but education in Brazil is already 

bad. Rocinha has serious problems. Also, the government is cutting funds. There are 
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many aspects beyond the principal’s control”). The non-representativeness status of the 

leader also appeared as an important point to justify negative expectations among slum 

dwellers exposed to a non-representative leader (5 responses. 20% of negative 

expectations. Example: “Maybe, because he’s not from here, he will end up getting in 

trouble with some of the troublemakers that go do school here”). 

 

7 – Distribution of justifications for the evaluation of organizational effectiveness 

for the police among slum outsiders  

 

 

The existence of a representative commander increased the proportion of 

respondents who voiced positive expectations in relation to organizational effectiveness 

(29 responses, or 47%) when compared to those exposed to a non-representative 

commander (16 responses, or 24%).  

Among those who held positive expectations and were exposed to a representative 

commander, the commander's representativeness was the main factor used to justify these 

expectations (17 responses. 58% of positive expectations. Example: “Because he was a 

resident from there, he knows how things work inside that place and he can seek exactly 

what the people there need”). Hope for the future followed as the second most important 

Positive Negative Positive Negative

Total 29 (47%) 32 (53%) 16 (24%) 49 (76%)

Representation 17 (58%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 1 (2%)

Leadership 2 (6%) 0 (0%) 5 (31%) 6 (12%)

Hope/Hopelessness 6 (20%) 7 (21%) 5 (31%) 2 (4%)

Structure 1 (3%) 18 (62%) 0 (0%) 22 (44%)

Neutrality 0 (0%) 3 (9%) 0 (0%) 16 (32%)

No Reason 3 (10%) 3 (9%) 6 (37%) 3 (6%)

Police Police

Representative Non Representative
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factor (6 responses. 20% of positive expectations. Example: “I think, in general, things 

will just get better”). Among those who observed a non-representative commander, 

reasons were divided between characteristics of the leader unrelated to representation (5 

responses. 31% of positive expectations. Example: “He already has the qualifications, 

he already has been chosen for that position, he already went through a selection process. 

That means the higher ups think that he has what it needs to succeed.”), hope and 

optimism regarding the future (5 responses. 31% of positive expectations. Example: “We 

expect things to get better, no? We have to”) or a simple lack of reasoning (6 responses. 

37% of positive expectations). 

Among those who held negative expectations, those who were confronted with a 

representative commander considered the structure as the main factor behind their 

expectations (18 responses. 62% of negative expectations. Example: “The problem is not 

changing the command. Is much bigger, there is everything behind that. Corruption in 

the police, for example. How is the new commander going to deal with that? Does he 

want to die? No. So he will keep things the way they are”), with others also presenting a 

pessimistic view of the future (7 responses. 21% of negative expectations. Example: 

“Things will stay the same because improving things is just too hard”). Among those 

who came across a non-representative leader, structural factors were also the main reason 

for their negative expectations (22 responses. 44% of negative expectations. Example: “It 

is not only him working there, in that case. He has to deal with the rest of the police. It is 

very hard to change things being just one person”), although a considerable portion also 

adopted a neutral tone in their responses (16 responses. 32% of negative expectations. 

Example: “I wouldn’t know what to tell. I don’t know him. I can’t tell if he’s good or bad. 

May worsen, may get better”). 

 



 

120 
 

 

8 – Distribution of justifications for the evaluation of organizational effectiveness 

for schools among slum dwellers  

 

 

The existence of a representative principal increased the proportion of respondents 

who voiced positive expectations in relation to organizational effectiveness (45 

responses, or 71%) when compared to those exposed to a non-representative commander 

(29 responses, or 51%).  

Among those who had positive expectations for the future, participants exposed 

to a representative principal shared their justifications between the representative origin 

of the leader (17 responses. 37% of positive expectations. Example: “By having lived 

there, he will know the children that now live there. That means he will be able to do a 

good work with those children”) and an optimistic attitude towards the future (15 

responses. 33% of positive expectations. Example: “I don’t know him, but things need to 

get better, right?”). Among those who were exposed to a non-representative leader, 

characteristics of the leader unrelated to their origin were the main reason (13 responses. 

44% of positive expectations. Example: “He has 10 years working with schools. So, if he 

works hard, I think with that experience he will be able to change somethings for the 

Positive Negative Positive Negative

Total 45 (71%) 18 (29%) 29 (51%) 28 (49%)

Representation 17 (37%) 0 (0%) 1 (3%) 3 (10%)

Leadership 7 (15%) 0 (0%) 13 (44%) 2 (7%)

Hope/Hopelessness 15 (33%) 1 (5%) 11 (37%) 0 (0%)

Structure 1 (2%) 9 (50%) 1 (3%) 11 (39%)

Neutrality 0 (0%) 6 (33%) 0 (0%) 10 (35%)

No Reason 5 (11%) 2 (11%) 3 (10%) 2 (7%)

Representative Non-Representative

School School
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better”), followed by optimism regarding the future (11 responses. 37% of positive 

expectations. Example: “I think things will improve because with time things tend to 

improve, little by little”). 

When assessing the reasons of those who had negative expectations, those who 

were exposed to the representative principal had structural factors as their main reasons 

(9 responses. 50% of negative expectations. Example: “It doesn’t depend just on him. 

You have to look at how he does his work, but also with whom he is working with”), 

followed by a neutral stance (6 responses. 33% of negative expectations. Example: 

“Don’t know him. Can go either way”). Those who came across a non-representative 

principal behaved similarly, considering structural factors as the main reason for their 

pessimism (10 responses. 42% of negative expectations. Example: “That doesn’t depend 

on him. That depends on investments. And that is with city hall”), followed by a neutral 

attitude towards the case (10 responses. 42% of negative expectations. Example: 

“Nowadays, everything is bad everywhere. I think that if he works hard, he may do some 

good change. Or don’t. I don’t know. I would need to know more about him to tell”). 

 


