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Introduction

A government that fails to produce the public services desired by its citizens
is unlikely to enjoy their trust. However, while public service quality and trust
in government are undoubtedly related, one is not necessarily a linear function
of the other (Van de Walle and Bouckaert, 2007). Citizens differ in their expe-
riences and knowledge of government, and, while it is possible to estimate the
average quality of public service provision for a given population, factors at the
individual level, such as gender, ethnicity, or socio-economic status, may affect
the actual quality of public services produced and received (Pedersen, Stritch,
and Thuesen, 2018). Citizens have different values and preferences, and aggre-
gate models of trust can distort the factors driving trust (or distrust) for certain
groups (Wilkes, 2015). Consequently, there is a need to understand how dif-
ferent citizen attributes, experiences, and life histories determine the criteria
by which government is judged and ultimately its perceived trustworthiness.

Empirical research has demonstrated that ethnicity and race are related
to trust in different ways and in different countries (Marschall and Shah, 2007;
Maxwell, 2010a; Leigh, 2006; Wilkes, 2015), and immigrants can have different
views about government compared to native-born citizens due to their alterna-
tive evaluative reference points, different life experiences, and exposure to dif-
ferent policies (Dahlberg and Linde, 2018; Maxwell, 2010a; Nichols, LeBron and
Pedraza, 2018; Rijavec and Pevcin, 2018). When immigrants do not fall into the
dominant ethnic, linguistic, or religious categories of their new homes, they may
face difficulties integrating into mainstream society. However, if trust in govern-
ment is associated with heightened intentions to engage with available public
policy and programs, it may be useful to know which factors are of particular
significance for this group of stakeholders.

The concept of representative bureaucracy is relevant to this case. In brief,
a bureaucracy is representative when the composition of its personnel reflects
the structural diversity of the society it serves (Bradbury and Kellough, 2011).
While earlier work on representative bureaucracy assumed that its positive ef-
fect for minorities would be realized through the advocacy of minority govern-
ment employees, an emerging stream of theory and research known as sym-
bolic representation suggests that greater diversity in the public workforce can
heighten the trust of minorities and less advantaged citizens, in turn increasing
their willingness to cooperate with government and coproduce public services
(Riccucci and Van Ryzin, 2016; Riccucci and Van Ryzin, 2017). The proposed
link between trust and representative bureaucracy makes the symbolic represen-
tation perspective a compelling framework with which to study the relationships
proposed in this study.

Until now, most of the research on both trust in government and repre-
sentative bureaucracy has been carried out in the United States or other West-
ern countries, and a recent review of the representative bureaucracy literature
noted its geographic concentration and called for research to be conducted
in different contexts (Bishu and Kennedy, 2020). Importantly, the assump-
tions that underlie both trust in government and representative bureaucra-
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cy are not context specific, and it is reasonable to assess their validity using
a cross-national research design. To this end, I use individual-level data across
34 countries from the World Values Survey (Wave 6, Inglehart et al., 2014) and
a unique measure of representative bureaucracy at the national level obtained
from the Quality of Government Institute (Dahlstrom et al., 2015a) to test
whether a bureaucracy that is representative of the citizenry can impact levels
of trust in government for immigrants as well as the children of immigrants.
Before describing the parameters of the test, I first lay out the theoretical posi-
tion that motivates it. Following a presentation of the empirical analysis and
results, I discuss the study’s implications and limitations, and suggest that
a cross-national approach can further enrich the theoretical landscape of the
representative bureaucracy construct

Literature

Representative bureaucracy

A bureaucracy is representative to the extent that the demographic char-
acteristics of its employees reflect those of the constituents that it serves (Bishu
and Kennedy, 2019). Passive representativeness, or achieving a sufficient level
of compositional reflectivity, may be seen as a marker of a government’s success
in addressing deficits in social equity, reducing discriminatory hiring practices,
and infusing democratic values into personnel management (Riccucci and Van
Ryzin, 2017). From the perspective of social justice, representative bureaucracy
may be understood as a moral imperative and a condition of fairness.

In addition to the normative argument for representative bureaucracy,
some studies have sought to understand the extent to which it also has instru-
mental value. If having a passively representative bureaucracy translates into
concrete benefits for women, minorities, and less advantaged citizens more
generally, then representativeness is both normatively and instrumentally de-
sirable. The theoretical model underlying the instrumentality hypothesis pre-
dicts that social origins are associated with specific values and preferences
that in turn shape the actions of bureaucrats, encouraging understanding, re-
sponsiveness, and additional care for those with similar origins (Riccucci and
Meyers, 2004; Saltzstein, 1979). Although there are presumably many factors
at the managerial level as well as in the process of public service (co-)pro-
duction itself that condition the impact of representative bureaucracy (Meier,
2019), the active representation hypothesis has found some support in the em-
pirical literature. Impressively, the theory has been applied in diverse areas in-
cluding the awarding of government contracts to minority-owned enterprises
(Brunjes and Kellough, 2018; Fernandez, Malatesta and Smith, 2013; Smith
and Fernandez, 2010), women’s employment, career achievement, and secu-
rity in the workplace (Choi, Hong and Lee, 2018; Guul, 2018; Rabovsky and
Lee, 2018), academic achievement for women and minorities (Atkins, Fertig
and Wilkins, 2014; Capers, 2018; Egalite and Kisida, 2018; Favero and Mo-
lina, 2018; Nicholson-Crotty et al., 2016; Song, 2018; Vinopal, 2018), and po-
licing outcomes for both women (Schuck 2018) and minorities (Hong, 2016;
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Hong, 2017a; Hong, 2017b; Nicholson-Crotty, Nicholson-Crotty and Fernan-
dez, 2017), as well as organizational performance more generally (Fernandez,
Koma and Lee, 2018; Fernandez and Lee, 2016; Lee, 2019).

The arguments in the passive representativeness literature have led
to a strengthening of the normative imperative to diversify public bureaucra-
cies. Evidence from the active representativeness literature has furnished an in-
strumental motivation as a supplement to this normative core. However, a third
theoretical approach to representative bureaucracy, known as symbolic rep-
resentation (Bishu and Kennedy, 2019), has emerged. This approach focuses
on the perception of government by citizens, suggesting that, in addition to the
active channel of improved policy outcomes, performance gains may result
from enhanced cooperation and a willingness to coproduce public goods. From
a symbolic representation perspective, representative bureaucracy benefits citi-
zens not necessarily because ethnic minorities within the bureaucracy perform
an activist role, but rather because a representative bureaucracy will increase cit-
izen (and minority) trust in government, and, in turn, heighten citizen coopera-
tion with government officials and compliance with public policy (Riccuci and
Van Ryzin, 2017; Riccucci, Van Ryzin and Li, 2016). The operative mechanism
is thus similar to that of active representation but runs in the opposite direction:
women, minorities, or less advantaged citizens may more readily identify with
government officials who reflect their own life histories and circumstances and
thereby be more willing to trust them.

Research on the symbolic channel between representative bureaucracy
and public policy outcomes is not as developed as that of the passive and active
literatures. However, recent empirical studies suggest the efficacy of this path.
For instance, Riccucci, Van Ryzin, and Li (2016) show that when women are
visibly represented in an agency responsible for recycling, female constituents
report a greater willingness to participate in recycling programs (however, see
Sievery (2021), which fails to reproduce this result). Roch, Elsayed and Ed-
wards (2018) demonstrate that the perceived fairness and legitimacy of dis-
ciplinary actions taken against students is greater to the extent that schools
have a higher level of passive representation. In a conceptually related study;,
Riccucci, Van Ryzin, and Jackson (2018) show that perceptions of police fair-
ness and trust among black citizens increases with black representativeness
in the police force. This study is related to the earlier work of Theobald and
Haider-Markel (2009), who showed that black citizens perceive police action
to be more legitimate when the majority of officers are black (they showed
also that the same is true for white citizens evaluating a predominantly white
police force). In another instance, Gade and Wilkins (2013) demonstrate that
veterans enrolled in a vocational rehabilitation program report higher levels
of satisfaction and other relevant attitudes when they believed that their coun-
selor was also a veteran.

These empirical studies provide an evidential basis for the symbolic repre-
sentation hypothesis. However, like many areas of study in public administra-
tion, empirical research has been carried out primarily in the American and
European context. This geographic research concentration overlooks the vari-
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ous ways in which Western society and government may differ in systematic
ways from developing countries or countries with different cultural traditions.
However, as the theoretical assumptions of the relationship between representa-
tive bureaucracy and ethnic and racial minority effects are not culturally or geo-
graphically specific, it is reasonable to test whether the relationship holds across
a broader range of contexts.

Immigrants, trust in government, and representative bureaucracy

Successfully integrating immigrants, who are often ethnic or linguistic
minorities, into mainstream society can be a policy challenge. While local
communities can play a role in the integration process, a lack of trust on the
part of immigrants of central government institutions may undermine the im-
plementation of integration policy and programs. The difference between how
immigrants see government may also differ between generations. Maxwell
(2010a) demonstrates that first-generation immigrants tend on average to have
more positive views of government than native-born citizens. However, this
difference reduces in size or disappears for second generation immigrants that
have been raised in the country and therefore exposed to similar socialization
processes from birth. On the other hand, Maxwell (2010b, p. 46) notes that
even second-generation immigrants often continue to suffer from “stigmatiza-
tion and discrimination,” failing to achieve full integration into their country
while at the same time not feeling completely part of their homeland origins.
Immigrants can face barriers to integration including frustrated aspirations
for upward social mobility (particularly for low-skill immigrants), racial and
ethnic discrimination (particularly for immigrants of non-European origins
in Western societies), and, for immigrants arriving from countries with higher
levels of political repression, difficulties adapting to the norms of democratic
societies (Maxwell, 2010a). On the other hand, this contrasting background
can also be a source of increased positive attitudes about the host country
(Maxwell, 2010b).

In this study, I test whether representative bureaucracy affects immigrants
and non-immigrants differentially. Based on prior empirical research and
drawing on the symbolic representation perspective, I propose the following
hypothesis:

Hypothesis 1: Immigrant status positively moderates the relationship be-
tween representative bureaucracy and trust in government.

Given that the literature has pointed out subtle differences in the integra-
tion experiences of second and first generation immigrants (Abouguendia and
Noels, 2001; Maxwell, 2010a; 2010b) but does not suggest that representative
bureaucracy would affect the two groups differently, I also test the following two
hypotheses:

Hypotheses 2a and 2b: Second generation immigrant status (2a) and first
generation immigrant status (2b) positively moderate the relationship between
representative bureaucracy and trust in government.

The next section describes the data and empirical methods I use to imple-
ment the model.

11
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Data and methods

Dependent variable: Trust in government

To measure the dependent variable as well as all other individual-level vari-
ables in the analysis, I use data from Wave 6 of the World Values Survey (In-
glehart et al., 2014). As the name suggests, the World Values Survey polls indi-
viduals across a diverse selection of countries about their perspectives on topics
of socio-economic importance. To measure trust in government, I use questions
that ask respondents to rate on a scale of 1 to 4 how much confidence they have
in various public institutions. A selection of these variables has commonly been
used to measure diffuse political trust or trust in government (see Breustedt
(2018) and Tao (2021) for a review). I use the mean of confidence in the police,
courts, the government in the nation’s capital, political parties, parliament, and
the civil service. Although these are different aspects of government, a factor
analysis suggests that the combined scale is one-dimensional. The internal con-
sistency of the questions is a high .87. However, based on the possibility that
trust in specifically administrative organizations may have different foundations
than more broadly political ones (Camdes and Mendes, 2019), I also use a re-
duced 2-item scale capturing trust only in the government and civil service. This
second measurement is correlated with the 6-item scale at .90 (p <.001) but has
a lower alpha value of .67.

Independent variable: Representative bureaucracy

Representative bureaucracy captures the extent to which the diversity of the
public service reflects the diversity of society (Riccucci and Van Ryzin, 2017). Schol-
ars have measured this variously (Bradbury and Kellough, 2020), but many of these
measures have been sub-national and cannot be used in a cross-national analysis.
In this study, I use data from the Quality of Government (QoG) Institute’s Expert
Survey II (Dahlstrom et al., 2015) to measure representative bureaucracy. The QoG
Expert Survey II dataset provides quantitative estimates of structural characteristics
of national bureaucracies averaged from the survey responses of international public
administration experts. The data has been used in a variety of studies to measure
concepts such as merit-based recruitment and tenure protections (Nistoskaya and
Cingolani, 2016), performance pay usage (Campbell, 2020a), and national auditing
capacity (Gustavson and Sundstrom, 2018). To measure representative bureaucracy,
I use responses to the following statement: “Key ethnic and religious groups in so-
ciety are proportionally represented among public sector employees.” Although the
estimate is based on a subjective evaluation and not raw personnel data, the question
has a high degree of face validity for the construct and captures the core ideas of rep-
resentation and proportionality in the civil service. The scale runs from 1 (hardly
ever) to 7 (almost always), and thus higher values on the scale represent higher levels
of representative bureaucracy.

Figure 1 shows the level of representative bureaucracy plotted against coun-
try-level mean estimates of trust in government. Although both trust and repre-
sentative bureaucracy have considerable levels of variation in the data, they are
not correlated at statistically significant levels.

12
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Figure 1: Representative bureaucracy by trust in government.

Independent variable: Immigration status

I follow Maxwell (2010a) and Roder and Miihlau (2012) and create three cat-
egories of respondents to capture immigration status. Country-native respondents
are those who are neither themselves immigrants nor have immigrant parents.
Second-generation immigrants are those who are themselves not immigrants but
have at least one parent that is. Finally, first generation immigrants are those that
have themselves immigrated to their country of residence.

Figure 2 shows the percentage of immigrants in the sample countries (inclusive
of both first and second generation immigrants). Jordan, New Zealand, and Singapore
have the highest percentage of their sample made up of immigrants. In contrast, Mo-
rocco, the Philippines, and Egypt had the fewest, each with less than 1 percent of their
sample reporting to be either first or second generation immigrants. I note here that
these sample proportions are correlated at .76 (p < .001) with the World BanK’s esti-
mates of international migrant population percentages (World Bank, 2016).

40
30

20

10
" ||IIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIII...IIIIIIIIII-_ _____

Jordan Sweden Kazakhstan Ukraine Uruguay Brazil Poland Ghana Egypt
New Zealand Netherlands Rwanda Lebanon Mexico Russia Georgia  Thailand Philippines
Singapore  Cyprus  Argentina Zimbabwe Azerbaijan Malaysia South Africa Romania  Morocco
Estonia  Germany Ecuador Turkey India Chile Nigeria South Korea
Pakistan United States Slovenia Algeria  Kyrgyzstan Peru Colombia Iraq

First and Second Gen
Immigrants (% of Sample)

Figure 2: Immigrants in the sample countries (inclusive of both first and sec-
ond generation immigrants), %.
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Control variables

At the individual level, I control for respondent sex, age, and level of educa-
tion. I also control for social trust using a dummy variable coded 1 for respondents
who answered “Most people can be trusted” when dealing with others and 0 for
those who answered “Need to be very careful” (Camdes and Mendes, 2019). I fur-
ther control for three significant factors at the country level. Citizens of more devel-
oped countries may have higher levels of trust in their government, and develop-
ment is also closely related to public service quality. I therefore control for economic
development by including a measure of GDP per capita (log) from the World Bank’s
Development Indicators (2016). How positions linked with political power are dis-
tributed may also affect trust in government. I thus add a control for levels of de-
mocracy using Freedom House’s iPolity measure for the year 2014 (2019). To better
isolate the composition of government from its performance, I control for two ad-
ditional factors. First, Fund for Peace’s estimate of public service quality from the
Fragile States Index (Messner et al., 2015) captures public service performance across
a range of vital services. Finally, I also include an estimate of Control of Corruption
from the World Bank’s Governance Indicators from 2014 (Kaufmann et al., 2010).

Table 1 shows descriptive statistics for the variables used in this study.

Table 1
Descriptive statistics

Variable Mean SD Min Max

Individual level

Trust in Government 2.37 0.72 1 4
Non-immigrant 0.89 0.31 0 1
First Gen. Immigrant 0.04 0.20 0 1
Second Gen. Immigrant 0.06 0.25 0 1
Female 0.51 0.50 0 1
Age 41.74 16.48 16 102
Education 5.70 2.38 1 9
Social Trust 0.25 0.43 0 1
Country level
Representative Bureaucracy 3.52 1.00 1.7 6.2
GDP per Capita (log) 9.52 0.93 7.4 11.3
Democracy 6.74 291 0.25 10
Public Service Quality 5.89 217 1.9 9.5
Control of Corruption 2.51 1.07 0.9 4.8

Sources: Author’s calculations based on various datasets.

Results

Because individual responses are nested in countries, I specify the model us-
ing a multilevel estimator (Hox, Moerbeek and Van de Schoot, 2017), including
random intercepts and slopes for the immigrant status variables. The interclass
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correlation coeflicient suggests that about 22% of the variance in trust in govern-
ment is explained by country context, which implies that a multilevel estimation
approach is appropriate.

Table 2
Trust in government, representative bureaucracy,
and immigrant status
Variable Model1 Model2 Model3 Model4 Model5 Model6 Model7 Model8 Model 9
Representative Bureaucracy -0.01 -0.01 -003 -0.02 -0.02 -0.02 -0.03 -0.01 -0.01
Immigrant (1st or 2nd Gen) -0.02 -0.01 -0.02 -0.02
Representative Bureaucracyx Immigrant 0.04" 0.04" 004"
Second Gen. Imnmigrant (SGI) -0.03 -0.02 -0.02 -0.03
First Gen. Immigrant (FGI) -0.02 -0.02 -0.02 -0.02
Representative Bureaucracyx SGI 0.04 0.04 0.04
Representative Bureaucracyx FGI 0.06"" 0.06 " 0.06""
GDP per Capita (log) 0.01 0.01 0.00 -0.01
Democracy 007"  -007™ 007" -007™
Public Service Quality 004 005 -0.06 -0.07"
Control of Corruption 024" 024" 027" 027"
Female Respondent 002" 0.02""
Age 0.00"™" 0.00™"
Education 0.00 0.00
Social Trust 017" 017"
Intercept 230™ 235" 235 2m™ 237" 235" 235" 2m™" 257"
Residual Variance 0.43 0.43 0.43 0.43 0.42 0.43 0.43 0.43 0.42
Intercept Variance 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.05 0.05 0.08 0.08 0.05 0.05
Slope: Immigrant 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01
Slope: First Gen. Immigrant 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00
Slope: Second Gen. Immigrant 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02
Countries 43 43 43 43 43 43 43 43 43
Observations 59307 59307 59,307 59307 58,030 59,307 59,307 59307 58,030

Note: * p<0.05 ** p<0.01 *** p<0.001

Sources: Author’s calculations based on various datasets.

Model 1 contains only representative bureaucracy as a predictor of trust
in government. Model 2 adds the first immigration variable. Independently, nei-
ther of these factors appears to be a significant predictor of trust in government.
Model 3 adds an interaction term, which is positive and statistically significant.
In line with the general orientation of this study, this suggests that the effect of rep-
resentative bureaucracy on trust is potentially significant for immigrants. Models
4 and 5 add country and individual level control variables, respectively. In Model
4, we can see a negative and statistically significant correlation between democ-
racy and trust in government. This is consistent with some of the empirical politi-
cal science research (You and Wang, 2020). The results also suggest that control-
ling corruption has a positive relationship with citizen trust, a result that is, again,
consistent with prior research (Catterberg and Moreno, 2005). Model 5 suggests
that female respondents and older respondents tend to trust government more.
Unsurprisingly, social trust is positively related to trust in government.
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Models 6 through 9 are similar to Models 2 through 5 but disaggregate im-
migrant status into first and second generation and thereby address hypotheses
2a and 2b. While neither of the disaggregated immigrant status variables are inde-
pendently significant predictors of trust, the interaction effect between first gener-
ation immigrant status and representative bureaucracy is positive and statistically
significant across all models. In contrast, there is no significant interaction with
representative bureaucracy and second generation immigrant status, suggesting
that the effect is limited to those who are themselves immigrants but not the chil-
dren of immigrants.

To better interpret this effect, I graph trust in government as a joint func-
tion of representative bureaucracy and first generation immigrant status. Figure
3 shows the interaction effect. Representative bureaucracy has a positive rela-
tionship with trust in government for first generation immigrants. For those not
in this citizenship category, the relationship appears to lack significance. This ef-
fect is consistent with hypothesis 2b of this study.

261

2l seeemT First Gen
________ Immigrant

__________ — No

==+ Yes

Trust in Government

201

2 3 4 5 6
Representative Bureaucracy

Figure 3: Moderating effect of immigration status on the relationship between
representative bureaucracy and trust in government.

Discussion

This study takes a novel cross-national approach to the study of representa-
tive bureaucracy and links the construct to trust in government among immi-
grants. The key finding is that representative bureaucracy is positively related
to trust in government for (first generation) immigrants, which is consistent with
the symbolic theory of bureaucratic representation described by Riccucci et al.
(2014) and others. This finding has implications for the theory of representative
bureaucracy and is suggestive of further research paths.
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I note some limitations of this study and suggest ways that future work can
improve upon and extend the findings. First of all, even though this is, to the au-
thor’s knowledge, the first study to conduct a cross-national, multi-level analysis
of representative bureaucracy, and the sample of countries included in the analysis
represents a range of situations, a survey-based measure of representative bureau-
cracy rather than one based in numerical personnel data was used. This measure
has both strengths and weaknesses. In terms of the former, the general nature
of the survey question allows for comparability between countries. Moreover, nu-
merous validity checks conducted by the stewards of the Expert II survey suggest
that the data itself is of a high quality, with marginal bias due to characteristics
of the expert panel (Dahlstrom et al., 2015b). This being said, a generic survey-
based approach cannot capture the full range of experiences between countries.
For instance, the measure is a country-level measure capturing representative
bureaucracy in the central government as a whole. In reality, there likely would
be variations not only in how representative bureaucracy is implemented between
countries that this survey measure fails to capture, but also within government
(for instance, between high-ranking and front-line staff, or between different re-
gions) there are likely to be differences. Although capturing these differences em-
pirically may mean restricting sample size, this nevertheless would help bring out
the nuances of the studied relationships.

Second, I note that the measure of immigrant status I use is quite crude. Al-
though the variable clearly captures first and second generation immigration sta-
tus, it says little about the degree to which the given respondent is distinct in vari-
ous ways from the host country population. Relevant differences may be ethnic-
ity, language spoken, religion, or cultural traditions. Others have used more fine-
grained estimates which capture length of residency as well as the level of relative
cultural and other differences between the host and migrant country. For instance,
Roder and Miihlau (2012) attribute to origin country frames of references the high
level of trust on first generation immigrants. Immigration status does not capture
this level of complexity and subtlety in the actual situations of respondents. Inte-
grating these factors into an empirical model may provide further clarity about
the impact of representative bureaucracy on trust for immigrants and minorities.

Next, I note again that representative bureaucracy has no statistically signif-
icant direct effect on trust in government, even before controlling for alternative
explanatory factors. However, trust in government is not the only outcome rel-
evant to the representative bureaucracy concept and was selected as a dependent
variable in this study to test the symbolic representation theory of representative
bureaucracy. Importantly, prior research has demonstrated that representative
bureaucracy can lead to positive, concrete outcomes for individuals (Bishu and
Kennedy, 2020; Kennedy, 2014), which this study does not test. Although trust
in government is important from the perspective of securing compliance and
may lead to enhanced coproduction among minority classes of citizen (Riccucci
etal., 2017), and moreover may be thought of as a normative imperative, linking
up representative bureaucracy with actual service quality and other outcomes
of interest rather than subjective evaluations of government trustworthiness
is an important research goal which this study’s results should not dissuade re-
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searchers from pursuing. Of course, although the symbolic representation per-
spective represents an important contribution to the theory of representative
bureaucracy, scholars continue to be concerned about how bureaucracy actu-
ally impacts citizens and the conditions under which representativeness is likely
to improve bureaucratic outcomes, with bureaucrats directly acting in the inter-
ests of clients (Meier, 2019).

Much of the research on representative bureaucracy has been conducted
in a single country, which in turn necessitates a focus on the individual-level
factors, for instance, whether or not the gender/race of the public service pro-
vider and client match (Riccucci et al., 2016; Riccucci et al., 2018). However,
studying representative bureaucracy in a cross-national context allows isolating
factors that single-context studies preclude. One research path may link up lev-
els of ethnic homogeneity with administrative traditions and test their joint in-
fluence in determining the impact of representative bureaucracy. For instance,
both Singapore and South Korea have a strong state tradition and high levels
of public service quality (Im, Campbell and Cha, 2013; Kasdan and Campbell,
2020; Wade, 2018). However, the former is very diverse whereas the latter has
one of the most homogenous populations in the world. Studying the character,
conditions, and impact of representative bureaucracy in such contexts in a com-
parative manner may produce additional insights beyond what can be achieved
by focusing exclusively on rich Western countries. Or, ethnolinguistic fraction-
alization is linked with low growth (Posner, 2004), partly as fractionalization
provides incentives to use individual connections in the recruitment process
of government at the expense of merit (Sundell, 2014). The interplay between
context, recruitment, representativeness, and performance deserves careful
treatment as it can shed further light on the relevance of representative bureau-
cracy to government performance.

Another area of research with which the symbolic perspective on representa-
tive bureaucracy may intersect is that of organizational communication and pub-
lic relations. Communication and the provision of information matters for trust,
both within government and for citizens (Campbell and Im, 2015; Im and Camp-
bell, 2020; Van de Walle and Bouckaert, 2003; Yang and Holzer, 2006), particularly
as government performance is a complex construct that may not be readily ac-
cessible to citizens accustomed to drawing upon a private sector-derived perfor-
mance model (Campbell, 2020b). In the current study, I argued that representative
bureaucracy would have a larger impact on trust in government for immigrants
based on the symbolic representation approach. However, one assumption of this
argument is that citizens actually pay attention to the composition of government,
an assumption that is absent from the active representation approach, which
is based in concrete action and the interaction between government and citizens.
The composition of government is in many cases largely hidden from citizens,
particularly for organs that have an administrative or internal focus. The relative
visibility of representative bureaucracy to the citizen should thus be a core deter-
minant of its symbolic impact, and researchers may explore how different ways
of making the representativeness of government salient for citizens shapes its im-
pact on trust and other outcomes of interest.
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By providing a cross-national, multi-level test of the relationship between
representative bureaucracy and trust in government for immigrants, this study
provides new evidence for the symbolic representation hypothesis. Although there
are limitations and questions remain, this study makes a contribution by leverag-
ing novel data to bring empirical evidence to bear on the link between representa-
tive bureaucracy and perceptions of government. As global migration continues
to accelerate, and with many (particularly in developing countries) continuing
to suffer from poor government and diminished life chances, facilitating an un-
derstanding of how public administration can better serve a diverse set of con-
stituents is a practical imperative of growing urgency.
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