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Resumo 

 

Este estudo busca avaliar como a confiança interpessoal e a confiança 

interorganizacional afeta o grau de interferência estatal na operação das parcerias estabelecidas 

entre o Estado com o terceiro setor. Conduzimos um estudo de caso qualitativo em duas 

organizações sociais brasileiras (OS), Projeto Guri e Orquestra Sinfônica do Estado de São Paulo, 

por meio de análise de documentos e entrevistas. A análise dos dados coletados gerou um modelo 

que explica como uma série de fatores, incluindo as qualidades do contrato de gestão e o poder 

dos conselhos das organizações sociais, moderam a relação entre confiança interpessoal e 

interorganizacional nas parcerias. O estudo revela que ao contrário de Zaheer et al (1998), a 

confiança interpessoal influenciou expressivamente o nível de interferência do Estado e o padrão 

de colaboração observado nas parcerias do Estado com o terceiro setor. Outros autores sugerem 

que as teorias sobre parcerias com o terceiro setor sejam contextualizadas. Desta forma, o modelo 

considera o contexto histórico e institucional do Brasil. Além disso enfatiza a importância do 

personalismo na cultura brasileira ao mesmo tempo em que destaca a proeminência da confiança 

interpessoal. 

 

Palavras-chave: Parcerias Estado-terceiro setor, Confiança em parcerias, Organização Social, 

Colaboração entre setores 

 



 
 

Abstract 

 

 This study seeks to evaluate how interorganizational and interpersonal trust affects the 

degree of State interference in the operations of public-nonprofit partnerships (PNPs). We 

conducted a qualitative case study in two Brazilian PNPs, Projeto Guri and Orquestra Sinfônica 

do Estado de São Paulo, through documental analysis and semi-structured interviews. Content 

analysis of the data yielded a trust framework that begins to explain how a variety of factors, 

including the protective qualities of the management contract and the strength of the board, 

moderate the relationship between interpersonal and interorganizational trust in PNPs. The study 

reveals that unlike Zaheer et al (1998), interpersonal trust had a unique and prominent effect on 

State interference and types of collaboration in PNPs. Parting from the suggestions by previous 

authors to contextualize PNP literature findings, the framework takes into account the highly 

personalistic qualities of Brazilian culture as well as historical and institutional context while 

highlighting the crucial role of interpersonal trust in Brazilian PNPs. 

 

Keywords: Public Nonprofit Partnerships, Trust in partnerships, Social Organization, Cross-

sector collaboration 
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1  INTRODUCTION 

 

  Though there is an urgent need for governments to address societal problems, some claim 

the public sectors of many countries are unable to achieve this task on their own 

(BRINKERHOFF, 1999). States are sometimes seen as clumsy and inefficient (BRINKERHOFF 

& BRINKERHOFF, 2002; COSTIN 2005); however, literature holds that other sectors also lack 

sufficient resources to provide public services and solve all social problems. For many authors, 

states may partner with private or nonprofit sectors because of the individual strengths each 

sector brings to meeting these social needs. Nonprofit or third sector organizations are said to be 

more flexible and trustworthy than public organizations (SALAMON, 2004), and better able to 

mobilize voluntary effort due to their proximity to communities (BRINKERHOFF & 

BRINKERHOFF, 2002). Furthermore, as Salamon (2004: 110) states: 

The rise of the third sector springs from a variety of pressures—from individual citizens, 

outside institutions and governments themselves. It reflects a distinct set of social and 

technological changes, as well as a long-simmering crisis of confidence in the capability 

of the state. 

As a result, the emergence and prominence of the third sector may be changing how the 

states and citizens interact (SALAMON, 2004). Conversely, some authors hold that the state can 

help third sector organizations gain accountability, specialization, technical capacity and quality 

(TEIXEIRA, 2002; SALAMON, 2004). 

The benefits of these partnerships cannot be taken as a given however. As Huxham (2003) 

notes, in practice, collaborative arrangements yield output that is small or negligible and if 

successful outputs are actually obtained, they come at a high cost. Furthermore, as noted by 

Teodósio (2002), there is a belief that the increased participation of third sector organizations in 

providing social services is linked to the gradual withdrawal of the state in providing fundamental 

human rights to society.   

Brazilian Public Private Partnerships – PPPs are unique because the State has created two 

prominent policies for public-nonprofit partnerships: the Social Organization– SO law (No. 

9637/98), which was passed in 1998 to support non-state non-profit organizations who could 

potentially deliver services previously delivered by the state in a more efficient and flexible 

manner; and the Organização da Sociedade Civil de Interesse Público – OSCIP Law (No. 
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9790/99), known as the Nonprofit Law, which was passed in 1999 to support organizations that 

had already been performing services of public interest, which the state then wished to back 

(ALCOFORADO, 2010). While the former policy creates what Hodgson (2004) refers to as a 

―manufactured civil society‖ since the partnerships were not initiated by society, the latter is an 

attempt to support nonprofits that delivered public services. These public non-state nonprofit 

partnerships (PNPs), which are a part of the Brazilian third sector, were met with resistance from 

public servants on a federal level (PECI, 2011); however, they have been used extensively in São 

Paulo and other Brazilian states (ALCOFORADO, 2010). The SOs are vastly different than 

partnerships in other countries where nonprofit organizations with close ties to communities are 

contracted by the state to deliver services they are more equipped or more experienced to deliver.   

There are different factors that may influence the quality of collaboration in these 

partnerships. The aforementioned SO and OSCIP laws, for example, establish requirements for 

the partnership management contract and thus shape how the partners collaborate. Besides, the 

management contracts resulting from these laws, interpersonal relations are known to have a 

pronounced influence in Brazilian organizations (SOBRAL ET AL, 2007). Both in the context of 

Brazil and in general, trust in organizational relations is a recurring topic in PNP literature 

(HODGSON, 2004; MCLAUGHLIN, 2011); however, few studies distinguish between different 

types of trust or consider each types´ unique effect on collaboration. As seen in Zaheer et al 

(1998), interpersonal trust, which can be defined as the trust held by an individual to his or her 

counterpart in a partner organization, and interorganizational trust, the collective trust from the 

members of one partner organization towards the norms, practices and structures of the partner 

organization, are important dimensions of trust to consider for successful collaboration. The 

authors find that interorganizational trust directly affects collaboration, whereas interpersonal 

trust affects collaboration indirectly via interorganizational trust. This study seeks to determine 

how interpersonal and interorganizational trust affect government interference in cultural sector 

social organizations in the state of São Paulo and whether Zaheer et al´s (1998) findings apply in 

the Brazilian context. For the purpose of our study, PNP and public third sector partnerships will 

be used interchangeably. Furthermore, nonprofit organization, nongovernmental organization 

(NGO) and civil society organization will also be used interchangeably. 
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1.1 Final and Intermediate Objectives  

 

The ultimate objective of this study is to determine how interorganizational and 

interpersonal trust affect the extent to which the State interferes in or controls the management 

and operations of PNPs  

In order to reach this objective the study: 

a) Identifies how interorganizational and interpersonal trust are analyzed in current PPP 

literature; 

b) Analyzes the institutional context and the trajectory of two important partnerships in the 

cultural sector of São Paulo by conducting field research; 

c) Differentiates between the two types of trust and their effect on State interference in 

PNPs; 

d) Explores other factors that may moderate the relation of these two types of trust with 

degree of State interference in the partnerships; 

e) Discusses the nature of collaborations that characterize the abovementioned partnerships. 

 

1.2 Proposition 

 

The study seeks to find whether levels of interorganizational and interpersonal trust 

between public and non-State partners affect the autonomy a SO has to manage its own 

operations.  We propose that the extent to which the State interferes in the SO management will 

directly affect how the partners collaborate. We suspected that higher state interference will lead 

to the SO merely performing tasks dictated by the State.  

Though Teodósio (2002) does not distinguish between interpersonal and 

interorganizational trust, he finds that in the Brazilian context, trust must be established between 

the members of partner organizations, which we will later define as interpersonal trust, before 

partnerships are initiated in order to achieve effective collaboration. We therefore anticipate an 

inverse relationship between State interference and interpersonal trust.  

Since Brazil is a society based on personal relationships (FREITAS, 1997), we expect that 

in partnerships with high interpersonal trust between members of partner organizations, the effect 
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of interorganizational trust on state intervention in management will be less pronounced. 

Furthermore, in partnerships with low levels of interpersonal trust, state agents will intervene 

more frequently in the operations of the SO.  

Figure 1 illustrates this proposal: 

 

 

Figure 1 - Relationship of Management to Trust and Collaboration. 

Source: Own elaboration. 

 

1.3 Research Delimitation 

 

As Salamon (2004) noted, NGOs in developing countries are regularly credited with ―the 

ability to reach outlying communities, promote participation, innovate and operate at low cost but 

[are criticized] for their limited replicability‖. That is, what determines the success of NGOs in 

one context will not guarantee success for NGOs in another context. The diversity of nonprofits, 

lack of consistent data and the absence of data in general makes analysis all the more difficult 

(FUKUYAMA, 2001; SALAMON, 2004).  As a result, much research in the area has led to 

inconclusive results that cannot be generalized.   

To address these issues, we will delimit our study in order to minimize variation based on 

cultural context and state legislative structure. We only studied partnerships in the cultural sector 

of São Paulo, Brazil that provided examples of various levels of State intervention in SO 

management. The State of São Paulo was chosen because it has been governed by PSDB since 

1995 and as noted in ABONG (2006), the party pioneered the adoption of the management 

contract with SOs. The article also highlights, however, that the SO policy, although developed 

by PSDB, has also been adopted by other parties´ governments. São Paulo´s relative political 

stability makes it an ideal environment to study the effect of interpersonal trust on the SO model; 

Interorganizational 

Trust 

Interpersonal 

Trust 

State Interference Collaboration 
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however, it is worth noting that State interference may be exacerbated or altered should there be a 

shift in political control. While São Paulo SO legislation applies to both the health and cultural 

sectors, this study analyzes cases in the cultural sector due to the availability of partnerships that 

serve both elite and popular audiences. The Symphonic Orchestra of the State of São Paulo– 

OSESP, an example of a project that served mostly elite audiences, was chosen since as noted by 

former Executive Secretary Cláudia Costin (2005), the cultural sector was included in the São 

Paulo SO legislation with the objective to reform OSESPs management. Due to the complexity of 

transforming the organization into an SO however, less intricate organizations like the Guri 

Project, which serves a more popular audience, were used as pilots to gather learnings and 

facilitate the implementation of the model on a larger more complex scale, which justifies the 

analysis of the second case, the Guri Project.  

As Zaheer et al (1998) note, trust can include cognitive, behavioral, and emotional aspects 

on both an interpersonal and interorganizational level.  To accurately analyze all of these 

components with a qualitative study would require a more elaborate scheme that could limit the 

extent to which we can generalize our findings (ZAHEER ET AL, 1998). This study thus focuses 

on relational trust, which consists of the expectations one person or a collection of members of an 

organization hold for another person or the members of another organization respectively, and 

controls for dispositional trust, which are the expectations about the trustworthiness of others in 

general.   

 

1.4 Relevance of Research 

 

In recent years, some States have developed a variety of diverse partnerships with civil 

society to deliver services that some authors believe the public sector is unequipped to deliver 

alone (HODGSON, 2004; BRINKERHOFF, 1999). Collaboration between public entities and 

organizations that exist outside of the State apparatus in developing countries, in particular, is 

promoted as an option for delivering basic social services (MCLOUGHLIN, 2011).  

With the emergence of these partnerships, a drive for more efficient and effective 

partnerships makes the analysis and improvement of collaboration increasingly important. States 

in various countries have also begun creating non-state organizations to deliver services 

(Hodgson, 2004) while achieving some of the benefits the third sector is believed to possess, 
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which include reduced red tape and increased proximity to society (ANDREWS & ENTWISTLE, 

2010). Such is the case in Brazil, where Social Organizations (SOs) are oftentimes created in the 

absence of already established civil society organizations. However, as previously mentioned, 

trust is an issue in these organizations. 

Studies have already highlighted that trust towards public organizations in Latin America 

is amongst the lowest in the world (BANCO MUNDIAL, 2010) but have not adequately analyzed 

the impact of this finding. Partnership literature also has not distinguished between the effects of 

interpersonal and interorganizational trust. However, existing studies do analyze the effects of 

State coercion and hold that though partnering with civil society has the potential to increase 

levels of trust in general, partnerships that are coerced by the government instead of rooted in 

voluntary motivation may actually threaten trust (HODGSON, 2004). In fact, the prominence of 

PPPs is often thought to be an attempt by the State to evade budget constraints (MASKIN & 

TIROLE, 2008). As Huxham (2003: 408) notes:  

[...]While the existence of trusting relationships between partners probably would be an 

ideal situation, the common practice appears to be that of suspicion, rather than trust, 

between [partners][...]Often partners do not have the luxury to choose others to work 

with. Either imposed (e.g. government) policy dictates who the partners must be or the 

pragmatics of the situation dictate that partners are needed where trust is weak. This 

suggests that it is appropriate to focus on trust building between partners. 

Lundin (2007b) proposes that collaboration has the potential to make more resources 

including expertise and information available to organizations as well as to improve coordination. 

However, he warns collaboration across organizational boundaries is difficult. For example, one 

important precondition for collaboration between partners is trust (JONES & GEORGE, 1998; 

LUNDIN, 2007a; SMITH & CARROLL, 1995).  If this condition is not present, collaboration 

between partners can be costly. In fact, Anderson et al (1989) found that trust has an important 

impact on the stability of a partnership. As Lundin (2007a) points out, disagreements may be 

more complicated in contexts like public - private partnerships. As Fischer and Falconer (1997) 

point out, the state has not always responded with the required level of efficiency to deal with 

creating and maintaining partnerships. They also note that the third sector has had management 

deficiencies that may impede the effectiveness of these arrangements. The state also oftentimes 

has different priorities than NGOs and is sometimes accused of being insensitive and unprepared 
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to meet the demands of society (TEIXEIRA, 2002), which exacerbate tension between the 

partnering organizations.    

Since the 1990s, NGOs have gained visibility in Brazil and have increased in numbers and 

diversity (TEIXEIRA, 2002). Consequently, partnerships between the State and the third sector 

have become increasingly important in both the public and non-profit sectors. As Carneiro et al 

(2009) find, the effectiveness of these partnerships depend on cooperation strategies between 

partners. Bryson and Crosby (2008: 68) propose ―trusting relationships are often depicted as the 

essence of [cross-sector] collaboration‖. There is thus an opportunity to enrich the analysis of 

partner collaboration by analyzing the extent to which both interorganizational and interpersonal 

trust between partnering organizations affect the extent to which the State intervenes in the 

management of a SO. 
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2. THEORETICAL BACKGROUND 

 

2.1 Public – Third Sector Partnerships 

 

A growing stream of literature suggests that the public sector alone cannot deal with 

persistent social challenges that inhibit development such as unemployment and poverty. These 

authors propose that due to the sectors‘ differences and advantages, cross sector partnerships can 

improve the effectiveness and efficiency in the delivery of services (LUNDIN, 2007b; 

BRINKERHOFF, 1999; SALAMON, 2004; ANDREWS & ENTWISTLE, 2010).   

Such partnerships are commonly referred to as Public – Private Partnerships (PPPs) and 

are defined as long-term development and service contracts between the state and civil society 

partners (MASKIN ET AL, 2008). These partnerships are ―semi-autonomous organizational 

vehicles‖ that allow the public, private, voluntary, and community sectors to jointly deliver public 

services while deliberating over and contributing to local and national public policy creation 

(SULLIVAN ET AL, 2002). Analyzed from a developmental perspective, these partnerships are 

said to be ―socially contrived mechanisms for collective action, which are continually shaped and 

restructured by actions and symbolic interpretations of the parties involved‖. This definition 

stresses the relevance of individual actions that occur over the duration of the partnership (RING 

& VAN DE VEN, 1996: 96).  

In this study we analyzed a specific type of PPP, a public non-state nonprofit partnership 

(PNP) where instead of a private partner, a nonprofit organization created by the State to operate 

in the third sector is the non-state or civil society partner. For this study, nonprofit organizations 

will be defined as legal entities outside of the state apparatus that as Alves and Koga (2006: 72) 

stated,  

[don‘t] distribute net or gross operating surpluses, dividends, bonuses, or shares in its 

assets acquired in the pursuit of activities among its partners, associates, directors, 

officers, employees or donors, using them entirely to attain their corporate purpose. 

Another important term used to classify these organizations is the third sector which 

Salamon (2004) defines as self-governing private organizations, not dedicated to generating 
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profits to shareholders or directors, and instead having public purposes outside of the formal State 

apparatus. Similarly, Teodósio (2002) considers the third sector to be a set of nonprofit civil 

society initiatives that seek to benefit society as a whole or specific social groups, such as ethnic, 

ideological, socio-economic condition or sexual orientation groups. For this study we will adopt 

Dagnino‘s (2003) definition of civil society which he claims is how society organizes itself to 

influence the decisions of the State. In a social forum that took place in northeastern Brazil, the 

author specifies that civil society includes social and human rights movements for women, blacks 

and homosexuals, amongst others. According to Avritzer (2004) the term civil society did not 

emerge in Latin America until the early twentieth century due to the prominence of a hierarchical 

society and the fusion of public and private life. Lewis and Kanji (2009: 139) note, 

Civil society ideas re-entered political discourse when activists struggled against 

authoritarian states in Eastern Europe and Latin America, later being linked to 

development policy agendas about ‗good governance‘ during the 1990s and seized upon 

by some development NGOs as a useful framework within which to think about their 

work and strengthen their legitimacy. 

Besides emerging from movements against societal authoritarianism, Avritzer (2004) 

attributes the prevalence of the use of the term in the region to the technocratic process of 

economic modernization, the lack of accountability in the political process and the impact of 

economic liberalization on social ties. The author argues that Brazilian civil society was also a 

means to demand more citizenship and democracy during and after the process of economic 

modernization. Pearce (2004) adds that civil society emerged as a type of governance for 

institution building after the dictatorship.  

In general, the civil society is oftentimes thought to be more equipped with technical and 

social understanding, as well as experience to deliver public services while enhancing social 

capital such as security and trust held from society towards the providers of these services 

(CORNELIUS & WALLACE, 2011). Organizations in the third sector also have a reputation for 

being better able to reach excluded social groups; therefore, PNPs would theoretically increase 

equity in the distribution of services (ANDREWS & ENTWISTLE, 2010). However, as noted by 

Lewis and Kanji (2009), critics claim that there is lack of accountability in NGOs and of data that 

proves the supposed benefits of partnering with NGOs. Besides the lack of studies that validate 
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claims made in favor of or against NGOs (LEWIS & KANJI, 2009), studies are oftentimes based 

on limited evidence that may be applicable in one context but not in another. As Lewis and 

Opolu-Mensah (2006) point out, because NGOs are diverse, challenges faced by NGOs in one 

region are not necessarily an issue in another region. To remedy this issue, Lewis (2006) 

recommends an understanding of the sources, drivers and contexts of associated to NGOs. As 

previously mentioned, similar claims have been made regarding PNPs. 

Selsky and Parker (2005) conceptualize three drivers for partnerships they refer to as the 

resource dependence, social issues and societal sector platforms. The ―resource dependence 

platform‖ includes cross sector partnerships that emerge in an instrumental and short-term 

manner primarily to solve organizational resource and competency needs. In this platform 

combating societal problems is an added benefit rather than a primary focus of partnering. The 

―social issues platform‖ on the other hand includes partnerships where collaborating 

organizations are focused on combating social issues that affect both entities. Finally, the authors 

highlight the ambiguity of sector boundaries that results from some cross sector partnerships that 

they call the ―societal sector platform‖. Like the SOs in the study, ―intersectoral blurring occurs 

when an organization in one sector adopts or captures a role or function traditionally associated 

with another sector‖ (SELSKY & PARKER, 2005: 853). Though these partnership drivers 

present potential reasons to collaborate, many proponents of partnerships claim that in order for 

partnerships to work, the participating organizations must develop collaborative programs around 

common goals (GORE, 1993).   

As noted by Smith et al (1995: 10),  

Most definitions of cooperation focus on the process by which individuals, groups, and 

organizations come together, interact, and form psychological relationships for mutual 

gain or benefit. 

These interactions can be similar or complimentary coordinated actions that have a purpose to 

obtain mutually beneficial outcomes or individual outcomes based on reciprocity (Anderson et al, 

1990). Some authors add that collaboration exists when two parties act together to reach a 

communal objective (FONSECA ET AL, 2005) ―by sharing of information, goodwill, and good 

intentions; resources; activities; and power or capabilities… to achieve jointly what could not be 

achieved by organizations in one sector separately‖ (BRYSON & CROSBY, 2008: 56).  This 
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suggests that partners must create goals to be reached while sharing resources and working 

together to reach said goals.   

Smith et al (1995: 12) point out that most definitions of cooperation highlight how 

individuals, groups, or organizations ―come together, interact, and form psychological 

relationships for mutual gain or benefit‖ in both informal and formal ways. This study will not 

only focus on formal cooperation, which is ―characterized by contractual obligations and formal 

structures of control‖, but informal cooperation as well. As the authors states collaboration and 

cooperation can be considered synonymous for our purposes. Emerson et al‘s (2011: 2) define a 

similar concept they term collaborative governance and define as  

the processes and structures of public policy decision making and management that 

engage people constructively across the boundaries of public agencies, levels of 

government, and/or the public, private and civic spheres in order to carry out a public 

purpose that could not otherwise be accomplished. 

For this study, collaboration will thus be formal and informal methods or processes by 

which members of partnering organizations work across their respective organizations to execute 

activities, more specifically, public services.  

Cross-sector collaboration advocates recommend that each partner share in decision-

making and goal creation. The authors propose that partners should have the ability to influence 

the missions, service targets, policies and outcomes related to the partnership and have mutual 

trust and respect for each other‘s inputs and opinions (BRINKERHOFF, 2002).  As seen in the 

analysis of low-income housing cooperatives in Porto Alegre, Brazil, where the State partnered 

with community organizations due to resource scarcity, partnerships can realize the potential to 

add value to service delivery when there is a focus on accountability, transparency, common 

goals and shared responsibilities. In this case, the partnership was launched by the municipal 

level public sector through its housing agency; however, community groups and unions also had 

an active role and legitimate power in the decision-making process and in policy implementation. 

While the partnership was not free of tension and conflict, it was successful due to its emphasis 

on participation by all actors in the execution of the partnership tasks (FRUET, 2005). Similarly, 

Cornelius and Wallace (2011) found that in the case of underprivileged communities, imbalances 

in power between partners should not result in more decision-making or agenda-setting power for 

one partner over another. In both cases, optimal service delivery was achieved when both the 

state and civil society partners shared power and respected each other´s input.  
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To reduce the risk of power imbalances in partnerships, Meidute and Paliulis (2011: 269) 

conclude, ―the most important thing in implementing PPP projects is to properly draw up the 

[partnership] contract… which should explicitly state all terms and conditions, undertakings and 

liabilities‖ amongst other things‖. The authors also highlight that legal procedures should be 

developed to enforce these contracts. Kociemska (2010) similarly suggests that cross-sector 

partnerships are prone to barriers and shortcomings related to power imbalances in service 

delivery. These partnerships should therefore not be expected to be a guaranteed solution or 

improvement to public service delivery. 

 

2.1.1 Obstacles to Public – Third Sector Partnerships 

 

Partnerships between the public and non-profit sector are oftentimes subject to skepticism 

since as Bovaird (2004: 200) notes, the partnerships may ―dilute political control over decision-

making [and]… long-term partnerships may be suspected of undermining competition between 

potential providers.‖ Furthermore, if the civil society partner poses a threat to the state‘s 

sovereignty, mistrust and outright hostility towards the third-sector is oftentimes experienced 

(MCLOUGHLIN, 2011). In these partnerships the third sector partners are usually social, cultural 

or political associations undertaken voluntarily without pressure or interference from others. 

These organizations make up what Hodgson (2004) calls civil society and they refer to organized 

voluntary or community activity. The author notes, partnerships with civil society have grown in 

numbers in the last decade and are a way to combat ―social and political ills‖.     

In his study, the author distinguishes between civil society and ―manufactured civil 

society‖, which refers to groups that are initiated, formed and funded by the state. Organizations 

manufactured by the state are usually accountable to the State. He finds that the State may dictate 

the goals, objectives and missions of these organizations because the civil society entities are 

highly dependent on state support. Teixeira (2002) also makes this observation in a specific type 

of Brazilian partnerships she calls encontros de prestação de serviço or service provision 

relationships.  This phenomenon occurs throughout Brazil in SOs and OSCIPs. 

As noted by Teodósio (2002) and Hodgson (2004), what is oftentimes labeled a 

partnership between the State and the third sector, both in Brazilian and British contexts, is 

actually a relationship where the third sector is submissive or an extension of the State. Both 
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authors speculate that the State may merely intend to outsource its social responsibilities in hopes 

that the third sector will resolve all social ills. Dagnino (2003: 218) agrees claiming, ―The 

functions of the organizations of civil society are limited to the implementation of 

[democratizing] policies, [and] providing services formerly considered the duties of the state.‖ 

Teixeira (2002) suggests that because service providing NGOs rely on State funding, they lose 

autonomy, do not participate in policy making and have little influence in the guidelines that 

govern the services they deliver. Authors also propose that the State is often unwilling to have 

constructive dialogue with partners and instead merely imposes strict regulations on the third 

sector organizations (TEODÓSIO, 2002).    

Teodósio (2002) notes that organization in the third sector that are able to raise more 

funds from sources outside of the State will also be more autonomous from the State. This 

suggests, organizations that cannot raise sufficient funds to operate may be forced to form or 

prolong partnerships with the State. Consequently, the constant struggle to find additional 

resources via marketing products and services, collecting donations or forming other partnerships 

to gather required funds to operate, distracts the organizations from actually combating the social 

issues they intended to alleviate. This dependency on funds may lead to what Najam (1996) 

referred to as the ―puppetisation‖ of NGOs where patrons coerce public fund dependant NGOs. 

He notes, ―since patrons have both the inclination to hold NGOs accountable and the means to 

‗punish‘ them, the most important danger lies not in the NGO‘s abusing the trust [given to them 

by the patron] but in the patrons abusing its powers of punishment‖ (NAJAM, 1996: 344). In the 

case of ―manufactured civil society‖ organizations, Hodgson (2004, p 157) points out that though 

these entities can be considered an effort to increase the level of participation of civil society in 

finding ―local solutions to social problems‖, in practice, they are ―a means of controlling what 

happens within the community and civil society more broadly‖ and are merely ―an extension of 

State power via a range of social actors.‖ 

The third sector in general is comprised of organizations of varying sizes and with ones 

that are more structured than others. Not surprisingly, larger, more organized entities are better 

able to capture resources outside of the State (TEODÓSIO, 2002) and smaller, less structured 

projects that rely heavily on funding are more likely to be coerced by the State. Because 

organizations in the third sector oftentimes compete for government funding and resources, there 

is little room for these organizations to participate in policy-making (TEIXEIRA, 2002).   
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As noted by Lundin (2007b) another obstacle that States consider when engaging in PNPs 

is the large time and resource investments required to establish, maintain and monitor productive 

relationships. Fischer and Falconer (1998) highlight that defining criteria to monitor activities and 

evaluate the results of third sector organizations may be difficult to determine. Carneiro et al 

(2009) find that for all subjects that participated in their study of PNPs in Brazil, it is obvious that 

establishing partnerships is complex, difficult and requires constant work, tolerance and time.  

Teodósio (2002) questions whether the third sector is truly capable of diffusing public and 

private management techniques to the organizations in the sector. The author highlights that the 

extent to which organizations in the third sector provide vehicles for social intervention, seek 

legitimacy from society, are open to public participation and are autonomous from the private or 

public sector varies between organizations. That is, the benefits of the third sector proposed by 

literature are by no means uniformly present in all non-government organizations.  

That being said, the author agrees that oftentimes, due to their less bureaucratic structure 

and good reputation with society, third sector organizations have the potential to achieve 

management objectives that are usually only obtained by the private sector. Furthermore, they are 

said to meet the demands of beneficiaries with more efficiency (TEODÓSIO, 2002). Teixeira 

(2002) finds that significant improvement in the quality of work by the third sector organizations 

is also obtained through partnerships. The contact with the government, elaboration of projects, 

and evaluations submitted for transparency and accountability purposes makes organizations in 

the third sector that partner with the State more qualified and specialized. She finds that Brazilian 

NGOs in her study were deemed more prestigious when they receive funding from the state.  

In Brazil, formal procedures have been implemented to increase citizen participation in 

the decision-making process for domestic policies. The State that has historically controlled civil 

society (GOHN, 2007) and hindered it through its patrimonial workings has in recent years 

created private initiatives for industry to invest in social programs (GRIESSE, 2007). In fact, 

third sector organizations oftentimes employ members of the communities they are trying to 

benefit (TEODÓSIO, 2002).  This tendency will likely affect interpersonal trust and collaboration 

in the PNPs being observed in this study. 
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2.2 Trust in Public – Third Sector Partnerships 

 

As Lewis (1985) and Barber (1990) point out, literature on trust is not integrated and 

incomplete and definitions of the construct are ambiguous. Examining trust from a social 

interaction perspective, Barber (1990) identifies two definitions of trust: expectations of the 

technically competent role performance as well as expectations of fiduciary obligation and 

responsibility. Technical competence involves trusting another person can fulfill the technical 

aspects of his or her role whereas fiduciary obligation and responsibility focuses on trusting that 

another person will put the interest of his or her role partners before his or her own.  

Lewis (1985) adds cognitive, emotional and behavioral dimensions. The cognitive 

dimension includes discriminating people and institutions as trustworthy based on not only 

familiarity and knowledge of the object of trust, but whether the object trusts in return. The 

emotional dimension is based on emotional bonds and emotional investments made between 

individuals in the relationship. The behavioral dimension is based on Barber‘s (1990) definition 

of trust which involves trusting the object of trust will act with technical competence and with 

fiduciary responsibility. For the purposes of our study, we will adopt Zaheer´s et al (1998) 

definition of trust which echoes both Barber (1990) and Lewis (19985). Trust will thus be defined 

as the belief by an individual that another individual makes an effort to meet commitments, is 

honest in negotiations, will not take advantage of them, is concerned with their wellbeing 

(ZAHEER ET AL, 1998) and will act with technical competence (BARBER, 1990). 

PNP literature has proposed that trust between partners is an important factor to consider 

when States seek to improve the results of partnering with the nonprofit sector (KAPUCU, 2006; 

MCLOUGHLIN, 2011). These studies seem to suggest that trust is a pre-condition for 

collaboration. Other studies have claimed partnerships may also help build social capital and trust 

between partners (GOLDSMITH, 2002), that is, trust may also be a consequence of collaboration. 

In either case, however, partnerships are oftentimes unstable and trust is needed to initiate and or 

prolong contracts between partners.  

In fact, the public sector partner is said to sometimes fear that the very features that are 

attractive in the third sector, namely, their technical knowhow and proximity to communities, can 

undermine the State‘s role in the delivery of public goods (BRINKERHOFF, 1999). The fear of 
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the loss of sovereignty and lack of trust is exacerbated in ―manufactured‖ organizations because 

as Hodgson (2004) notes, ―there is evidence that within manufactured groups there are increased 

levels of frustration and… distrust between State and voluntary bodies‖ (HODGSON, 2004: 157). 

For these organizations, we can take into account McLoughlin (2011: 242) claim that: 

the optimistic view that ‗ideal‘ relationships can be manufactured seems at odds with the 

very different starting point taken in most… literature; that is, state–NGO relationships 

are more often seen to be characterized by mistrust and rivalry [rather] than cooperation. 

Skelcher et al (2005) add that this is largely due to the fact that the equality and trust 

between members that is proposed in PNP literature, is usually not applied in practice and there 

actually exist significant power differences and distrust between partners. Such was the case in 

Brazil after the introduction of Social Organizations on a federal level, which will be discussed in 

a later chapter. As noted by Teodósio (2002), some third sector organizations in Brazil fear being 

managed by the State, especially due to legislation that makes transparency and accountability 

compulsory. The highly detailed performance-based contracts that specify objectives, 

deliverables and terms for disqualification to the SO partner in Brazil, are possibly a consequence 

of apprehension and low levels of trust held by partners in PNPs. In the presence of such 

measures, which can be a sign of distrust, identifying the effects of the lack of trust on 

collaboration is a worthwhile effort.   

The effects of trust on collaboration however are subject to other factors. In an attempt to 

address the question of causality between trust and collaboration Gambetta (1988) notes, 

Depending on the degree of constraint, risk and interest involved, trust as a precondition 

of cooperation can be subjected to demands of differing intensities: it may be needed to 

varying degrees, depending on the force of the mechanisms that govern our cooperative 

decisions in general and on the social arrangements in which those decisions are made. 

That is, the causal effect of trust on collaboration is contingent on other contextual elements. In 

Brazilian SOs for example, these factors include the aforementioned management contract which 

establishes the partnerships. As Gambetta (1988) notes, this contract can be considered a ―pre-

commitment‖ by the members of the partnership that make the cost of defecting from the contract 

and betraying the trust of a partner more costly. Though the author notes that a contract doesn‘t 

eliminate the effects of trust, it may constrain behavior or alter the likelihood of acting in 

trustworthy ways and are thus relevant factors to analyze. 
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Analyzing reciprocity strategies in the multiple round version of the commonly known 

Prisoner´s Dilemma game, more specifically Axelrod´s (1985) argument that collaboration may 

exist even in contexts of no trust, Gambetta (1988: 226) notes, 

when the game has no history of cooperation, a cooperative first  move is essential to set 

[the game] on the right track and unconditional distrust could never be conceived as 

conducive to this 

In other words, even in low trust contexts, a predisposition to trust is required to initiate a ―tit-for-

tat‖ strategy, whereby each individual or group cooperates as long as the other individual or 

group cooperates as well.  

Supporting the stream of literature that highlights the trust as a consequence of 

collaboration argument, Emerson et al (2011) note that repeated quality interaction and 

collaboration across organizations will generate trust between participants. In their framework, 

trust is built up over time and is a consequence of parties proving they are reliable. The study 

proposes, ―The confirmation that participants in a collective endeavor are trustworthy and 

credible, with compatible and interdependent interests, legitimizes and motivates ongoing 

collaboration‖ (EMERSON ET AL, 2011: 14). The authors seem to suggest that while 

cooperation can emerge from trust between collaborators, it is also build due to repeated 

collaboration.  

Though trust seems can be both a consequence and cause for collaboration, the analysis of 

―manufactured‖ organizations parts from the premise that organizations were created by the State 

to partner with the State. That is, the partnerships being studied did not arise because of trust, but 

rather because the State created the entities. The study thus seeks to find how levels of trust can 

affect forms of collaboration in these partnerships and not whether these collaborative models 

emerged from trust.    

 

2.2.1 Interpersonal vs. Interorganizational Trust 

 

Though trust is a recurring conversation in partnership literature, there is a need for 

further analysis of the unique effects of different types of trust in these partnerships.  Since 

translating an individual level phenomenon to an organizational level is no easy feat, identifying 



28 
 

 
 

the role trust plays in partnerships is also difficult to assess (ZAHEER ET AL, 1998).  As such, it 

is important to specify the difference between interpersonal trust and interorganizational trust.     

Though the types of trust are related, they are also distinct constructs and affect 

collaboration between partnering organizations in unique ways. As Anderson and Narus (1990) 

hold, trust in partnerships involves less intensity and personal commitment than trust outside of 

partnerships because it entails exposure to loss that will be incurred by the organization and not 

the individual. In organizational behavior literature, interpersonal trust in organizations is the 

trust held by the member of one organization to their counterpart in the partnering organization 

and will be characterized by a lower degree of intensity than trust between two individuals 

outside of a partnership. In the Brazilian context however, various authors highlight the 

importance of interpersonal relationships especially in regards to trust (COSTA, 2006; SOBRAL 

ET AL, 2007; FREITAS, 1997). Personal contact is said to be of utmost importance to forge 

credibility (COSTA, 2006). Furthermore, personalismo or the tendency to have close and 

affectionate interpersonal relationships is said to influence organizational negotiations (SOBRAL 

ET AL, 2007) and to be the basis of Brazilian society in general (FREITAS, 1997). As such, we 

suspect that high levels of interpersonal trust will be important both in and outside of 

organizations.  

Unlike interpersonal trust, interorganizational trust is not an individual level phenomenon. 

It is also not an additive construct composed merely of dyads of interpersonal trust that make up 

the organizations. Instead, it relies on all members of a given organization, the norms and 

processes that they follow and the institutions they belong to. We will define interorganizational 

trust as ―the extent to which organizational members have a collectively-held trust orientation 

toward the partner firm‖ (ZAHEER ET AL, 1998: 143).   

The authors found that under high levels of interorganizational trust, partners rely less on 

obligatory accountability and elaborate safeguards. We can thus conclude that in contexts with 

little interorganizational trust, the state may create overly stringent requirements and contracts. 

Consequently, the third sector may be dissuaded from seeking partnerships with the public sector 

because they suspect elevated levels of State interference and monitoring (BRINKERHOFF, 

1999).    

 Zaheer et al (1998) found that interorganizational trust has a direct influence on relational 

exchange between partners whereas interpersonal trust has an indirect effect via 
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interorganizational trust. Both types of trust are essential to understanding the effect of either 

construct on collaboration, however, as Ring & Van de Ven (1994: 95) point out, 

interorganizational relationships only ―emerge, evolve, grow, and dissolve over time as a 

consequence of individual activities‖. In fact, Zaheer et al (1998) found there were instances of 

low interpersonal trust in partnerships that displayed high levels of interorganizational trust. This 

finding suggests that the people that make up an organization are more variable than institutional 

structures, rules and practices. Interorganizational trust that stems from these structures is thus 

more constant than interpersonal trust.  

Carneiro et al (2009) find that in Brazil, trust between partners facilitate quick joint 

decision-making and cooperation regardless of the presence of formal institutional processes or 

the lack thereof. However, they also find that trust must exist before partnerships form and must 

be based on personal relationships and knowledge. They add that if interpersonal trust doesn‘t 

exist between members of partnering organizations before partnerships are formed, processes 

associated with the partnership must first be institutionalized to yield effectiveness. This seems to 

contradict Zaheer‘s et al (1998) finding that interpersonal trust has an effect on collaboration only 

through interorganizational trust.  

  

2.3 Public – Third Sector Partnerships in Brazil  

 

The effects of interpersonal trust in the Brazilian context diverge from traditional 

interorganizational literature because the public sector initiates the creation of and consequent 

partnership with SOs. Before the introduction of the SO model, NGOs formerly only referred to 

international organizations that financed Brazilian projects (TEIXEIRA, 2002), since filanthropic 

and assistance based organizations did not categorize themselves using the term (GOHN, 1997). 

Gohn (1997) notes that unlike other Latin American countries the use of the term NGO was a 

recent phenomenon that emerged in the 80´s. At the time, organizations linked to social 

movements began calling themselves NGOs. As Gohn (1997: 49) notes, however, movements 

should be distinguished from NGOs since the latter is institutionalized while the former is not. 

Nonetheless, by the 1991 they created the Association of Brazilian Non-Government 

Organizations also referred to as ABONG (Associação Brasileira de Organizações não 

Governamentais). These organizations were considered to give legitimacy to public policies and 
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they soon began a professionalization process amidst increased State funding and partnerships 

(TEIXEIRA, 2002). Landim (1997) claims that though Brazilian nonprofit organizations are 

heterogeneous and extremely varied, there exist five categories for these organizations that are 

descriptive rather than mutually exclusive: 

 Civil societies or nonprofit organizations which include any private organization 

that has noncommercial goals   

 Associations, a term which in Brazil is almost interchangeable with the term 

nonprofit, that include organizations based on contracts made between individuals 

to exercise ―common activities or defend common interests‖  

 Philanthropic organizations which are geared toward providing social assistance 

to clients mostly in the areas of health or education   

 Nongovernmental Organizations (NGOs) which are geared to serve third parties 

by supporting autonomy, equality and participation among popular groups  

 Foundations which are created by a founder through a public document that 

specifies how resources will be used for a particular purpose 

As the author stresses, organizations oftentimes span two or more of these categories. It is 

therefore difficult and erroneous to analyze organizations without paying particular attention to 

these differences.  

To strengthen these organizations, the 1997 Board of Comunidade Solidaria Political 

Debate yielded a set of agreements which included strategic initiatives to procure required 

resources for Brazil‘s development; however, despite the initiative, nonprofits were hesitant to 

register as SOs or to partner with the public sector. The public sector sought not only to work 

with the nonprofit sector to improve the quality of services, but to also strengthen the sector 

(ALVES ET AL, 2006). In order to accurately understand why PNPs were implemented in Brazil, 

how they evolved over time and the effects of that implementation, one must consider the high 

levels of institutionalization in the Brazilian context. Berger and Luckmann (1967: 70) state that 

institutionalization involves the habitualization of social processes. Habitualization implies 

embedding routines in society since the routines ―can be performed again in the future in the 

same manner and with the same economical effort.‖ Habitualization reduces the way in which 

actors carry out a certain activity into one way of performing the activity.   
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When others recognize this habitualization the result is the institutionalization of the 

process. The authors argue that, consequently, institutions establish a ―predefined pattern of 

conduct‖ and build up these patterns over time. It is thus important to analyze the historical 

context of an institution to understand how it has evolved and how it can change. In fact, as 

Zucker (1977) finds, the greater the institutionalization, the greater the generational uniformity to 

processes and the greater the resistance to changing the patterns of conduct. These findings may 

explain why in the Brazilian context, public - third sector partnerships faced opposition from 

public sector employees (PECI, 2011). Zucker (1977: 728) stresses that institutionalization is a 

process ―by which individual actors transmit what is socially defined as real‖.  Furthermore, he 

states that a setting or action can vary in degree of institutionalization rather than be considered 

―institutionalized or not.‖ Highly institutionalized contexts can thus be difficult to alter especially 

when proposed alternative methods of conduct don‘t consider high degrees of institutionalization 

(ZUCKER, 1977). Therefore, to understand PNPs in Brazil, one must take into account the 

historical context that led to the so-called crisis of the State and the reforms that took place 

thereafter.  

 

2.3.1 Drivers for Reform in the Brazilian State 

 

Literature shows that reform is driven by the need to overcome institutional problems that 

impede development (TEIXEIRA, 2002). Reform is said to seek the democratization of the State 

by altering the political system to ensure equity, justice and citizen participation. Furthermore, it 

is intended to increase the efficiency and quality of public services by decentralizing management 

and provision to levels of government closest to citizens, particularly to sectors other than the 

public sector that can more efficiently meet public demands (LUSTOSA DA COSTA, 2010). In 

the Brazilian context, the objective of the reform of the State was to obtain long-term economic 

stability and modernization in order to achieve development goals and allow Brazil to compete 

globally (FISCHER & FALCONER, 1997). The reform however also altered the relationship 

between the State and its citizens as well as the State‘s role in society (LUSTOSA DA COSTA, 

2010). Under Selsky and Parker´s (2005) framework, the reform may have emerged because of 

resource scarcity issues, yet it was intended to be a long term solution that went beyond the 

Resource Dependence Platform. Since the reform had the objective to combat social issues and 
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involved a new organization existing outside of the State apparatus taking on the former function 

of the State, the resulting partnerships could be classified as a Societal Sector Platform that 

redefined the roles of the State and the third sector. 

The Constitution of 1988, known as the ―Citizen´s Constitution,‖ was in fact a 

comprehensive reform of the Brazilian State since it introduced and implemented new 

organizational principles and public policies, reinstituted citizens‘ rights, redefined the allocation 

of public resources as well as the limits of state intervention and reorganized some State provided 

services (LUSTOSA DA COSTA, 2010).  Dagnino (2003: 220) highlights that the constitution  

included mechanisms of direct and participatory democracy, among them the 

establishment of management councils for public policy, with memberships equally 

divided between civil society and government, at city, state, and federal levels to develop 

policies on issues related to health, children and adolescents, social services, women, and 

so forth. 

However, the bureaucratic management model that was in place in Brazil after the 

adoption of the Constitution was overly rigorous and unable to handle increased uncertainty and 

the quick and discontinuous change of the late 80s. The model did not allow the State to plan, 

prioritize, implement or evaluate policies that adequately met diverse citizen interests 

(LUSTOSA DA COSTA, 2010). In its effort to restore democratic principles, developing 

countries such as Brazil faced considerable obstacles in maintaining their role as provider States 

(FISCHER & FALCONER, 1997).   

The resulting crisis of the State, defined by Lustosa da Costa (2010) as a sudden change in 

a given state or situation, made reform imminent by the mid 90s. High levels of 

institutionalization posed an obstacle when trying to combat crisis, as we will discuss in the next 

chapter, and included regulation, governance and democracy issues. Literature holds that the 

crisis of the State was due to growing social demands and costs of public programs. The reform 

that followed was intended to expand development objectives that affected education, 

environmental protection, technology and citizen participation (LUSTOSA DA COSTA, 2010).   

 

2.3.2 Crisis and Reform in the Brazilian State 

 

In an attempt to foster development and productivity, the Brazilian State was said to have 

gone beyond its core functions and to have directly interfered in both the market and society. 
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Protectionist policies such as the substitution of imports that were common in the developing 

world came under close speculation when it became evident that the State‘s interference was not 

sustainable. Subsequent responses to the crisis, which included ignoring the crisis then 

minimizing State interference, proved to be inadequate (MARE, 1998).   

In fact, as noted by Costin (2005), the latter reaction, which involved minimizing costs 

ignored the need for efficiency and better quality public services since spending less but 

inadequately, also involves waste of public resources. The author also notes that slow processes 

imbedded in the public administration that attempted to curb corruption, did the exact opposite. 

The resulting crisis can thus be considered a fiscal crisis due to the loss of government credit and 

public savings, an administrative crisis due to bureaucratic inefficiencies and as an inability to 

continue to sustain State intervention policies (MARE, 1998). 

The reform of the Brazilian state, which began in 1995 and was a reaction to this State 

crisis as well as increasing globalization (COSTIN, 2005), resulted in a shift to managerial public 

administration. The new form of public administration redefined the role of government and 

sought to reverse the centralization and administrative inflexibility that led to the State crisis 

(BRESSER-PEREIRA, 1996). Bresser-Pereira (1996) claims that the following managerial 

public administration principles were to be gradually implemented: 

1. Political decentralization by transferring resources and attributes to regional and local 

levels; 

2. Administrative decentralization by delegating authority to public administrators that are 

transformed to increasingly autonomous managers;  

3. Organizations with little hierarchy; 

4. Fostering trust in public administration; 

5. A posteriori control by results rather than rigid step-by-step control of processes; 

6. Administration geared toward meeting the needs of citizens 

 

With the implementation of these principles, the reform sought long lasting fiscal 

adjustment; market-based economic reform and policies that allowed for internal and 

international competition; improvement of social security; innovation in public policies for better 

quality social services; and increased governance (i.e. the capability of the State to implement 

public policies in an efficient way with the participation of society). Authors such as Azevedo 
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(1994) proposed similar approaches suggesting that local public sector planning and coordination 

agencies be agile and lightweight; concentrated exclusively on coordinating inter-sectoral 

projects and programs; monitor the implementation of sectoral policy considered strategic; use 

forums to settle disputes resulting from the implementation of inter-sectoral policies; and conduct 

research to evaluate the policies. 

 With the implementation of these principles, the State began to change its role in society 

and at this time it was particularly important to define the principle function of the State as a 

promoter and not a direct producer of public goods and services (MARE, 1998). It´s important to 

note however, that the roots of managerial public administration were developed in the cultural 

context of Britain under Margareth Thatcher and the United States under Ronald Reagan (PAES 

DE PAULA, 2005), rather the context of Latin America.  

Nonetheless, Influenced by this model, Bresser-Pereira (1996) claims that there in fact 

exist three types of organizations in capitalist countries: private organizations, which include 

those that generate private profit such as businesses and organizations for private consumption 

such as families; public state organizations; and a third type of organization, which the author 

calls public non-state property. Under this classification scheme, public organizations can either 

be owned by the State or an entity outside of the State. An organization is thus private, if it aims 

to generate profit or it exists for the private consumption of individuals or groups; however, if it 

is geared for the general public interest, it is public. As such, nonprofit organizations are 

considered non-state public organizations (BRESSER-PEREIRA, 1996) and comprise the third 

sector (MARE, 1998). The distinction between State and non-state public property was relevant 

at the time reform was introduced since many believed that the only alternative to a State 

organization was a private one. However, as noted by Bresser-Pereira (1996), privatization is 

only an appropriate solution when private organizations can make all of their income via the sale 

of its services and when the market is capable of coordinating the organizational activities. When 

this is not the case, the third sector has the opportunity to act as an alternative (BRESSER-

PEREIRA, 1996).   

The third sector, which has social objectives targeted toward benefiting society, should be 

differentiated from the State because the organizations that comprise it spring from social 

initiatives outside of the State´s main responsibilities. Additionally, the sector should be 

differentiated from the private sector since its organizations have objectives concerned with 



35 
 

 
 

social benefit (TEODÓSIO, 2002). Considering this categorization, the reform of the State held 

that both State and third sector organizations should be jointly responsible for non-exclusive 

services. These services concern basic human rights (such as hospitals and universities) and, or 

produce benefits that cannot be redistributed by the free market (such as museums or research 

institutes). While the State is responsible for subsidizing non-exclusive services such as 

education, health, culture and scientific research, some argue the third sector could be responsible 

for executing the services (MARE, 1998). 

The process of transferring the production of non-exclusive public goods or services from 

the public sector to the third sector is referred to as publicizac ão (COSTIN, 2005). After this 

process is implemented, the State is no longer the executor of non-exclusive services but rather a 

regulator and promoter of these services (MARE, 1998). Bresser-Pereira (1996) claims that 

because it does not involve governing but receives funds from the State, non-exclusive services 

must be considered public non-state. The result of the reform was the creation of organizations 

that existed outside of the State and were nonprofit in nature that were accountable to both the 

State and civil society.  

 

2.3.3 Social Organizations  

 

The Reform of the State proposed to transform non-exclusive services (technical schools, 

research centers, hospitals and museums) into a special type of non-state entity referred to as 

Social Organizations (SO – Organização Social). In 1998, a federal law introduced SOs on a 

national level as a method of incentivizing publiçazão. The new SOs had the potential to create 

strategic alliances between the State and society and to mitigate operational inefficiencies 

associated to public administration. Through SOs, the State no longer directly provides services 

that are essential to development but are not the main role of the government (MARE, 1998). As 

Costin (2005) notes the core functions of the State include the formulation and coordination of 

public policies, oversight, taxation and security and not services that, while essential, could be 

provided by other sectors or partnerships with these sectors. MARE (1998) defines the SO as a 

model for public non-state organizations to absorb activities that are publicizáveis, that is, the 

activities can be transferred to the third sector because they do not make up the core role of the 
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State. The organizations are a type of public non-state entity consisting of nonprofit civil 

associations. 

SOs are responsible for achieving specific results and are strategically governed by the 

State via a management contract that specifies funds to be received and services to be delivered 

by the SO. Although they are accountable to the State through this contract, the SOs are private 

legal entities and exist outside of the public administration. Therefore, the SOs may achieve 

elevated levels of autonomy and flexibility since they are not subject to State procurement or 

hiring and firing regulations.  

Because they are said to have a central role in implementing social policies and are still 

public organizations regulated and funded by the State, SOs cannot be considered merely a 

transfer of resources to the private sector, that is, privatization (MARE, 1998). An example of 

federal level SOs is the Fundação Roquete Pinto, which was responsible for Educational 

Television (TVE). The foundation was plagued by a hiring structure that was not compatible with 

the services it delivered. The SO model proved to be better suited for the foundation and its 

implementation served as an example for various states. 

More SOs emerged on the State and municipal level than the federal level (COSTIN, 

2005) but the implementation of the model was adapted to the respective situations of each state 

(ALCOFORADO, 2010). On the federal level, however, the SO model was met with much 

resistance by public sector employees and an additional attempt to foster partnerships with 

entities outside of the State emerged. The Law No. 9790/99, commonly referred to as the 

Nonprofit Law, created a new legal concept known as the OSCIP. To encourage partnerships 

with OSCIPs, the Nonprofit Law, established the Letter of Partnership intended to introduce more 

transparency and democratic principles. Despite this attempt, the Nonprofit Act was not widely 

accepted by nonprofits and few nonprofits applied for OSCIP status. After two years, the number 

of requests for requalification as OSCIP submitted to the Secretary of Justice was very low. From 

1999 to 2000, only 445 requests were submitted, 91 of which were granted out of a total of 

219,000 nonprofit organizations that existed at the time (ALVES ET AL, 2006).   

Because the SO model did not gain as much traction on a federal level as it did on the 

state and municipal levels, this study will seek to analyze SOs on a state level. Before proceeding, 

however, it is important to detail the possible reasons why the SO model met resistance on the 

federal level.   
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2.3.4 Failure of SO Model in Federal Level  

 

Though administrative reform is intended to improve performance and efficiency, 

attempts of reform have oftentimes failed to achieve their intended goals in Brazil both on a 

national and a sub-national level. Rezende (2002) claims that after failed reform attempts, inferior 

performance persisted and new reforms were implemented to try to deal with unresolved 

problems, which subsequently failed as well. This sequential failure of reforms included quick, 

discontinuous, and unsustainable policies that tried to deal with excessive decentralization and 

fragmentation, but did not yield the intended improvements in the State apparatus (REZENDE, 

2002).  

When thinking about democratic reform, Lustosa da Costa (2010) notes the public 

policies cannot ignore the complexity of the State. In the case of Brazil, a presidential federalism, 

there are various decision-makers, which include members of legislative bodies, judicial and 

executive branches, regulating agencies, the Public Ministry, and the armed forces amongst other 

state and municipal administrative bodies, to consider (LUSTOSA DA COSTA, 2010). Rezende 

(2002) claims that reform in democracies such as Brazil, depends on building political coalitions 

with these diverse bureaucratic sectors, making consensus between decision-makers complex. 

Furthermore, the author notes it is difficult to implement reform in areas that have traditionally 

been plagued by low performance. Finally, the author states that when decentralization has 

resulted in fiscal problems, new attempts of decentralization, along with the increased autonomy 

and accountability this reform potentially provides, are hindered by overly stringent fiscal 

control. The aforementioned decision-makers cooperated with the fiscal objectives proposed by 

MARE in 1995 but not the institutional changes. 

Rezende (2002) claims that the reform policy that proposed the implementation of 

Performance Based Organization (PBO), a decentralized model for delivering public services 

focused on improving performance, in the form of SOs met resistance that led to the sequential 

failure of administrative reform in Brazil. The author also notes the failure can be attributed to the 

fact that policies were formulated in a ―one size fits all‖ fashion, ignoring the nuances of the 

Brazilian cultural and governmental context (REZENDE, 2002).  

Some authors claim that merely accepting ―mainstream‖ solutions to administrative 

issues, such as New Public Management policies, as the final solution, ignores context 
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(LUSTOSA DA COSTA, 2010). McLoughlin (2011) points out attempts to implement PNPs 

oftentimes fail to realize policy expectations because of structural factors like history and 

institutional context. Especially when considering a highly institutionalized context, reform is 

oftentimes met with resistance and requires an elevated level of compromise and effort by the 

various actors involved in the area under reform. For this reason, MARE was able to get support 

and cooperation regarding fiscal reform but not institutional change based on the SO model. This 

model was perceived as a threat to the bureaucratic control and there was doubt of whether short-

term fiscal balance would be obtained from such institutional changes (REZENDE, 2002). In 

fact, most reforms that were successfully realized were geared towards finances and balancing 

budgets (LUSTOSA DA COSTA, 2010). This was likely a consequence of the fact that unlike the 

State reforms in other Latin American countries such as Mexico, Chile and Argentina, in Brazil, 

the reforms had not yet resolved its economic problems by the time it entered the third phase of 

reform (AZEVEDO, 1994). 

Players that were more powerful than MARE, such as the Department of Finance and the 

Ministry of Planning and Budget, believed that administrative reform could be obtained by cost 

and personnel reduction in the administration rather than institutional alterations. In fact, when 

analyzing the Brazilian administrative reforms made by MARE from 1995 to 1998 and the 

Ministry´s subsequent extinction in 1999, Rezende (2002) notes that State agents did not 

cooperate with the proposed reforms due to the fear of losing power, while the potential third 

sector organizations feared the risk of losing public funding if they were not able to meet 

performance requirements. As a result, the reforms realized had a primary focus on reducing 

public costs (LUSTOSA DA COSTA, 2010), and not changing the institutions that perpetuate or 

fail to resolve the societal issues.  

As noted by Paes de Paula (2005), with regards to the implementation of managerial 

public administration policies in the State apparatus, when Bresser-Pereira departed from MARE, 

regulatory agencies had been established along with some pilot social organizations. However, by 

Fernando Henrique Cardoso´s second term, MARE ceased to exist and its responsibilities were 

absorbed into the Department of Management, which is also known as SEGES of the Planning, 

Budget and Management Ministry. Few studies analyzing the effects of the reform were 

conducted and as Paes de Paula (2005) points out, because the model coexists with, rather than 

replaced, the old model, the reform has yielded a fragmented State. Nevertheless, the author 
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agrees that the new model has improved the efficiency of the public sector with regards to 

economic and financial issues. Furthermore, it should be noted that though the reforms were not a 

complete solution to the problems brought on by the crisis of the Brazilian state, they were 

nonetheless a significant transformation in society since they were able to foster increased 

decentralization and democratization (LUSTOSA DA COSTA, 2010).  

 

2.3.5 The State´s Role in Brazilian Cultural Sector 

  

Because culture is said to be a result of the interactions between individuals and groups 

that encompasses social, political and economic elements, it is also perpetually evolving 

throughout history. Instead of a cohesive, homogenous entity, it is a complex and multifaceted 

one that is a product of history and context. Actors in the cultural sector must thus be cautious of 

considering both of these elements. 

Given the various social and economic issues Brazil has faced, its cultural sector has not 

been top priority for the State. Despite this limitation, most cultural organizations are not only 

regulated by the State but also depend on the State for funding and direction. Simões et al (2010) 

finds that in the period of 1920 – 2002, the cultural sector was more complex and institutionalized 

where the State had a more significant presence. The author notes that organizations in the sector 

adopted tactics to meet technical demands for efficiency as well as institutional demands, which 

encompass socially accepted values, rituals and customs. That being said, the demands of 

technical and institutional environments are oftentimes conflicting.  The author concludes that 

when the Brazilian State has taken action in response to technical demands, they have had 

unsatisfactory results due to administrative and technical shortcomings. 

Culture, a social construct that should be created by all members in society and that is 

intended for consumption by all, is an important factor in development. However, with the 

incorporation of market principles in the cultural sector, those that produce culture are distinct 

from those that consume it (SIMÕES ET AL, 2010). Brazilian administration has both imported 

American and European policies and created its own cultural sector policies (REZENDE, 2002). 

The administration of its cultural sector experienced a shift from using culture as a strategy 

during the military dictatorship through increased State intervention in the sector, to being 

managed by market principles.   
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With this change in management principles, the role of State shifted from a direct 

intervener to merely funding and regulating the sector. The Brazilian State in particular, has 

alternated from inaction and disinterest to intervention in the sector by both funding and defining 

culture in Brazil. This inconsistency in policy is seen on a national scale as noted by Rezende 

(2002). The strategies of intervention in the cultural sector have oftentimes been considered to 

have little direction and to be a liability to development.  Nonetheless, Simões et al (2010) find 

that the Brazilian State has infused market-based principles into the cultural sector by creating 

legislation that incentivizes and facilitates the participation of the market in the sector. The 

authors´ study also found that though professionals in the sector, which include artists, architects 

and other culture sector producers, also play a central role in the sector, these actors have 

historically depended on State provided resources but now also depend on market provided 

resources (SIMÕES ET AL, 2010).  

The author concludes that the sector has incorporated changes resulting from political and 

economic crises as well as technological and ideological change throughout history (SIMÕES ET 

AL, 2010).  This makes the sector an interesting focus of analysis since it is a reflection of 

Brazil‘s history and State action.   
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3. METHODOLOGY 

 

The study employs the case study approach since as Yin (2003: 9) proposed, 

[the case study is the] preferred strategy when ‗how‘ or ‗why‘ questions are being posed, 

when the investigator has little control over events, and when the focus is on a 

contemporary phenomenon within some real-life context. 

This study builds on existing theory while challenging that some of the interorganizational 

literature may not apply in the Brazilian SO context. This is considered a robust approach to 

building trust and collaboration theory since case studies are especially useful for new research 

areas or areas for which existing theory is deemed inadequate (EISENHARDT, 1985). Both 

conditions are true for our area of study as stressed by Kenis and Provan (2009).  

 

3.1 Type of Research 

The taxonomy presented by Vergara (2010) was used to classify the study.  As such, the 

phases of the study sought to deduce the causal effects of interorganizational and interpersonal 

trust on collaboration (VERGARA, 2010), which had a descriptive end.  The means to reach this 

end were to conduct field research at the various public and nonprofit partner locales.  

 

3.2 Case & Interviewee Selection 

 

As previously mentioned the study is limited to public-SO partnerships in São Paulo, 

Brazil. São Paulo was chosen due to its relative political stability since it has been controlled by 

the same political party since 1995. This selection was made to control for environmental 

variation across sectors, political parties and states and to reduce other extraneous variation. Two 

cases were analyzed, an appropriate number for our study since ―the goal of theoretical sampling 

is to choose cases which are likely to replicate or extend the emergent theory‖ and not statistical 

validation (EISENHARDT, 1989: 537).   
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The interviewees were obtained using the snowball heuristic proposed by Noy (2008). 

This sampling procedure is a method used to obtain the contact information of additional 

informants through informants already interviewed. This is an effective tool when attempting to 

analyze ―hidden populations‖ that are unknown by the public or have not been extensively 

analyzed (NOY, 2008). During the interviews, subjects were asked to provide contact information 

for their State or SO counterparts. Interviews with these individuals were subsequently arranged. 

The first interviewee, Flavio Alcoforado has worked extensively in São Paulo´s cultural 

sector and served as a consultant during the contract development of the organizations studied.  

He worked closely with Beth Parro, former and founding executive director of the Guri Project 

and AAPG (Association of Friends of the Guri Project), to develop the organization´s first SO 

management contract, as well as with Fausto Arruda, current superintendent of OSESP. Contacts 

provided by Parro were not considered for analysis since they did not wish to go on the record 

regarding their experience with the partnerships. Like Alcoforado, Alexis Vargas, Project 

Coordinator at the Getúlio Vargas Foundation, has had experience consulting SOs both in Rio de 

Janeiro and São Paulo. Though the information provided by Vargas was not directly involved in 

the partnerships studied, his insight was valuable in contextualizing the partnerships and better 

understanding the implementation of the SO model in the state of São Paulo.   

Through Vargas, an interview with former State Reform Minister, Carlos Bresser Pereira 

who developed the federal level SO Model was arranged. Though Bresser Pereira is not involved 

in the cultural sector of São Paulo, his insight clarified how São Paulo´s local implementation 

differed from the federal model. In fact, Claudinéli Ramos of the Museum Unit (MU) of the 

Department of Culture, who was also contacted for this study, conducted a study requested by the 

Secretary of the Department of Culture to evaluate SOs in the sector and consulted Bresser 

Pereira for his input regarding how the model could be adapted for increased accountability and 

quality.  
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Vargas also provided contact information for Marília Marton, the Department of Culture´s 

Chief of Staff. Marton consequently provided contact information for Marcelo Lopes, current 

Executive Director of OSESP, who provided insight regarding the formulation and 

implementation of the OSESP SO management contract. The Chief of Staff also provided contact 

with the current Executive Director of the Guri Project, Alessandra Costa who shared information 

regarding the AAPG´s evolution since the management team alternations. Finally, Carlos Pedro 

Jens, who was also contacted through Marília Marton, provided information on the former 

Secretary´s previously mentioned study.   

Because the coordinator of the Department of Culture´s Promotion of Cultural Diffusion 

and Production Unit (PCDPU) had been recently replaced at the time this study was conducted, 

Lopes provided contact information for a former coordinator, André Sturm who is also the 

current Executive Director of São Paulo´s Museum of Images and Sound. Dennis Oliveira, 

technical assistant to the coordinator of the Cultural Education Unit (CEU) was also interviewed 

for further insight on the Department of Culture´s contact with the Guri Project.  

Figure 2 simulates this snowballing technique:  

 

 

Figure 2 - Snowball Sampling Tree. 

Source: Own Elaboration based on interviews. 
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Though the search for interview candidates involved contacting people not directly related 

to the SOs the study analyzes, each was instrumental in providing a holistic perspective of how 

the partnerships function. Of those contacted six individuals either worked or are currently 

working with the cultural projects. Figure 3 depicts which organizations these individuals are or 

were involved with. Note Dennis Oliveira and André Sturm are or were employees of the 

Department of Culture but also are/ were involved with AAPG and OSESP respectively. 

 

 

Figure 3 - Interviewee Involvement. 

Source: Own elaboration based on interviews. 

 Individuals not directly related to the organizations (i.e. those that are not shown in Figure 
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applicable, with the partnerships rather than their participation. These individuals were also asked 
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was comprised of semi-structured interviews with open-ended questions. The questions used 

during the interviews were adapted from Zaheer et al (1998) and Teodósio (2008). The purpose 

of these interviews was to analyze trust and collaboration in the partnerships.  

The third phase of the study consisted of the content analysis of the interview 

transcriptions as well as partnership contracts, newspaper articles and website information in 

order to analyze the historical trajectory of the partnerships. Content analysis is defined as ―a 

repertoire of methods of research that… yield inferences from all kinds of verbal, pictorial, 

symbolic, and communication data‖ (KRIPPENDORF, 2004: 17). The purpose of content 

analysis is two-fold according to Bardin (1977).  It has a heuristic purpose because the analysis 

enriches exploratory research and facilitates the discovery of findings from data analysis. It also 

serves as systematic analysis to verify and prove or disprove hypotheses. 

Content analysis allows the researcher to respond questions that seek to answer what led 

to a given statement and what were the likely consequences that the statement provoked. The 

method focuses on meaning as well as distribution of content and seeks to understand what lies 

behind the statements made (BARDIN, 1977). As Krippendorff (2004: 18) holds when using this 

method, ―researchers working at different points in time and perhaps under different 

circumstances should get the same results when applying the same technique to the same data.‖  

He also highlights the proposal that being able to replicate the findings is the most important form 

of reliability.   

To achieve this end we followed the Bardin (1977) guidelines for document selection and 

categorization. The selection guidelines include that once chosen, the content must be exhaustive; 

that is, the researcher must not ignore any element whose exclusion cannot be justified. 

Throughout the interview process there were various interruptions as well as topics covered that 

were not related to the central focus of our study.  These segments, which mostly included 

introductions and debriefings, were not included in the transcription samples. Once transcribed, 

all interviews were analyzed and coded using Atlas TI Software in the original spoken language 

and all interviews contributed to the formulation of our findings. The software was useful for 

finding conversation themes across all individuals interviewed as well as for organizing and 

visualizing how these themes interacted in the organizations.  Quotes included in the study were 

translated to English by the author for the purpose of presenting supporting interviewee 

commentary.  
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Bardin (1977) also notes that the documents used for analysis must be homogeneous, 

more specifically they must be obtained by identical techniques and carried out by similar 

individuals. An interview script, provided in the appendix section, was used to achieve this 

recommendation. Interview questions covered topics including the evolution of the partnership, 

interactions and trust between actors, expectations, obstacles and achievements. Finally, Bardin 

(1977) notes that the documents must be a pertinent information source in order to correspond to 

the objective of our analysis.  Since the interviews were conducted with professionals from both 

the State (Department of Culture) and SO (OSESP or AAPG) partners, we believe our 

information meets this criterion.           

 Categorization, defined as an operation for classifying elements of a larger whole, bring 

groups of elements together under generic titles. The categories must be mutually exclusive, that 

is, one element can´t belong to two or more categories. Homogeneity of the categories is also 

required whereby only one classification scheme should be used to organize content being 

analyzed. Categories were adapted to fit our theoretical framework in order to reflect the intention 

of the study as prescribed by the author. The same categorical grid was applied to all material in 

order to be as objective as possible and distortions due to coder bias were minimized by creating 

well-defined categories (BARDIN, 1977). After a preliminary analysis of the interviews we 

devised the following categorization grid: 

 
Table 1 - Categorization Grid 

Collaboration Qualities of Contract Technical Expertise 

External Funding  Interorganizational Trust Interpersonal Trust 

Legitimization State Interference Strength of Board 

Source: Own elaboration based on interviews. 

These categories were themes that were most frequently discussed in all interviews.  

Some emerged from the speakers´ responses (i.e. Qualities of Contract, Legitimization, Technical 

Expertise and Strength of the Board), others were related to questions asked (i.e. 

Interorganizational and Interpersonal Trust, Collaboration, State Interference, External Funding). 

While interpersonal trust, interoganizational trust, State Interference and Collaboration were the 

focus of this study, as Najam (1996) noted, controlling for the dependency on funds provided by 
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funders or lack thereof is an important factor to consider when analyzing relations between State 

and funders outside of the State. 

Finally, it is important to note that though documents and interview transcriptions were 

analyzed in their native language of Portuguese, for presentation purposes quotations that appear 

in this study were translated to English by the author.  

 

3.4 Limitations of methodology  

 

Like the Zaheer (1998) study, our analysis is limited by the reliability of individual biases 

in the interview phase of our study.  We will seek to remedy this shortcoming by interviewing 

multiple members from each partnership. As Lundin (2007a) points out, the assumption that one 

person represents an entire organization is questionable.  We therefore believe interviews with 

multiple members will allow us to make more robust conclusions from our findings.   

Einsenhardt et al (2007: 28) note ―interviews… often provoke a ´knee-jerk´ reaction that 

the data are biased.‖ This challenge is mitigated via the authors‘ suggestions which include 

―using numerous and highly knowledgeable informants who view the focal phenomena from 

diverse perspectives‖ particularly ―organizational actors from different hierarchical levels, as well 

as actors from other relevant organizations and outside observers such as market analysts‖.  More 

specifically, the latter includes policy-makers, consultants and former executive directors who are 

not currently directly related to either OSESP or AAPG but are nonetheless experienced in the 

area and are less biased sources of information. Interviewing various informants was also a way 

of mitigating the effects of dispositional trust, the predisposition of a given informant to trust. 

The way in which information regarding trust and related terms was gathered involved asking 

open-ended and indirect questions.  This allowed the interviewee to speak openly and honestly 

about interorganizational relations and allowed the interviewer to gather data that emerged 

naturally from the conversations.   

Since holding context constant is important for analysis however, (LUNDIN, 2007a) we 

limited our study to the cultural sector in São Paulo.  This decision was also made because the 

sector provided examples of various levels of State intervention in SOs.  Furthermore, this 

decision limits variation in public administration ideology between different states and sectors. It 

should also be noted that state level partnerships were chosen as opposed to federal level because 
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the SO model gained most traction on the state level as previously noted. Because of this 

specificity, our findings may not be applicable to other countries and or sectors and future 

research can be conducted in the same fashion in other countries and or in other sectors.   

Due to limited time a longitudinal study was not possible; therefore, the causality of the 

effect of trust on collaboration is a factor that should be further analyzed.  As noted by Zaheer et 

al (1998) and Lundin (2007a), longitudinal research on the development and consequences of 

trust in interorganizational exchange is needed. We tried to mitigate this issue by also 

interviewing previous members of the partnering organizations. However, this study adds to 

Zaheer et al (1998) study by providing additional analysis of their findings based on in-depth case 

studies. The study also improves our understanding of how interorganizational and interpersonal 

trust builds up over time in a highly institutionalized context. 

As Teixeira (2002) points out, case studies obviously don‘t detail all the possible 

complexities of Brazilian PNPs; however, via these cases we begin to understand the role third 

sector organizations play and how manufacturing SOs affects the delivery of public goods and 

services. 
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4. TIMELINE 

 

The project was divided in five basic phases distributed in a four-month span of work, as 

follows: 

 Phase 1: Theoretical research and formulation of preliminary interview questions.  

 Phase 2: Gathering of contracts, legislation, newspaper articles, video and website content 

related to the partnerships as well as interviews with partners to assess interpersonal and 

interorganizational trust as well as collaboration. 

 Phase 3: Content analysis of interviews  

 Phase 4: Feedback period from colleagues and advisor. 

 Phase 5: Final version of project with feedback incorporated into work. 
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5. DISCUSSION 

 

The chapter details information gathered from organization and partnership contracts as 

well as media coverage regarding the partnerships and SO websites.  Legislation that 

implemented state level SOs is also considered in this section. Finally, findings from the content 

analysis of transcriptions of semi-structured interviews are presented and utilized to develop a 

trust framework that is the basis of future studies in the area. 

 

5.1 Social Organizations in São Paulo 

  

São Paulo approved its implementation of the SO Model, Law 846 in 1998.  Article I of 

the law holds that the Secretary of the corresponding sector and the Secretary of Administration 

and Modernization of Public Service at the time will be able to qualify nonprofit legal entities 

working in the health or cultural sector as Social Organizations. The SOs will subsequently be 

subject to control by the Legislative Assembly and the State‘s Audit Office, leaving the internal 

control in the hands of the Executive (Law 846-98, Article 1).  

The law was originally intended for the health sector and soon after the law was 

implemented, eighteen hospitals were converted to SOs; however, the Secretary of the 

Department of Culture at the time wished to include the cultural sector in the legislation due to 

the inadequacy of the former model used to operate the Orquestra Sinfônica do Estado de São 

Paulo – OSESP (COSTIN, 2005).   

The second article of the law holds that to qualify as a SO, an organization must have a 

constitution that addresses the following: the social nature if its objectives; its nonprofit ends and 

its commitment to reinvest any surplus funds into the development of its social activities; the 

existence of a Board of Members; provisions to include members of the community with proven 

professional capacity, integrity and moral character in the decision making process; and 

composition and responsibilities of the Board of Directors. In addition to specifying these items 

in the management contract, the SO must publish yearly financial reports and a report of the 

fulfillment of the management contract objectives in the Diário Oficial do Estado, the official 
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state journal; and must also account for and be able to integrate any funds to another SO or back 

into the State, should the SO become extinct or disqualified (Law 846-98, Article 2).   

Article 6 notes that the management contract establishes the partnership between the State 

and the SO in the cultural or health sector as well as the activities to be executed by the SO. This 

contract establishes the responsibilities and objectives of the SO as well as the indicators that 

measure whether these objectives are met and penalties should the SO fail to deliver an 

acceptable level of service (ARRUDA, 2010). In São Paulo, the SO is meant to be results focused 

and should thus be able to present reports that compare proposed objectives with results obtained 

as well as account for finances, in addition to the aforementioned reports to be published in the 

Diário Oficial do Estado (Law 846-98, Article 9 §1). These are subject to analysis by the State 

Secretary of Health for the health sector SOs and the Secretary of the Department of Culture for 

cultural SOs.   

Because they are assured funds at predetermined payment schedules (Law 846-98, Article 

14 § 1), the cultural sectors SOs will also be shielded from the effects economic cycles have on 

public services that are not part of the State‘s core functions (COSTIN, 2005). However, the law 

also stipulates that the entities must have at least five years in the health sector or three years in 

the culture sector to qualify for SO status, which prevents inexperienced entities from being 

granted SO status and benefits (SANO, 2003). It is important to note however, that due to these 

rigorous qualification requirements as well as the detailed management contracts, the 

organizations have formalized and structured ways of interacting with the State that may affect 

the collaborative arrangements in these partnerships. 

 

5.1.1 Cultural Sector Social Organizations in São Paulo 

 

Services and goods from the Brazilian cultural sector have historically, in one way or 

another, been financed, incentivized and even provided by the State. Today, however, the third 

sector has a fundamental role in the production of these goods and some claim it has helped the 

cultural sector overcome some managerial problems associated to working as a part of the State 

(Arruda, 2010). Today, many of São Paulo‘s Department of Culture goods and services are 

generated by SOs. In fact, prestigious, well-known organizations such as the Orquestra Sinfônica 

do Estado, Pinacoteca and the Museum of Portuguese Language are all SOs (ABONG, 2006). 
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The transition to a new management model, however, was a gradual one with a focus on 

the citizen as a bearer of not only health, educational and housing needs, but also cultural needs. 

As noted by Costin (2005), museums, theaters, orchestras and schools were absorbed into a 

management model that was a more appropriate fit to the services rendered by the organizations.  

In this model, while the role of the State is still important, its responsibilities revolve around 

planning objectives to meet and regulating the attainment of agreed upon goals rather than 

actually providing cultural services (ARRUDA, 2010).   

One of the original motivations for implementing the SO model in the cultural sector was 

to encourage the legalization of hiring norms that the Public Ministry, which is notified of any 

irregular or illegal use of public funds in SOs by those responsible for monitoring the execution 

of the management contract (Law 846-98, Article 10), deemed illegal. Though legal contracting 

practices were incompatible with the cultural sector needs, because the organizations were a part 

of the State, alternative practices were illegal. This irreconcilable issue can be considered a sector 

failure in Bryson and Crosby´s (2008: 65) framework that proposes that:  

Public policy makers are more likely to try cross-sector collaboration if they believe that 

separate efforts by different sectors to address a public problem have failed, or are likely 

to fail, and the actual or potential failures cannot be fixed by the sectors acting alone 

The Orquestra Sinfônica do Estado de São Paulo – OSESP in particular, sought to create 

a SO, and thus a partnership with the State, to legalize and systematize operations; however, the 

effort was postponed due to the complexity of OSESP. Less multifaceted organizations were 

chosen instead to serve as examples of the implementation of the SO model in the cultural sector 

(COSTIN, 2005). As Meidute and Paliulis (2011) conclude starting off with relatively small and 

simple projects may be useful to later implement more complex projects. AAPG is an example of 

one of the less complex organizations that later served as a model for OSESP. 

5.1.1.1 AAPG Historical Context & Narrative 

 

The Guri Project has provided introductory courses in music theory, choir, wood, wind 

and percussion instruments to fifty-one thousand students throughout the state of São Paulo since 

1995. The Project‘s mission is to promote excellence in musical education and practice with a 

focus on teaching at risk youths. In 1997, the organization began to be administered by Sociedade 
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Amigos do Projeto Guri – AAPG. Today, the organization has 366 centers in 310 municipalities 

in the greater São Paulo (AAPG, 2012).  

Beth Parro, founder and Executive Director of AAPG from 1995 – 2007 provided details 

of the motives of converting the project into a SO, the conflict involved in developing the 

organization and her subsequent replacement with Alessandra Costa. According to Parro, AAPG 

existed as a non-profit organization that supported the Guri Project, which was a State initiative. 

In 2000, the Public Ministry demanded that the Guri Project and other cultural sector 

organizations alter common practices such as hiring norms that were illegal inside of the State 

apparatus. Thereafter, the State hired consultants to help determine the resources needed to 

operate the organization and to make the processes that governed the organization transparent 

and, most importantly, law abiding.  Members of AAPG were trained for a year and a half to 

learn how to monitor their costs and performance.  

This experience seems to be the height of collaboration between the Department of 

Culture and the members of AAPG. The definition of goals, metrics and hiring norms were 

debated in what Parro described to be a stressful but rewarding experience.  After many meetings, 

Beth Parro, her technical team, State agents and the hired consultants developed a management 

contract that delineated objectives and operating processes. The R$9,120,955 management 

contract, which aimed to administer the SO, maintain the current functioning centers, fill all 

vacancies, train professors and advisors, and promote events was signed in 2004 (COSTIN, 2004) 

and according to the Project´s site the creation of the SO expanded AAPG´s network of social 

and cultural inclusion (AAPG, 2012). Consequently, the State transferred resources to 

municipalities, which resulted in municipal level management of music centers. The role of the 

State was thus to promote and fund rather than directly execute the culture sector initiative 

(COSTIN, 2005). The Project´s site claims that in 2006, 154 centers were launched in greater São 

Paulo, growth which Ms. Parro believed was due to the implementation of the SO model. 

The period from contract development and signing to the subsequent 70% growth of the 

project was a time of strong interorganizational trust according to the former Executive Director 

who highlighted the collaboration and mutual respect between the State and AAPG. It is 

important to note, however, that this trust was conditioned by the relationship Parro had with the 

State hired consultant, Flavio Alcoforado and the then Secretary of the Department of Culture, 

Cláudia Costin. The former director claimed that new personnel in the Department of Culture did 
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not respect the norms established in the management contract or trust her competence as a 

director. Parro alleged that after much debate and resistance, the Board was pressured into 

replacing her with a new director. Though the management contract protected the interests of the 

management team and board for some time, when the contract expired, the Secretary of the 

Department of Culture had the power to discontinue the partnership, an authority that Parro 

believes led to being asked to resign.   

 Parro noted the importance of being able to survive as an autonomous organization 

without the public funding.  She claims that if she would have had strong financial independence 

from the State, she would have been able to end the partnership and continue functioning with 

other sponsors. However, because she did not have this security, she and her technical team were 

replaced by Costa and a new management team.   

Alessandra Costa, the current Executive Director, claimed the organization changed 

significantly since she became AAPG´s Executive Director, particularly because she entered the 

organization with goals and tasks that were determined by the State before she took charge of the 

SO. Though she noted that today, the State is involved less in day to day management of how to 

obtain goals and more focused on results and whether goals are obtained, she conceded that the 

interpersonal relations are still of utmost importance in Brazilian organizations. 

Today, 97% of AAPG funds are provided by the state.  Costa noted that one of the 

objectives of this funding is for the State to gain public approval for its support of social project. 

As such, SO agents accept State intervention because the partnership gives them funds and 

resources they would otherwise not be able to obtain. In fact, Costa agreed that the Department of 

Culture through its Unidade de Formação Cultural, or the Cultural Education Unit (CEU), 

controls the execution of contractual goals, including how these goals are obtained. State imposed 

objectives included changing contracting norms from cooperatives to Consolidação das Leis do 

Trabalho – CLT (Consolidation of Labor Laws), something Costa admits the government of the 

time decided on its own.  

The timeline in Table 2 maps the events that marked the evolution of AAPG. The sample 

of quotations relating to each event was taken from interviews conducted with former and current 

AAPG management as well as Department of culture representatives, and was translated from its 

original language by the author. 
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Table 2 - AAPG Timeline 

Year Event Narrative Implications 

1995 
The Guri Project 

founded 

The Guri Project was founded in 1995... 

I think that by 2000… we began to have 

problems... because we had a higher 

demand than the State permitted in 

regards to HR. 

Project quickly grew and existing within 

in the State limited their ability to serve 

the population in a legal way.  This 

resulted in decreased interorganizational 

trust and the State´s decision to turn 

AAPG into a SO. 

1997 
Management turned 

over to AAPG 

Since the Association of Friends of the 

Guri Project already existed, the 

Association already had a history, a 

base, experience… 

Working relationships between the State 

and AAPG already existed by the time 

the SO was created. Both interpersonal 

and interorganizational trust were thus 

high and facilitated collaboration 

between partners. 

2004 
Guri qualified as a 

SO 

Besides the technical issue of 

monitoring, the rest was very friendly. 

The State had much respect for the 

Project.  You know, respect… I didn´t 

have any problems working with the 

State.  On the contrary. There were some 

very interesting things... Things that 

would be the future of decentralization 

and it was really very agile. 

Despite some conflict in technical areas, 

strong interorganizational trust allowed 

Guri to grow under the SO model 

2007 
Secretary Sayad takes 

office 

It turned into a huge war. I stayed one 

year and the board didn´t want me to 

leave, but that person said    ‘You either 

leave or I won´t renew the contract.’ 

Contract Renewal give the State an 

opportunity to interfere in SO 

management  

2008 
New Management 

announced 

[AAPG] changed a lot to be honest, 

because we arrived with some tasks from  

the State 

The new team entered their roles with 

goals and tasks that were predetermined 

by the State, suggesting increased State 

intervention  

 Source: Own elaboration based on interviews. 

5.1.1.2 OSESP Historical Context & Narrative 

 

Like AAPG, OSESP was in one way or another housed in the Department of Culture 

since it was founded in 1954. The orchestra was created with the Secretaria de Estado dos 

Negócios do Governo by Law 2.733, OSESP had the following objectives: 

 To promote concerts and broadcast Brazilian and foreign music throughout the capital and 

greater São Paulo  

 To foster the exchange of music with other states of the Federation 

 To assist São Paulo based amateur and professional symphony orchestras  

 To support festivals of musical pieces or orchestras through contests 

However, as noted by Fausto Arruda, superintendent of the Foundation, being imbedded in the 

State led to difficulties that were common in the public sector but that were intensified due to the 
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nature of the activity OSESP delivers to society. For example, OSESP had to hire musicians 

amongst other personnel through the Secretaria do Governo for a minimum of a year and a 

maximum of three years. Eleazar de Carvalho, managed the orchestra for twenty-four years under 

these conditions which nearly led to the collapse of the orchestra on several occasions. After his 

passing, Maestro John Neschling assumed the role of art director and with Maestro Roberto 

Minczuk, expanded and began to implement the proposals of improvement left behind by 

Carvalho (OSESP, 2012). Under his management, Sala São Paulo (São Paulo Hall), located in 

the historic Luz region in the former Estrada de Ferro Sorocabana Station, was inaugurated in 

1999. Today, the hall is world-renowned and its location is important because it is part of the 

initiative to revitalize the region.  

OSESP went through what Dantas et al (2009) refer to as a rebirth under Neschling. 

However, as the authors note the more difficult phase of finding an audience for the orchestra is 

still far from being complete. As the authors note, despite affordable ticket prices, which make 

good quality classical music more accessible to the general public, the orchestra is still expensive 

and inaccessible to most citizens. The need to supplement funds the orchestra could not obtain 

through ticket sales and other activities may therefore have been another motivation for the 

creation of a SO.  

Though the long history of working within the State perhaps intensified and deepened 

OSESP‘s relationship to the State, it has also posed difficulties when trying to work with other 

sponsors and associations, especially as it relates to planning, developing objectives, budgeting 

and management. OSESP also had precarious hiring practices that the State judged to be irregular 

like many other cultural organizations at the time. As a result, in 2005, the SO management 

contract was signed and the OSESP Foundation was created.  

Article IV of the management contract details that the objective of the Foundation is to 

support, incentivize, assist, develop and promote culture, education and social assistance. To 

obtain this objective, OSESP is tasked with activities that seek not only to maintain the 

symphonic orchestra but also to invest in improving its quality and developing its programs. The 

contract also required that the SO provide incentives and funding for cultural programs, build a 

recording studio and a foundation for donations and government resources belonging to OSESP. 

The Foundation also maintains one of the best musical institutions in the country, the Academia 

da OSESP.   
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 When becoming a SO, OSESP was able to develop clear business plans, management 

systems and a systematized budget as well as marketing and accounting departments. According 

to Arruda, the management contract led to an increased focus on results and to a fusion of 

benefits from the private sector with those of the public sector. This success can arguably be 

attributed to the strength of a unified, strong and respected board, which is composed of former 

Brazilian President Fernando Henrique Cardoso and some of his closest supporters. There was 

little debate over goals or how to obtain said goals, since as Arruda notes, proposed goals where 

ambitious and pushed the orchestra to grow and improve in quality. Conflict revolved mostly 

around the amount of funds the SO received from the Department of Culture and less on the 

contractual goals. When asked how the relationship between OSESP and the Department of 

Culture changes with every new Secretary, the Superintendent emphatically claimed that if the 

managers of the foundation thought they‘d have to start from zero with every alteration in the 

Department of Culture, the partnership would surely not work. However, he did concede that the 

Foundation would adapt to public policies proposed by new governments given that the 

management contract would ensure their autonomy in managing the orchestra as they best see fit.   

The most notable difference between the case of the OSESP Foundation and that of 

AAPG is the foundation´s status as a major cultural institution in Brazil and its target audience, 

which unlike AAPG that serves a popular audience is mostly elite. Marcelo Lopes, the current 

Executive Director of OSESP, highlighted that because São Paulo wants to be recognized as a 

―global leader‖, it is important for the city to have a global class orchestra. It therefore, must have 

an international presence in the cultural sector to achieve this goal. In fact, as noted by ABONG 

(2006):  

In virtue of its artistic prestige and great visibility, OSESP can have a budget that is six 

times greater than all the museums of the State of São Paulo.  At most, this situation can 

result in the detachment of the orchestra from the politics of the State´s culture… 

This institutional significance coupled with a strong board and the protective properties of 

the management contract, have allowed OSESP to maintain its autonomy, despite times of low 

interpersonal trust. One such time of low levels of interpersonal trust was the oftentimes-tense 

relationship between the State and the former Maestro, John Neschling, who was dismissed from 

his management after a stream of highly publicized events.  
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The former coordinator of PCDPU claimed that the Maestro‘s negative relationship with 

the governor eventually affected the SO. Though he emphasized that he didn´t believe that the 

Department of Culture was directly involved in the Maestro‘s dismissal, he did believe that 

Neschling‘s highly publicized comments were inappropriate and that the Maestro´s tense personal 

relationships with both SO and State agents resulted in his dismissal. The coordinator´s 

statements seem somewhat contradictory which may lead to the conclusion that low interpersonal 

trust may indeed lead to increased State intervention.   

 In February 2011, the board of OSESP announced Marin Alsop, an American violinist 

and maestro, would be the replacement of Neschling who was dismissed by the board due to what 

some media reports claimed was tension with the governor at the time, José Serra (Bergamo, 

2009). Under the leadership of Alsop, OSESP recorded its first live concert digitally transmitted 

via Internet. This presented a new way to spread classical music and to reach new audiences.  

What using the Internet to promote and spread classical music intended to remedy, is precisely 

what Dantas et al (2009) proposed was the most difficult phase that OSESP needed to surpass. In 

a video interview between current artistic director, Arthur Nestrovski and Alsop about the digital 

concert project, the newest Maestro states, "classical music provides a window to our human 

history and by using the new technology to access that window, I think we're marrying the old 

world with the present". This outlook and new direction may further alter the dynamic of trust 

and collaboration between the State and the SO as it poses a new and innovative way of operating 

the orchestra.   

The continued existence of OSESP despite Neschling´s exit perhaps echoes Zaheer at al´s 

(1998) finding that ―institutionalized practices and routines for dealing with a partner 

organization, as captured by interorganizational trust, transcend the influence of the individual," 

that is, it overcomes interpersonal trust and relationships.  In other words, despite what the press 

alleged was a low level of interpersonal trust between the former Maestro and the State Governor, 

which culminated in the former´s dismissal, the norms and procedures in OSESP as an institution, 

allowed the partnership´s continuation. That being said, the Maestro may have been dismissed 

because of the importance of interpersonal trust in the Brazilian context.   

The timeline in Table 3 maps the events that marked the evolution of OSESP. The sample 

of quotations relating to each event was taken from interviews conducted with former and current 
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OSESP management as well as Department of culture representatives, and translated from its 

original language by the author of this study.   

  

Table 3 - OSESP Foundation Timeline 

Year Event Narrative Implication 

1956 OSE Founded 

It was created in 1954 and since 1954 

until 2005 it was in one way within the 

State of São Paulo, a public entity. 

Longstanding working 

relationship within the State 

solidified interorganizational trust  

1997 
Neschling becomes 

Artistic Director 

I was hired by the Father Anchieta 

Foundation to somehow try to improve 

its relations with OSESP and formalize 

its processes and contracts [of 

collaboration]. The [relations] were 

very difficult... The culures [of the 

organizations] were very different. For 

a series of issues, and perhaps because 

of the attitude of the Maestro that also 

had an executive   role at the time… The 

relationship did not flow. 

Tense working relationships with 

managers affect 

interorganizational collaboration  

2005 
OSESP Foundation 

Qualified as SO 

[The SO] gives us the possibility for 

long term planning of activities. For 

example, today, we are discussing the 

activities of 2015 and 16 since I know 

that because of the contract I will be 

able to complete these activities. The 

nature of artistic activity demands long 

term management. The artists have that 

necessity. You can´t find a great 

Maestro... He is not available 

immediately. It´s long term. 

Activities non-exclusive to the 

State, such as cultural ones, are 

better managed outside of the 

State apparatus.  

2007 
José Serra elected 

governor 

When Maestro Neschling was in  

OSESP and Serra became governor, 

and it coincided to when I entered my 

role in the Department of Culture, there 

was a certain animosity between 

Maestro Neschling and the government. 

It is clear that that climate negatively 

affected the progress of things. Not that 

the Maestro was not competent, but 

there was a negative climate. That made 

the relationship not flow as it could 

have.  

Interpersonal trust and 

relationships may affect 

collaboration between partners 

regardless of the technical 

competence of SO managers. 
2008 

Neschling confirms he will 

not renew his contract in 

2010 

Source: Own elaboration based on interviews.  

 

5.2 State Narrative 

 

Hired by the Secretary of the Department of Culture to evaluate performance and 

performance issues of SOs, Carlos Pedro Jens believes the implementation of the SO model in 
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São Paulo gives excessive autonomy to third sector organizations. He added that as a result of this 

independence, the organizations lose their public nature, replacing it with a more private 

connotation.  He noted that before stepping down from office, the current Secretary will deliver a 

report on recommendations and suggested work to be done to the Governor that would eventually 

be passed down to his replacement.  Jens claimed that the report will prescribe increased access to 

SO related information especially that related to resource allocation. The report also emphasizes 

the desire for a stronger presence in the SOs via membership in SO boards.  However, Jens also 

mentioned that the new Secretary can disagree with the report and chose another path of action.   

Mr. Jens is also part of the Comissão de Avaliação, Evaluation Committee, which is made 

up of members of civil society and of employees from the Department of Culture. The committee 

analyzes how accountability reports provided by SOs were evaluated and penalized by the 

Department of Culture units responsible for their contracts. He, therefore, has close contact with 

the accountability process and claimed the organizations are rarely penalized for not obtaining 

contract deliverables. This may be a result of what Vargas claimed was inadequate or ill defined 

metrics to be obtained. Nonetheless, this accountability process is intended to provide some level 

of transparency and assurance that funds and resources provided by the State are being 

appropriately managed by the SO.  This process is depicted in Figure 4. 

 

Figure 4 - SO Accountability Process. 

Source: Own elaboration based on interviews. 

 

5.3 Bureaucratic Nature of the Collaboration in Partnership 

 

As noted by Alexis Vargas of FGV Projetos, due to a widespread lack of adequate 

indicators, the Department of Culture and the SOs oftentimes set irrelevant or easily obtained 

objectives. This, coupled with the inexperience of some organizations in the cultural sector, 

yields relationships that are oftentimes merely bureaucratic rather than collaborative. As a 

consultant to many SO initiatives, Vargas helped set standardized metrics to help remedy these 

SO provides 
Accountability 

Reports to designated 
DoC 

SO report directed to 
specific unit of the 

DoC which evaluates 
& penalizes, if 

necessary, the SO 

Evaluation Committee 
analyzes this report 
and emits another 
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issues that hinder the aforementioned benefits of implementing the SO model.  In his opinion, 

these benefits include allowing the SO to autonomously manage the execution of cultural 

activities since these organizations have more technical expertise than the State and can deliver 

these services with more efficiency and quality. 

Mr. Vargas notes that besides inadequate indicators, an ideological and political resistance 

also hinders SOs.  He claims that though the State´s role should be to promote, incentivize, 

protect and monitor the cultural sector, oftentimes the State begins to interfere in the management 

of executing cultural activities, which it is not equipped to do.  Though a certain level of tension 

is healthy for collaboration and innovation in the sector, Vargas highlighted the importance of 

allowing the SO to spend and manage the budget provided by the State on its own.  He added that 

the State should control results not the process used to obtain those results.  The obstacle SOs 

face is thus, in his opinion, defining appropriate indicators which will in turn allow the State to 

ensure funds are being spent on cultural initiatives, instead of increased State interference.   

 

5.4 Types of Partnerships  

 

During the conversation three types of partnerships were identified.  The first was a SO 

created from an activity that was formerly delivered by the State and was transferred to be 

executed in Civil Society.  In this type of organization, the State funds the activity and monitors 

compliance to rules and contract goals; however, it is not involved in the operations of the 

organization.  The organization itself will have the autonomy to achieve contract goals with its 

own management team.  He claims this type of organization will respect and trust the rules, 

norms and contracts of the SO and give it the liberty to execute the activity with its own 

expertise.  We can thus classify this as a State – SO Partnership based on interorganizational 

trust.  He sketched what he envisioned this partnership to look like which has been recreated in 

Figure 5. 

A second type of partnership was identified where, like the first model, cultural activities 

that were formerly executed in the State, are now executed by Civil Society but the SO lacks 

autonomy in the management process.  Instead, the State interferes in the processes and 

operations of the organization.  State interference in management will be more pronounced in this 

type of partnership and the partners will rely heavily on interpersonal trust to collaborate rather 
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than management contracts agreed upon by both parties.  He sketched what he envisioned this 

partnership to look like, which has been recreated in Figure 6. 

  

Figure 5 - Partnership based on Interorganizational Trust. 

Source: Own elaboration based on interviews. 

 

 

Figure 6 - Partnership based on Interpersonal Trust. 

Source: Own elaboration based on interviews. 

 

A third type of partnership identified in the conversation is a hybrid of the two 

aforementioned types, which at times is based on interorganizational trust and at other times, due 

perhaps to a change in personnel in either partner, is based on interpersonal trust.  This type of 

partnership, which does not exist in São Paulo´s cultural sector SOs, is composed of former non-

profit organizations that delivered public services, which the State then funded as SOs. In other 

words, the NGO was converted into a SO.  He sketched what he envisioned this partnership 

would look like which has been recreated in Figure 7:  
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Figure 7 - Partnership based on Interpersonal & Interorganizational Trust. 

Source: Own elaboration based on interviews. 

 

Though the third type of partnership envisioned does not exist in the population analyzed 

in this study, the fluctuation in the levels of interpersonal and interorganizational trust was seen in 

both AAPG and OSESP.  We argue that the SOs in São Paulo´s cultural sector alternate between 

the second and third model. These fluctuations were highlighted in two critical events detailed in 

the following sections. 
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6. FINDINGS 

 

Though the OSESP Foundation and AAPG seem to be distinct cases with their own 

peculiarities, they share a common thread, which is based on the importance of interpersonal 

trust. The cases observed reveal that state interference and consequently the type of collaboration 

varies with levels of interpersonal trust despite levels of interorganizational trust. After analyzing 

the content of the conversations, a series of themes arose that added new dimensions to our 

framework and reinforced theory proposed in the first section of our study. 

 

6.1 Protective Qualities of Contract 

 

As noted by former and current managers at AAPG, because the contract ―locks in‖ a set 

of contractual obligations, goals and activities, the Secretary of the Department of Culture is 

unable to alter the direction of the partnership until contract expiration. Both AAPG and OSESP 

executives highlighted the management contract‘s protective quality but conceded the protection 

is limited to the contract expiration date. This time is crucial for the duration of the partnership, 

but more importantly, and more frequently, it is the time when the vision and direction of a new 

Secretary will be integrated into the SO.  As noted by Marcelo Lopes: 

Whoever the Secretary may be, because eventually if tomorrow there was an unexpected 

change in the Department of Culture, the next [Secretary] is restricted to contractual 

responsibilities of the management contract. The person will not be able to change all of 

the orchestra‘s activities. He won‘t be able to change the face of the institution because 

he has another notion with respect to [the institution´s] activity. The contract is a 

moderator. It is protective in that sense. I can‘t make the orchestra something other than 

what it is today, because I, the manager, think that it should be something different. I‘m 

restricted to the contract. And the same thing occurs with the Department of Culture. So, 

it tended to be worse. In institutions where the SO does not exist, changes are more 

drastic than in our system. 

Since OSESP has a longer contract renewal period of five years, it is no surprise that there 

seems to be a less pronounced relation between interpersonal trust and State intervention in the 

foundation and consequently collaboration, than it did in AAPG, which has a four year duration. 

For both organization´s this period spans consecutive Secretary terms, that is, when a new 

Secretary takes office a contract will be valid for an additional number years. For example, 
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AAPG´s contract was renewed in January 2012. Though at the time of this study Secretary of the 

Department of Culture Andrea Matarazzo had recently resigned to run for Mayor in the PSDB 

primaries and was replaced by the former Executive Director of Pinacoteca, Marcelo Araujo, the 

new Secretary must wait until January 2016 to make any changes to the AAPG management 

contract. However, executives from both organizations stressed that the moderating quality of the 

contract was limited. Marcelo Lopes best summarizes this saying: 

It is obvious that when a change in government occurs, policies must be adapted. If the 

contract traverses two different governments, at one point you will have to have that 

adaptation because society demands it to adapt. Society voted for another government.  

[For example], the society that voted in something more conservative before is now 

[voting for] something that is more popular. And it is obvious that the adaptation must 

happen and the contract must lend itself to that in a given time. 

In other words, despite supposedly having high levels of interorganizational trust, we see 

that even OSESP is subject to contractual changes and adaptations to fit the vision of new 

Secretaries. The contract´s expiration is thus a point where the power balance shifts between 

partners since the Secretary of the Department of Culture has the authority to discontinue a 

management contract should the SO not meet his interest. In other words, the possibilities of 

terminating the partnership or defecting from previously agreed upon contract terms to terms that 

fit the new Secretary´s vision of the cultural sector are higher when the contract expires. Some 

interviewees claimed expiration is a tool used by the Secretary to pressure change in the SO´s 

management, that is, it is an opportunity for increased government interference.  

 

Proposal 1a: The duration of the management contract moderates the relationship 

between interpersonal trust and State interference.  

  

As previously mentioned, in SO partnerships, the management contract is what Gambetta 

(1988) calls a ―bilateral pre-commitment‖ and establishes the norms and rules the partners must 

abide by.  The contract defines partner roles as well as the costs of defecting from agreed upon 

contract terms. As seen by the high levels of interorganizational trust between OSESP and the 

Department of Culture, abiding by the management contract by consistently meeting service level 

agreements will increase the probability by which State agents believe that the SO is a 
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trustworthy institution. Because interorganizational trust involves the rules, norms and practices 

of partner organizations,  

 

Proposal 1b: Abiding by the management contract is directly related to the level 

of interorganizational trust. 

 

6.2 Strength of Board 

  

Perhaps more important than the temporary protection provided by the management 

contract, is the strength of the SO board. Though today, AAPG confides in a board of members 

elected by the General Assembly, who are from various sectors of society and of notorious 

professional capacity, at the time Parro was coerced to resign, she claimed the board consisted of 

elderly women who despite being loyal to Parro, were unable to defend their right to choose who 

to elect as executive director from State pressure. The conversation excerpt below sums up 

Parro‘s account of what happened: 

My board didn‘t yield because in a SO you are nominated by the board, not by the 

State[...] Which is where [the State] broke the rule. They didn‘t respect [the rule]. [The 

Secretary of the Department of Culture at the time] called my board various times to 

negotiate[...] They were elderly women, all of them psychologist and sociologist. [They 

would say] ‗No, but Beth created [the Guri Project]. The project didn‘t even have tables. 

She is the heart of the project and we have been with her since she created it.‘ [The 

Secretary would respond:] ‗She is a bad manager, she‘s incompetent[...] She doesn‘t 

know how to manage public money‘[...] Until one day I took some time off because I 

was sick[...] and our work stopped. During this time he didn‘t allow us to work[...] I 

could only touch what was already running. But I couldn‘t create anything new… Then 

it was in October 2007 that my 4-year management contract expired. He called my board 

and said ‗You either remove Beth, or I won‘t renew the contract.‘ My board called me 

and I responded ‗No, I created it but he can kill it‘. 

Mr. Lopes agreed with the importance of a strong board saying,  

Yes, the contractual instrument is essential, but what causes this contractual instrument 

is the vision and action of a strong board. I think that the board is essential. 

Managers in both organizations agreed that the board shield´s the SO of State intervention related 

to low levels of interpersonal trust, if the board members are competent and influential. The board 

members are also responsible for creating and adapting the contract.  We therefore propose,  

Proposal 2a: The strength of the board affects the management contract.  
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Proposal 2b: The strength of the board moderates the relationship between 

interpersonal trust and State interference. 

  

The strength of the leadership of the board is what Bryson and Crosby (2008) refer to as 

building leadership. The authors proposed that the success of cross-sector collaboration is 

contingent on multi-level ―committed sponsors and effective champions‖ from both sectors. The 

strength of the board and the executive director, which has the formal role of signing the 

management contract into action, is thus of utmost importance. Both State and SO agents 

highlighted that the competence and strength of the board is essential to building trust from the 

members of the Department of Culture to the members of the SO. It gives the Department of 

Culture, the confidence that the board will propose adequate and ambitious contract goals as well 

as appoint competent managers to SO roles.   

 As was seen in the case of AAPG, if a board is perceived to be weak the State agents may 

not trust the board‘s judgment, which may lead to State coercion in decisions that should be 

solely deliberated by the board.  In the case of AAPG, the Department of Culture´s Secretary did 

not trust the board‘s judgment that Beth was indeed a competent director. When asked about 

AAPG, Jens, a state agent, commended the board for its competent members and contrasted them 

from previous SO board members.  

 

Proposal 2c: The strength of the board is directly and positively related to 

interorganizational trust.  

  

6.3 External Funding 

 

Today, AAPG is almost exclusively funded by the State, with merely 3% of their funds 

coming from sources outside of the State. OSESP on the other hand, generates 40% of funds from 

activities such as box office and CD sales as well as corporate sponsorship. AAPG´s former 

director claimed that though being a SO allowed the organization to receive funding outside of 

the State in a legal way, at the time she resigned, she was not sure that the organization could 

support its activities without the State. Similarly, as noted by OSESP´s superintendent, though the 
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organization´s managers plan to continually increase the percentage of total funds generated 

outside of State money, the Foundation cannot survive without State funding in the short or 

medium-term. In fact, according to the superintendent, it has never been the intention of the 

Foundation´s management team to reduce the State´s contribution. Instead, they are continually 

seeking to increase the percentage of external contributions and funds generated by the SO, while 

maintaining the same or higher State contributions.   

Dependency on State funds, however, may be related to a more pronounced and powerful 

relationship between interpersonal trust and State interference. AAPG´s former director claims 

that had external funding been high at the time of her conflict with the former Secretary, she 

would have continued heading the organization and discontinued State funding. Since she did not 

have the confidence that she would be able to gather enough funding outside of the State, she and 

the previous board gave into State demands leading to her resignation and eventual substitution.  

OSESP on the other hand, which has a higher level of external funding, experiences a lower 

relation between interpersonal trust and State interference.  

 

Proposal 3a: The level of external funding moderates the relationship between 

interpersonal trust and State interference. 

 

The Rouanet Law signed in 1991, which incentivizes companies to sponsor cultural 

activities, allowed SOs to receive funds from private sponsors. In 2011, the Culture Ministry 

authorized an unprecedented amount of funds via this law to OSESP. Not only did private 

organizations trusted OSESP directors could manage their donations appropriately, another State 

entity allowed the sponsorship to take place. This may have encouraged Department of Culture 

agents to trust and respect the Foundation´s ability to manage funds. It can therefore also be 

argued that  

Proposal 3b: The level of external funding obtained is directly and positively 

related to interorganizational trust.  
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6.4 Technical Expertise 

 

According to SO managers from both organizations, once the previous State entities were 

transformed into SOs, new employees from the private sector were incorporated into the 

organization. These employees brought with them market knowhow that did not exist within the 

State. OSESP management noted that the fusion of people who knew the processes of the State 

with people who knew the product as it exists in the market, was a positive consequence of 

collaborating with the State.   

Echoing the belief that the SO model increased the ability to improve the technical 

expertise within the organization, former AAPG management claimed that becoming a SO 

allowed them to hire supervisors, advisors and qualified professors, which improved the quality 

of the services rendered. AAPG´s former manager speculated that the State was likely not able to 

change the contract substantially after the change in management because the State lacked the 

technical knowhow required to make any drastic changes. Similarly, OSESP management 

claimed some management and planning activities are exclusive to the SO, because the State 

lacks the technical knowledge to develop such items.   

AAPG´s current management team has a reputation of competence and of being able to 

proactively solve technical problems affecting the SO, with both State agents that directly interact 

with them on a daily basis and those who know little of the Project. This reputation has yielded a 

relationship of trust and mutual respect between State and SO agents.  Furthermore, because the 

State may not possess agents with technical aspects of management as noted by various directors 

and contract managers, technical expertise may also act as an additional protective buffer against 

fluctuations in interpersonal trust. 

Proposal 4a: Technical expertise moderates the relationship between interpersonal 

trust and State interference. 

Proposal 4b: Technical expertise, which is a personal level attribute, is directly 

and positively related to interpersonal trust. 
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6.5 Legitimization 

 

Interviewees noted that a result of implementing the SO model was a legitimization 

process that allowed the organizations to grow and better serve their audience. The SO model 

allowed the organizations to develop Human Resource and Marketing departments, legally hire 

workers and gain external funding, which was not a feasible endeavor inside the State. Arruda 

noted that after the Foundation was created, OSESP became professionalized; gained the ability 

to forecast and became more flexible in managing budget across multiple years. This was 

important because as Arruda noted, the Foundation´s ―artistic activities‖ require more time to 

plan compared to other parts of the State. The move thus led to improved quality of activities 

delivered. 

As suggested by Bryson and Crosby (2008: 66) ―cross sector collaborations are more 

likely to form in turbulent environments. In particular, the formation and sustainability of cross-

sector collaborations will be affected by driving and constraining forces in their … institutional 

environments.‖ Therefore, the creation of SOs alleviated the effects of the unstable and, in many 

aspects, illegal condition of the cultural sector organizations.  

Organizational operations became legal inside the SO model and this legalization made 

the organizations legitimate both for the State and the public. Consequently, State agents went 

from demanding that the organizations transform their operations into legal processes; to the State 

confiding in the processes that were a consequence of the implementation of the SO model.  This 

seems to echo Bryson and Crosby (2008: 68) proposition that ―Cross-sector collaborations are 

more likely to succeed if they establish with both internal and external stakeholders the 

legitimacy of collaboration as a form of organizing, as a separate entity, and as a source of trusted 

interaction among [partners]‖.  

 

Proposal 5: The level of legitimization is directly and positively related to 

interorganizational trust.  
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6.6 Interpersonal and Interorganizational Trust 

 

A common theme detected in both AAPG and OSESP agents is focused on Department of 

Culture intervention in SO management when levels of interpersonal trust were low. High levels 

of interpersonal trust, on the other hand, were associated to increased levels of SO autonomy in 

management. Sustained trust in norms, rules and regulations, or interorganizational trust, seems 

to be respected only if interpersonal trust exists as suggested by previous studies that highlight 

the importance of Brazil´s personalistic culture (SOBRAL et al 2007).  

As highlighted by OSESP management, the orchestra´s international prestige and cultural 

significance to both São Paulo and Brazil make it a globally respected institution with an elevated 

level of interorganizational trust. However, like AAPG, there existed low levels of interpersonal 

trust between a former maestro and governor that was reflected in the way the organizations 

collaborated and which may have led to the dismissal of the maestro. This event was best 

summarized by the former coordinator of the PCDP Unit, who stated,  

I think that the fact that there existed that noise in the relationship between the Maestro 

and the State and that it perhaps affected internal relationships with the Maestro, which 

were already a bit worn out, ended up creating [an atmosphere] of unsatisfied [partners] 

and additional problems… The Maestro ended up having an attitude and making 

statements that were too tough.  

Like the previously mentioned resignation of the former AAPG manager, the Maestro´s 

departure from OSESP reveals signs of a relation between levels of interpersonal trust and the 

extent to which the State intervenes in SOs.  The study thus proposes,  

 

Proposal 6a: Interpersonal trust is directly related to State interference. 

 

The former director of AAPG agrees with the role of interpersonal relationships and 

claimed that unless the Secretary of the Department of Culture believes in the project, respects 

the management contract and trusts that the SO management can obtain the objectives of the 

management contract, the SO model won‘t function as intended. Vargas added that allowing the 

State to impose who to hire and how to operate will result in a SO being a mere extension of the 

State. He added this leads to the State relaxing the constraints of working in the public sector by 

creating a SO it can control and micromanage. Therefore,  
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Proposal 7: Interorganizational trust is directly and negatively related to State 

intervention. 

 

Though this effect was seen in both organizations, prestige in the Brazilian cultural 

context, as seen in OSESP seems to moderate this relationship. Furthermore, organizations that 

cater to an elite class, hold symbolic power or social status are somewhat shielded from the 

effects of low interpersonal trust on increased State intervention.  Such is the case of OSESP, an 

internationally recognized and respected orchestra. 

Interpersonal trust also seems to affect this relation as seen is AAPG´s change in 

management. Due to the Secretary´s poor relationship, and the mutual lack of trust with the 

former Executive Director, the Secretary pressured the Board to replace management using 

upcoming contract expiration and AAPG´s dependence on State funding as leverage. This is an 

example of what Najam (1996) labeled as ―puppetisation‖ where decisions are made merely to 

obtain continued State funding and support.  

The current director of AAPG summarized this point when she stated: 

In fact, I think that here in Brazil there is still [...] unfortunately [...] Public policies are 

very much conditioned by the change of people [in the State]. When I came in, there was 

one [form] of administration in the Department of Culture. Then that administration 

changed more than once and each change you will of course need some time for the new 

personnel to get to know the Project. 

The continuing prominence of interpersonal relations in these cultural sector SOs 

suggests, 

Proposal 6b: Interpersonal trust moderates the relationship between 

interorganizational trust and State interference. 

 

6.7 Autonomy vs. State Interference 

 

From a historical perspective, the case studies show that levels of interpersonal and inter-

organizational trust fluctuated throughout the partnership, resulting in varying degrees of State 

interference. After the partners agreed upon contract terms, the initial years of the partnership 

were characterized by less interference for both cases studied. As time progressed, however, the 
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moments of greatest tension and State interference were related to the loss of interpersonal and 

sometimes interorganizational trust. Currently, even after several years of partnership, the general 

attitude of State agents seems to be that of dissatisfaction with the SO model. When asked about 

how he perceives the relationship between the Department of State and cultural sector SOs, Luiz 

Carlos Bresser Pereira echoed what Jens claim that the former Secretary of the Department of 

Culture, Matarazzo was unsatisfied with the implantation of the SO model at the time of this 

study. He added that it was rumored that the former Secretary wished to implement controlling 

mechanisms to more closely monitor SOs. SO managers, on the other hand, note the importance 

of being able to execute cultural sector policies proposed by the State without the latter´s 

interference. As OSESP‘s superintendent claimed however,  

Some [people] in the Treasury Department, some people in the Department of Culture 

[of São Paulo]… think that the management contract as it is today gives excessive 

freedom [to the SOs].  

In other words, according to Arruda, it is known that some State agents believe that the 

management contract gives the SO an elevated level of autonomy. As noted by Bryson and 

Crosby (2008):  

these competing institutional logics are likely within cross-sector collaborations and may 

significantly influence the extent to which collaborations can agree on essential elements 

of process and structure as well as outcomes.  

The struggle to balance SO autonomy with State interference is constant, as seen in the 

substitution of the first executive director of AAPG and today with the Department of Culture´s 

proposal that if implemented, would significantly increase the level of control the State has in 

many aspects of management. For both State and SO agents, though the SO has administrative 

autonomy, the State determines policy and can thus eventually adapt the contract of the SO to fit 

new policy direction. They agree that this change cannot occur instantaneously due to SO 

contractual commitments but can occur once the contract expires. 

There seems to be a disconnect, however, with what some State agents view as acceptable 

State intervention and what SO agents deem to be so. André Sturm, former coordinator of 

UFDPC, who is currently the Executive Director of another cultural sector SO, provided an 

example of the State‘s role in defining specific activities to be carried out by OSESP. This 

contradicts what some SO managers said regarding the State‘s role as policy makers and the SO´s 
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role as policy executers. The division of roles was highlighted by agents from both partners and 

can be summarized by Sturm´s commentary about partner roles: 

I think that day-to-day things don´t fit in the Department [of Culture].  It doesn´t fit in 

the Department [of Culture] to determine whether OSESP should have João or Manuel 

the designer. The Department [of Culture] doesn´t have a reason to interfere in those 

things[...] However, I do think, for example, that the Department [of Culture] can 

determine that OSESP is not an orchestra that should dedicate itself to popular Brazilian 

music.  It is a classical repertoire. That is a policy that the Department can define and it 

is even consistent with what the [OSESP] Foundation thinks. 

In the aforementioned example provided by the same coordinator, however, the State went 

beyond its role of merely establishing a policy of the diffusion of access to shows for poor 

populations and actually dictated how OSESP should reach that end. This tug of war between 

government intervention and SO autonomy also influences how partners collaborate on a day to 

day.  

 

6.8 Collaboration 

 

The SOs interact with the Department of Culture through specific units of the department.  

These units are the primary points of contact of the SO with the State. The unit a SO is 

accountable to depends on the nature of the activities the SO executes and what area of culture 

the activities belong to. The Cultural Educational Unit (CEU) monitors partnerships with social 

projects such as the Guri Project whereas the Promotion of Cultural Diffusion and Production 

Unit (PCDPU) monitors partnerships like OSESP. These units are intended to be the main point 

of contact between the Department of Culture and the SO, though in the case of OSESP, Arruda 

explained that contact frequently happens with the Secretary himself since the partners share the 

same building and oftentimes discuss issues related to the site itself. This physical proximity also 

gives the Department of Culture a permanent presence in the Foundation. For AAPG, however, 

contact is mostly with the Technical Assistant of the Coordinator of the Educational Unit. But the 

lack of physical proximity is substituted with daily contact. 

For both OSESP and AAPG, however, the units are intended to be the arena to discuss 

any alterations in the contract as well as where the accountability reports are directed. Interaction 

occurs mostly between SO directors and contract managers from the Department of Culture. 
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 Figure 8 depicts the dynamics of this relationship:  

 

Figure 8 - SO Department of Culture Collaboration. 

 Source: Own elaboration based on interviews. 

 

The way in which partners work together seems to be focused on contract development and 

renewal as well as the aforementioned periodic accountability reports which the SO must deliver 

to a designated unit within the Department of Culture. Agents from both sides of the partnerships 

claimed that interaction occurs on a daily basis, which include daily calls with SO management 

and the Department of Culture coordinators. They claim that most conflict in these conversations 

is centered on budgeting and solved through continuous discussions until consensus is achieved.   

AAPG directors and State agents associated to the SO stressed that today, amicable 

resolutions are always reached. Former AAPG management also agreed that when there was a 

positive working relationship based on trust and respect, partnering was a mutually beneficial and 

interesting endeavor. When a negative working relationship, based on a former Secretary‘s belief 

that AAPG directors were not capable of managing State money emerged however, collaboration 

decreased significantly. New initiatives proposed by AAPG management were blocked by State 

agents, that is, State intervention increased, and tension ensued until the management contract 

expired. At this critical point, the board was pressured to replace management and because they 

were unable to protect their interest, the board ceded to State demands. Former management 

expressed their disappointment with what they suggested was an affront on interorganizational 

trust due to personal differences between the Secretary and the SO director. This also serves as an 

example of how low levels of interpersonal trust can have adverse effects on the relationship 

between interorganizational trust and government interference. 

Another example of partner collaboration can be found in the initial stages of OSESP´s 
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transition to the SO model. Lopes claimed that though the Public Ministry‘s Termo de 

Ajustamento de Conduta, or Terms of Conduct Adjustment, demanded that cultural institutions 

legalize their processes, the State also facilitated the transition process. He added that the State 

involvement resulted in increased benefits to all parties involved. This experience seems to be 

more formal than the former Executive Director‘s account of what occurred in AAPG. The 

former director claimed there was no State collaboration in what she considered to also be a trust 

building process.   

The type of collaboration between partners seems to thus be directly affected by 

government intervention.  Just as the State has the capacity to block the expansion or continuation 

of SO activities as expressed by Parro, it can also promote and facilitate integration into the SO 

system as expressed by current Technical Assistant to the Coordinator of the Educational Unit, 

Daniel Oliveira. The State can merely monitor results and analyze accountability reports, or it can 

interact daily with the SO and have a more active participation as seen today in AAPG.  

 

Proposal 8: The frequency and type of interaction and collaboration is thus 

determined by the level of State interference in SO management.  
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6.9 Partnership Trust Framework 

 

Figure 9 depicts the aforementioned proposals. The moderating relationships are 

represented by dashed lines, whereas direct relationships are solid lines. 7,14 

 

 

Figure 9 - Interorganizational and Interpersonal Trust Framework. 

Source: Own elaboration based on interviews. 

Note: Constructs that affect this relationship are shown in Figure 10. 

 

Proposal 1b: Abiding by the management contract is directly and positively related 

to the level of interorganizational trust. 

Proposal 2a: The strength of the board affects the management contract.  

Proposal 2c: The strength of the board is directly and positively related to 

interorganizational trust.  

Proposal 3b: The level of external funding obtained is directly and positively 

related to interorganizational trust.  

Proposal 4b: Technical expertise, which is a personal level attribute, is directly and 

positively related to interpersonal trust. 

Proposal 6a: Interpersonal trust is directly related to State interference. 

Proposal 6b: Interpersonal trust moderates the relationship between 

interorganizational trust and State interference. 

Proposal 7: Interorganizational trust is directly related to State intervention. 
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Proposal 8: The frequency and type of collaboration is determined by the level of 

State interference in SO management.  

For the purpose of clarity and space, Figure 10 expands on the previous figure and 

illustrates the constructs that moderate the effect of interpersonal trust on State control. 

 

 

Figure 10 - Moderation of Interpersonal Trust on State Interference. 

Source: Own elaboration based on interviews. 

 

Proposal 1a: The duration of the management contract moderates the relationship 

between interpersonal trust and State interference.  

Proposal 2b: The strength of the board moderates the relationship between 

interpersonal trust and State interference. 

Proposal 3a: The level of external funding moderates the relationship between 

interpersonal trust and State interference. 

Proposal 4a: Technical expertise moderates the relationship between interpersonal 

trust and State interference. 
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7. CONCLUSION  

 

The study sought to analyze how interorganizational and interpersonal trust in cultural 

sector SOs in São Paulo affect State interference and consequently collaboration in PNPs. 

Although trust is identified as a topic of growing interest and relevance in PNPs, there are few 

studies that differentiate between the various constructs of trust. Our findings revealed indications 

that interpersonal trust may have a moderating effect on the relationship between 

interorganizational trust and State interference in PNPs. This is vastly different than the findings 

of previous literature that suggest that in times of low interpersonal trust, interorganizational trust 

may lead to stable partner collaboration (ZAHEER ET AL, 1998). The research found instead 

that where levels of interpersonal trust are low, the effect of interorganizational trust on the level 

of State interference is altered and consequently the type of collaboration is also modified.       

Since trust is a sensitive topic to discuss, however, gathering information is difficult. This 

study addressed this issue by asking open-ended questions that related to trust but did not 

specifically mention the terms. This allowed interviewees to feel comfortable with the interviewer 

and address the topic in an honest way. Though this is also a limitation of the study, it created a 

more open and natural environment that encouraged interviewees to divulge information 

voluntary. Future studies should carefully choose phrasing to address this issue and avoid socially 

desirable responses from participants.     

The evidence presented by the research contributes to the existing literature by proposing 

a unique framework that can be applied to Brazilian State – SO partnerships. The framework 

stresses the importance of context and trust in studying collaborative models like the SO model 

and can be useful for both SO managers and State agents.  The exploratory and qualitative 

approach taken to develop this framework revealed the effects of additional factors that affect 

both interpersonal (technical expertise) and interorganizational trust (strength of the board, 

protective qualities of contract, external funding, and organizational legitimization/status).  These 

factors can reduce the effects interpersonal trust has on the level of State interference in PNPs and 

can be used strategically to establish more stability in SO management. While not the main focus 

of our study, these emergent conversation themes are worth further study and analysis.   
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Another important implication about the findings highlight the manufactured 

characteristic of Brazilian SOs and whether the model is both a cause and a result of low levels of 

interpersonal and interorganizational trust. Despite the fact that the PNPs studied had long 

histories of working within the State and that the manufactured organizations resulting from the 

management contracts were created in conjunction with the State, which would suggest a high 

level of interorganizational trust, we saw that collaborative arrangements were modified 

substantially when State intervention increased as a result of low interpersonal trust.  In fact, the 

results indicate that moderate to high levels of interpersonal trust resulted in decreased State 

intervention in PNPs and collaboration focused on contract deliverables. In cases of low 

interpersonal trust, on the other hand, State intervention increased substantially and State agents 

managed to influence PNP board decisions and management direction. Future studies can also 

consider organizations that emerge from civil society in Brazil, such as OSCIPs, and determine 

how these trust constructs affect collaboration. 

Though choosing one sector and one State with relatively stable political control under 

one party allowed us to minimize the effects of additional factors that are not the central focus of 

the study, there is room to analyze the constructs in other countries and other Brazilian states and 

sectors such as technology, health and education. Even in the specific context of São Paulo, 

which is characterized by relative political and institutional stability since the development and 

implementation of the SO model, the weight of interpersonal trust was large. The study thus 

provides indications of the unique qualities of Brazil´s culture, which include the predominance 

of personalismo, and their relevance when analyzing State partnerships. Previous PNP literature 

has already highlighted the importance of context for PNPs (LUNDIN, 2009a) and advocated the 

need for studies with a focus on context. Trust is thus an important variable that can and should 

vary depending on the local context being analyzed as seen in the partnerships analyzed, which 

demonstrates a divergence from Zaheer et al (1998). There is thus an opportunity to conduct an 

empirical study that determines whether these findings can be statistically proven. Such a study 

can adapt already validated surveys that measure dimensions of trust in the Brazilian PNP 

context. Furthermore, a longitudinal study can help resolve causality issues and validate the 

relationships proposed in this study.  

Perhaps most significant is the study´s finding regarding the importance of interpersonal 

trust in the Brazilian context. Despite the positive contributions of the SO model, such as 
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increased efficiency and quality, public and social organization managers are advised against 

thinking that the implementation of PNP partnerships will necessarily resolve all issues regarding 

the delivery of public services. The findings of this study suggest that it is a worthwhile effort for 

managers on both sides of cross sector partnerships to invest in trust building training and 

activities that may yield mutually beneficial collaboration.  
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APPENDIX – INTERVIEW QUESTIONS 

Adapted from Teodosio (2008), Zaheer (1998) 

Evolution of SO 

1. Which operational and management changes occurred after the creation of the SO?  What 

is your perception of these changes? What about the other members of the SO? What 

about the Department of Culture?  

2. In your opinion, what factors led to the creation of the SO? 

3. Why was this model chosen for the SO? Which were the most defining moments of the 

SO? How did you participate in the definition of this model and these defining moments?  

How did your organization participate? 

4. What are your expectations in relation to the future of the OS?  Which obstacles must be 

overcome to achieve these expectations? 

 

Roles of sectors  

1. What do you think about the role of the Department of Culture and SOs in social projects? 

What do you think about the relationship between these sectors? 

2. What is the role of the SO in public policy making?  

3. What was the main role of the members of the SO in the formulation of the contract? 

 

Funding & Resources 

1. How has partnering solved resource management and scarcity issues? 

2. Who finances the SO besides the State?  Is this funding substantial?  

3. How could the SO sustain itself in the long run without State support?  

 

Decion-making and conflict 

1. How are decisions made in the SO?  What is your perception of the decision making 

process? What about the other members of your organization? 

2. Was there resistance from either partner when forming the partnership?   

3. Is there conflict between the Department of Culture and the SO in the execution of 

projects?  What about between specific members of the Department of Culture and the 

SO? How are these conflicts resolved? 

 

Interpersonal  and Interorganizational Trust 

1. Based on your past experience with the partnership, how do you perceive the relationship 

between the members of the SO and their counterparts in the Department of Culture? 

2. How do the members of the SO relate to the Department of Culture? What is their 

perception of the State‘s involvement?  

3. Were there changes in your Department of Culture counterparts? How did the partnership 

change when that person left? If the current secretary left, how do you think the 

partnership would change? 

 

 

Collaboration 
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1. How has State funding changed since the initiation of the partnership? 

2. Are there long-term plans for the partnership?  

3. Can you explain the day-to-day interaction and collaboration between the State and the 

SO?  

 

Performance 

1. How is the quality of public service assessed in the partnership? 

2. Who reviews the quality of services rendered? 


