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THE FUNDING OF BRAZILIAN UNIVERSITIES:
FORMALISM, POLITICS AND BUKEAUCRATIC
ACTIVISM

by

Claudio de Moura Castro®
Helio Barros
Tereza Cristina Amaral

This paper is an attempt to explore the rationale for resource
allocation in the Education and Culture Ministry (MEC). It examines
the patterns of budget appropriation among Federal Universities from
1974 to 1981.

It is a case study on how a bureaucracy actually behaves with

respect to the funding of Federal Universities. There are formal

and elaborate rules dictating how the budget for each university
ought to be appropriated. Common sense suggests that merit or
achievement should be one of the criteria for allocationj thus,

good research and teaching should be rewarded. Some university
rectors fight fiercely for additional fundsj; the pervasive dedication
to "grantsmanship" suggests that it pays off. According to ti.e
spoils system, one should expect politicians to interfere in the
funding of universities. Technocrats, on the other hand, have their

own preferences and direct access to the administrative machinery.

Each of these alternative explanations were transformed into
operational hypotheses, quantified and set up as a statistical model.
Budgetary gains and losses were defined as the dependent variable.

We wanted to find out to what extent the above variables explain
changes in the appropriations of each university. The explanatory
power of the model would then measure the existence of a defined

pattern for buggetary appropriations.

In chapter I, some features to Brazilian Education are
discussed. Chapter II discusses the formal rules for budget appro
priations and the difficulties in their implementatioﬁ. Chapter
IITI presents the statistical model and its validation. Finally,

Chapter IV reviews the main conclusions of the paper.

* The first author is presently affiliated to CNRH/IPEA, the
others to CAPES. However, this paper in no way reflets the
views of either institution. The authors are grateful to Helcio
Saraiva, Jacques Velloso,George Martine, Divonzir Gusso, Jodo
Batista de Oliveira, who offered useful suggestions.



I - Higher Education in Brazil: A Brief Review

There are 967 institutions of higher education in Brazil.
Of these, 65 are universities, 32 being Federal, 10 State, 2 Munici
pal and 21 private. Out of 902 non~university institutions, 716
are private; these are mostly isolated institutions offering a
limited number of courses. Seventy-five per cent of the enrollment

in higher education takes place in private institutions.

‘The pre-eminence of proprietary education is a recent develop-
ment. Political pressure for expansion of enrolment began to mount
as of the early 60's. A politically clunsy selection system for
the federal universities increased tension among prospective students.
Universities set a passing grade and defined a fixed number of
openings at the freshman year. Eventually, when more students
reached this grade than there were openings, the "surplus"
students rioted or sought legal support for admission. The worse

student crises took place in the late 60's.

This set the€ stage for a more liberal policy on enrolments.
The expansion in the federal university s&stem was constrained by
budgetary limitations and a committment’ to follow the lines of
social need. These were usually defined as expensive areas, such
as engineering and medicine. Standards in Federal Universities
were never allowed to fall too much - at least not at the planning
stage. Hence, to acommodate the enormous and mounting demand, a
more liberal policy towards proprietary schools was tolerated.
In fact, the number of institutions doubled from 1968 to 1973 (100%
growth). The education imparted by private institutions tends to be
of lower quality and mostly concentrated in the Humanities. Costs,
therefore, can be quite low (except in a few elite institutions such
as the Catholic Universties). By contrast, federal universities
offer more expensive education divided into areas of knowledge
according to a more conventional breakdown, namely, more similar to

other countries.

This paper examines changes in the budgets of the 32 Federal
Universities. It, therefore, refers to half of the Brazilian
Universities, enrolling one-fourth of the students in higher educa

tion. This amounts to 326,996 students (1979).
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After 1974, the Department of Higher Education (DAU) decided
to review higher education policy. The need to plan expansion led
to mergers of existing schools - rather than the creation of new
institutions - as well as an attempt to reduce regional disparities.
Indeed, the new accareditation policies reduced the growth to 12%
from 1973 to 1978. Therefore, by choosing this particular period
the paper examines a moment of relatively fast expansion in
enrollment but centrolled growth in the number of institutions. In
addition, the sweeping changesin budget appropriations among the
institutions makes this period quite interesting for the purpose

of the analysis.

Universities are formally autonomous entities. They operate
under two different legal regimes, although both are dependent and
financed by the Education Ministry. The older institutions are
"autarquias", paradoxically meaning that they must follow the
civil service statute and all budgetary and financial rules that
apply to the federal bureaucracies. These tend to be very
~restrictive rules. Salaries are centrally controlled and budgets
much more rigid in formulation an.” implementation. The remaining
14 universities are foundations, hence ruled by the more liberal

private foundation statute.

IT - The Theory and Practice of Budgeting

Eighty per cent of the university budget comes from the
Treasury, by means of Education Ministry approprlatlons The remaining
20% come mostly from federal donor agencies such as FINEP, CNPq and
CAPES * During the 70's out of the 6% to 7% of the Federal budget that goes
to education, about 65% is spent with the Federal Universities; notice
that elementary and secondary schools are mostly financed by states

and municipalities.

Studying allocation patterns among universities provides a
concrete example of the broader question on how a government spends
its monies. Historians of Brazilian public administration have often
described the modernizing efforts that began in the 30's. These
crusades took the form of an over-ambitious production of strict and

complex rules and regulations. The equivalent of a Ministry, DASP

* A. Emilio Marques, "Despesas Federais com educagao: a loteria sem
perdedores'", Educacao e Profissionalizacao - SENAC - SERIE DEBA
TES 7 1982.

*% FINEP - Financiadora de Estudos e Projetos, CNPq - Conselho Na-
c1onal de Pesqulsa, CAPES - Coordenagao de Aperfeigoamento de

- DR
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was created to generate and enforce those punctillious and "scientific"

rules. Several pieces of research show that repeated attempts at
"rationalization" for the last three or four decades have misfired.
They certainly have standardized public administration in terms of
personnel ,procedures and finance. Yet, "scientific administration"
means a heavy, complicated and unrealistic set of rules for the
bureaucracy. Experienced hands and vocal critics of DASP agree in
that effective and creative public service requires bypassing DASP,
whether legally or by hundreds of irregular or illegal small schemes
that adjust salary scales to the market and add flexibility to

budget and execution.

The creation of foundations and public corporations is the
preferred legal scheme, working as a formal "declaration of
independence". Politically weaker branches of the bureaucracy have

to resort to other means.

In line with the "scientific administration” tradition,
elaborate rules were created in 1975 by which DAU would allocate

its resources among federal universities.

The following system was adcpted:

(1) DAU sent to each institution a form to be filled with

information that would allow the assessment of its real needs.

(2) Parallel to that, each institution would forward to DAU a
budget pre-proposal.

(3) DAU would apply a mathematical formula to data supplied
by the institution, the product being the amount of resources the
institutions would need. The variables considered were: built-up
area, formal credentials of the faculty, teaching load, administrative
load, number of sections, number of pratical classes, number of
theoretical classes, student/subject ratio, student/teaching-hour

ratio, etc.

(4) The pre-proposals of the institutions were to be confronted
with the indicators generated by the formula. The final decision was

then forwarded to the Planning Ministry.

It is practically impossible to find records of the numbers
generated by this formula that could be confronted with actual
appropriations. One added complication is that the formulae varied
from year to year. Interviews with budgetary officers, however,
suggest that it was never taken too seriously. In addition, the
results reported in the next section suggest a pattern of allocation

incongruent with the type of variables included in the formula.
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By contrast, it may be worth reviewing budgeting processes as
described in the lore of DAU. In other words, parallel to the
parafernalia of regulations and formulae, lie the practices of budget
discussion and determination. This is where the real tug-of-war

between rectors and bureaucrats takes place.

The obvious way to get more money is to convince the proper
authorities that one has extraordinarily important needs or new
ideas on how to spend money creatively. The second method seems to be
more effective in dealing with project money, i.e., funds that have
been ‘set aside to develop this or that area. Examples would be
science teaching, equipment, sports, facilities, computers or

whatever else is fashionable at any given moment.

"Bureaucratic activism" seems to be the key strategy for
obtaining such funds. It means being able to find out quickly about
new projects, to identify leftover balances and to have an alert
machinery to write competent proposals and meet deadlines. It also
means finding out how much money is available in order to decide
how hard to play the cards.Aggressive rectors tried to infiltrate
the DAU bureaucracy and hired '"representatives” in Brasilia who
would advise them on fund raising. Ability to spend fast aiia good
bookkeeping are also essential because bureaucrats abhor poor
accounting, incomplete projects and. bookkeeping irregularities of
all sorts. Efficient and thoughtful utilization of the resources
doesn't seem to be as important. The rationale behind bureaucratic
activism is "the more you try, the more you get". Getting funds is

a never-ending battle.

The other -not mutually exclusive -~ strategy for getting
funds is to convice decision-makers that one has a most pressing
need. Rethoric doesn't seem to lead very far. Instead, the number
one strategy is the '"fait accompli": commit the money, run into
deficits and let federal authorities worry about it. The more
sophisticated versions of this strategy consists in making
deliberate mistakes in budgeting. For instance, underestimating
the expenditures on politically sensitive rubrics and using the
surplus to build, invest or do whatever could be postponed or foregone.
The rule is: spend fast on his priorities, on the superfluous or in
the bad projects. The deficits can be in the areas of personnel or
better, of students' cafeteria or hospitals supplies. The threats of
student riots or of deaths due to lack of medication are potent
arguments for getting additional funds. Creative crisis management

Seems to be a reliable means of increasing university budgets.



Issues of university autonomy arise as a result of such
budgeting processes. The doctrine of granting universities maximum
financial autonomy clashes with the hard reality that this autonomy
is frequently used to create financial crises, which are mereiy a
scheme to increase funds. The political impossibility of letting
universities fend crises on their own has the inevitable consequence
of increasing federal control, with the corresponding reduction of
financial autonomy at the university level. The unfortunate
predicament is that the more controls, the less responsible the
univeprsity administration can be held. There are some indications
that the process is cyclical. A level of maximum control has now
been reached and there is a new tendency towards greater autonomy

and local responsibility.

IIT - What Determines Expansion or Contraction:

an Empirical Model

During *the 1974/1981 period, several universities presented
unduly high rates of growth while others remained stable or even
decreased. What determined this pattern? First-hand knowledge of the
authors and interviews with administrators suggested a set of
possible explanations for this differential growth. What follows
is an attempt to test the explanatory power of each of these

hypotheses.

The dependent variable has to measure this expansion or
contraction in financial resources. In view of inflation rates
ranging from 20% to 60%, deflators would be required if we were
to utilize nominal budgets. Two alternative solutions were tried.
The more obvious one is to simply wutilize the conventional cost of
living indexes to deflate the initial values and compute the
accumulated growth during the period.Another solution was to take
the share of each university in the total DAU budget. Changes in
the share of each university is an appropriate measurement for
relative growth:; henceforth, when we refer to expansion or contraction,
we will be dealing with variations of the share of the particular

)

institution in the overall budget." What does it mean to have an

increase in resources?

* This indicator is invariant with respect to changes in the budget
that affects all institutions alike. It implicity assumes that
budgeting is a zero sum game.



Table 1 shows that the universities which had the largest
increases in the share of resources did not display a tendency for
higher growth rates in terms of faculty and enrollment. Simple
linear correlations between increase in budget share and growth in
the number of faculty is 0.29. Student: enrollment growth and budget
shows a (.19 correlation. Quite clearly then, getting more money
does not mean becoming bigger. Possible explanations for this lack
of association are investment outlays and policies to convert
teachers from part-time to fulltime. In addition, the creation of

hard science and technological programs can be very expensive.

For the purpose of the model, -~ !''budget' refers only to the
treasury appropriations to the university budget. This is a
significant limitation since universities receive grants and other
forms of soft money. Simple-minded attempts to include such funds
are ill-advised since bookeeping practices with respect to them
differ from- one institution to the next? In addition, to circumvent
redtape and rigidities some universities utilize adjunct intitutions

to channel these resources.

Nine explanatory variables were utilized. The first three-"size",
measured by the number of students and "age", as quantified =y the

year it was established and a dummy for "foundation'" - are objective

measures and offer no further difficulties.

The remaining variables are strictly subjective. To obtain
values for them a table was prepared, listing all universities by
alphabetical order. The officer in charge of budget decisions at
the Education Ministry from 1974 to 1979 was asked to rate (with
a weight from one to three) each criterion for the corresponding
institution. It was the intention of the authors to obtain votes
from several education ministry officers. However, for the time being
this turns out to be impossible given their present geographical
dispersion. As a partial validation, the authors used their own
first-hand knowledge to vote also. It was subsequently found that
their votes coincided rather closely with the votes of the respondent.
It is worth mentioning that this respondent did not know the nature
of the exercise that was being performed, thus reducing the analytical
contamination of his votes. Be as it may, the limitations of the

soft data in the model are significant.

* In fact, no pattern could be detected examining the distribution
of nonbudget resources, as shown by the official books.



The following variables were included:

(a) Quality of teaching. This is a perception of the excellence

or the adequacy of the teaching offered at the given university.

(b) Quality of research. How sound or relevant is the research

considered to be? Non-research universities received the neutral

grade of 2.

(¢) The rector. This is an appraisal of the ability, initiative

and leadershipof the university's highest incumbent.

(d) Political influences. This variable refers to perceptions

about political leverage or traffic of influence of state politicians
in determining budget levels, obtaining additional funds from the

Education Ministry or, directly from the Planning Ministry.

(e) Technocratic influences. Knowledge about the interference

of university lobbies or high-level bureaucrats inside or outside

the Education Ministry.

(f) Managerial dynamism. Perceived efficiency in presenting

high quality projects, sense of timing and convincing bookeeping.

The data matrix generated by such information suggests an
initial exercise of zero-order iinear correlafion.* Table 2 shows
that the correlation coefficients obtained are quite eloquent. For
that type of exercise and considering the thin procedures used in
getting the soft data, it is not trivial to get as many significant
coefficients. Correlations and regressions utilizing "growth during
the period" as dependent variable showed results consistently very
close to those obtained with "variations in share". Therefore,
all results mentioned henceforth refere to the "variation in share"

variable.

If we cluster age and size in one group and quality of
teaching and research in another, some tendencies become quite clear.
Small and recently-created universities were favored. As a result,
quality in teaching and research was sacrified. The better universi
ties were financially discriminated while the small and young

gained (r = -.30 with teaching and r = -.23 with research).

* The dummy variable "foundation" was not included at this level.



How trivial are these results? After all, recently-created ins
titutions have to grow fast in order to reach the dimensions
expected of a Federal University, namely, they are suposed to offer
at least the traditional courses of study (engineering, law,
education, etc).However, the correlations between this growth in
resources and faculty or student growth is minimal. (r = 0.29 and
r = 0.19 respectively). In other words, the decentralization that
took place went beyond what could be expected from a "life-cycle"

type of growth for the young Universities.

.Turning now to the variables that refer more directly to
personal and political influences, the results are less clearcut,
suggesting that they may play a less important role or that they
are poorly quantified. The correlation coefficient is 0.08. The
clout of state politicians definitely doesn't seem to reach the
funding processes of federal universities. (Although the reverse
may be true: well-funded rectors have ample political leverage

in their home states).

Another weak variable is technocratic influence. Not only is
the coefficient . relatively low (-0.22) but it has a negative
sign. If we wereto believe in what is says, bureaucrats in
power are counter-effective in protecting their favoured universi

ties.

Managerial dynamism seems to be of some importance with a

correlation coefficient of 0.26.

Rectors, on the other hand, are indeed a very critical factor.
A coefficient of 0.34 indicates the power of personality and
individual initiative. Notwithstanding, the causality may. be
inverted: well-endowed rectors may be perceived as effective or
this perception may be a rationalization. This is certainly a
possibility but, as the authors review the names of the high and

low ranking rectors, this inversion does not seem probable.

Thus far, the analysis of the data has been conducted in
terms of simple correlations; the limitations of such an approach
are well known. In fact, the simple correlation table shows

high multicolinearity among independent variables.
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To put the question under a different perspective, a stepwise

multiple regression model was set up, including the same variables.
Table 3 summarizes the results.  The dummy variable "foundation"

was excluded from the initial regression. This variable is highly
multicolinear with others and not particularly interesting from a

theoretical point of view.

The coeficient of . determination comes close to 30%, after
entering the third variable ({significant improvements on fit are
only.significant for the first two variables). This is indeed a
very high explanatory power, considering the simple model utilized.
lhiﬁby per cent of all budgetary changes are accounted for by the

dependent variables.

The limitations of the whole quantitative exercise cannot be
underestimated. We are dealing with only 32:observations and high

levels of multicolinearity.

In addition, the quantification of the subjective variables is
less than adequate. It merely expresses the perceptions of one
key MEC officer.Nevertheless, this respondent was keenly aware of the
University scene. Furthemore, opinions closely reflect a relatively
wide consensus at MEC. In fact, the vulnerability lies less in data
imprecisions than in some possible self-fulfilling prophecy bias.
The opinions could reflect an ex-post rationale to justify
allocations. But this is not certain either. The fact remains
that the variables chosen do account for budget appropriations and

the explanation makes some sense.

Regressions with such high levels of multicolinearity require
extreme care in interpretation. (Table 3 ).Multicolinearity actually
means that the independent variables do not have a meaning quite
independent from one another. Hence, only the most general and

cautious interpretations are warranted.

* One particular University was found to have a growth of 3274%
in real terms. To test the bias introduced by this cbseryation,
regressions were repeated excluding it. The changes in R%,
however, turned out to be upward - the opposite of what was
expected. Hence, the results obtained are not spurious and
due to one wild observation; rather they are lower because
of this observation.
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As we look at the variables individually, we find that the
greatest explanatory power goes to age, a strictly objective
and properly measured variable. Young institutions did get more
resources. As mentioned, such resources were not mechanically
channeled to hire more faculty and enroll more studies, hence
corroborating a trivial "life-cycle" hypothesis. Size, which is
highly correlated with age (r = 0.71), does not reduce further
the unexplained variance which is reflected in a very late order

of entry.

The rector is the second variable to enter, producing a
significant improvement in the coeficient of determinantion (to 0.35);
This result confirms firsthand observation indicating that strong

rectors do make a difference. Administration dynamism which is

highly correlated with rector (r = 0.82) recedes to a non-

significant fourth position.

The third variable to enter is quality of teaching, again,

with a negative sign. Clearly then, budget resources were not
svtracted by academic excellence. Notice that this variable remains

significant even though correlation with age and size is substantial.

The variables tecnocratical and Eolitical influences do not

influence budget allocation. This is true both at the simple

and multiple correlation levels. In other words, these variables
are indeed irrelevant as measured. Maybe other more elaborate
indicators would show closer associations but there is no way

of knowing.

Surely, there are problems of interpretation. Notice that
budget allocations are decisions taken by individuals or by small
groups. Is the approval of budget changes aimed at rewarding
enterprising rectors, yielding to stubborn fund raisers, or
redistributing resources more equitably? Chances are that all
these elements play a role. Disentangling them is something

that cannot be done here.

In order to check the consistency and stability of the
model, two alternative formulations were tried. A dummy for
"foundation/autarquia" was included in the model and, a regression

with objetive data only was adjusted.
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As could be predicted, the "foundation/autarquia" dummy shows
a high explanatory power. In fact, it is the first choice of the
model and increases total R2 to 0.40. Analytically, however, this
is not a clean variable. DAU gave foundation status to those
institutions it wanted to give more resources. Other more agressive
young institutions obtained foundation status as a result of

their efforts.

To circumvent the limitations imposed by the soft data and
multicolinearity effects in large equations a model was set including
only age and size as independent variables. Age explained 17%
of the variance while size, highly correlated with it (R = 0.71),
brings no additional explanatory power. Of course, the model
confirms the nature of the relationships previously reported:

smaller and younger institutions get more funds.

IV - Concluding Notes

Examining the factors that determined resource growth In the
70's, some patterns become clear In fact, the authors were
surprised with the relatively high explanatory power of the

simple model and variables utilized (R2 around 30%).

Universities that get more resources from DAU do not necessarily
hire more faculty and are not likely to enroll more students.
Hence, the level of resources heavily influences the importance

of universities but not its size.

The bureaucratic rituals, throwbacks to attempts to make
administration "scientific", mobilize the time of a large number
of bureaucrats at the Ministry and at the universities who
keep busy filling tables, checking numbers and then, creating new
sets of rules that generate the need for more tables and numbers.
Interviews with budget officers suggest that these rules play
no obvious role. However, from a different perspective, they may
serve to screen customers into different categories: those that

go by the rules and those that bypass the rules to their advantage.
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In fact, the data seem to suggest that bureaucratic activism
pays off. Most rectors perceived as outstanding do get more money
from DAU than their colleagues. Interviews and f'irst-hand
knowledge of the process suggests that breaking the rules or

bypassing them is the key to winning the game.

By contrast to the tangible effects of different degrees of
dynamism in university administration, political and technocratic
forces outside the universities seem to play no important role.
The analysis shows no indications of effective clout on the part
of local politicians or high-level federal bureaucrats. Whatever
its other vulnerabilities, university budgets seem to be impervious
to political influences of people outside the universities
or DAU ,as measured by our indicators. Of course,individual cases,
by definition, cannot .be detected by statistical analysis. In
addition, the quantification of these wariables leaves much to

desired.

The system imposes formal rules. Individuals and
organizations react differently to them. Nothing has been said
about the systematic results of these processes in terms of
structural change in the university system. It is hard to sayv
to what extent there was deliberation or premeditation; however,
the winners in this process were the younger and smaller
universities. By contrast, the losers in terms of DAU resources

were the older, more traditional and bigger federal universities.

We may examine the question from a different angle. If we
take the ten universities whose resources grew faster, we can
verify that five are located in smaller cities or towns in the
interior and the remaining five are located in the capital of
smaller or poorer states. Those that lost more ground, with only
two exceptions, are located in the capital of bigger and more
affluent states. Let us remember that this largesse did not

result in bigger enrollments.

The negative correlation between financial gains and
quality of teaching and research implies that the additional

resources went away from excellence.® The younger and smaller,

* We must keep in mind that the very best programs, usually
located in the older universities had other sources of funding
(FINEP, CNPq, CAPES, etc.), distributed according to meritocratic
criteria.


cannot.be

1t
the higher the chance of getting additional funds.

In other words, our analysis showed an implicit choice to
decentralize the university and this had to be done at the cost of
investing in the academically weaker institutions. Whether or not
it is assumed that the change in size provoked by additional
resources influence quality, the result is inescapable: to decen
tralize, one has to invest in the weaker schools. The trade-off is
straightforward: to decentralize means to forego investments in
quality institutions. It is an efficiency versus equity issue if
we admit that there is more equity in spreading universities

throughout the country. And equity may have won.

On hindsight we know that the young and small turned out to
be academically weak institutions - with very few exceptions. But
at the time, the traditional Universities were considered by
some as bureaucratically and politically helpless, and located
in cities too large for academic life. Being an artificial
conglomerate of independent schools, University spirit would

never vindicate.

The more flexible foundation structure, proper location,
new organizational schemes and full-time faculty were some of the
prescribed ingredients for a sound University. In that respect,
the decentralization pattern.- was not necessarily perceived as

a move away from quality.

From a different perspective, budget is only one of the
foci: of attention of administrators. Several Federal programs
to improve the quality of teaching polarized many DAU officers.
In addition, ambitious and prodigous training programs were created

and offered to all Universities.

However, it is the authors' observation that the . reshuffling
of budgets was not followed by a corresponding modification

in the ranking of academic excellence.

There is another way of looking at the question. Political
pressure led the government to adopt a lax policy towards
accreditation of proprietary schools, with the resulting explosion
in enrollment. Most of these schools were located either in

large cities or in smaller towns within commuting range of these
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larger centres. Thus, it meant quantitative expansion catering

to the more affluent regions.

Conventional analyses point to the role of federal universities
in responding to social needs, putting more emphasis on quality and
on the harder sciences. What our data show is that, to some extent,
the main thrust of federal investment in higher education had to
do with expansion at the periphery. Hence, concerns with quality
and standards were constrained by the decision to expand

enrollment in the less developed regions.



TABLE 1

Growth rate Growth rate Growth rate of
Universities of funds of faculty Students enrollment
(1974/1981) (1974/1979) (1974/1979)
F.U Amazonas 244.5 51 65
F.U Brasilia 43.7 28 18
F.U Maranhao 282.3 14 46
F.U Rio Grande 789.0 107 46
F.U Uberléandia 3 274.9 76 ) 54
F.U.F Acre 869.9 277 170
F.U.F Mato Grosso 716.4 48 134
F.U.F Ouro Preto 227.4 94 74
F.U.F Pelotas 388.5 67 23
F.U.F Piauil 423.1 98 197
F.U.F Sao Carlos 406.1 158 230
F.U.F Sergipe _ 216.9 52 94
F.U.F Vigosa 524.2 109 179
U.F Alagoas 144.5 51 44
U.F Bahia 92.0 35 27
U.F Ceara 92.3 20 84
U.F Espirito Santo 167.9 58 80
U.F Goias 96.7 34 s
U.¥ Fluminense 109.7 18 31
U.F Juiz de Fora 69.9 . 19 -
U.F Minas Gerais 90.2 30
U.F Para 105.4 52 17
U.F Paraiba 306.6 172 112
U.F Parana 114.3 32 35
U.F Pernambuco 80.3 30 39
U.F Rio Grande do Norte 251.5 164 104
U.F Rio Grande do Sul 104.1 ' 20 29
U.F Rio de Janeiro 75.9 14 38
U.F Santa Catarina 162.2 55 g8
U.F Santa Maria 96 .7 22 10
U.F Rural Pernambuco 69.2 23 65
U.F.R Rio de Janeiro 76 .6 52 43




TABLE .

2

LINEAR CORRELATICNS

Growth and Relative | Growth rate Size Age Quality of | Qualityof Rectar Political |[Technocratic |Managerial

Share of DAU budget| of funds T=aching Research Influences | Influences Dynamism
Growth and Relative
Share of DAU budget - 0.99 -0.29 | -0.39 - 0.30 - 0.23 0.34 - 0.08 - 0.22 0.26
Growth rate of furds 0.99 - -0.30 | -0.41 - 0.31 - 0.22 0.35 0.09 - 0.22 0.25
Size - 0.29 - 0.30 ° - 0.71 0.63 0.38 -0.01 0.06 0.52 0.13
Age ' - 0.39 - 0.41 0.71 - 0.50 0.45 -0.21 0.01 0.52 - 0.05
Quality of Teaching - 0.30 - 0.31 0.63 0.50 - 0.71 0.18 0.09 0.67 0.40
Quality of Resarch - 0.23 - 0.22 0.38 0.45 0.71 - 0.21 - 0.03 0.50 0.27
Rector 0.34 0.35 -0.01 | -0.21 0.18 0.21 - 0.05 0.14 0.82
Political Influences 0.08 0.09 0.06 0.01 0.09 - 0.03 0.05 - 0.30 0.01
Technecratic Influen. - 0.22 - 0.22 -0.52 0.52 0.67 0.50 0.14. 0.30 - 0.21
Managerial Dynamism 0.26 0.25 0.13 | -0.05 - 0.40 - 0.22 0.82 0.01 0.21 -




TABLE 3

MULTIPLE REGRESSION

Multiple R R Square RSQ Change "Simple R B Beta
Age 0.40 0.16 0.16 - 0.40 - 3.28 - 0.20
Rector 0.48 0.23 0.67 0.35 32.58 0.10
Quality of Teaching 0.53 0.28 0.05 - 0.30 -140.37 - 0.42
Managerial Dynamism 0.55 0.30 0.02 0.26 111.38 0.33
Political Influences 0.55 0.31 0.01 0.08 35.27 0.11
Size 0.56 0.31 0.01 - 0.29 0.02 0.05
Quality of Research 0.56 0.31 0.01 - 0.23 10.86 0.03

44.58




TABLE

q

Growth in relative | Growth rateof Quality Quality Political |Technocratic | Managerial
o Universities Share (DAU budget ) furds Size Age of of Rector
(1974/1981) (1974/1981) Teaching | Research Influences| Influences Oyramisin
F.U Amazonas 26 244.5 6 354 17 1 1 2 1 1 2
F.U Brasilia - S 43.7 8 487 20 3 3 2 1 3 2
F.U Maranhao 42 282.3 6 737 16 1 1 1 2 1 1
F.U Rio Gramde 222 789.0 2 604 13 1 2 2 3 1 1
F.U Uberlardia 1 382 3 274.9 5278 3 1 1 3 2 1 3
F.U.F Ncre 271 €69.9 1 200 11 1 1 1 1 1 i
F.U.¥ Mato Grosso 218 716.4 3278 11 1 2 3 1 1 2
F.U.F Quro Preto 46 227.4 1 082 13 1 1 1 1 1 1
F.U.F Pelotas 91 * 388.5 3 568 13 1 2 1 1 1 1
F.U.F Piaul 132 423.1 3312 11 1 1 2 3 1 z
F.U.F S3o Carlos 113 406.1 1 202 14 2 3 3 1 1 3
F.U.F Sergipe 22 216.9 5 341 14 1 1 2 1 1 2
F.U.F Vigosa 129 524.2 3443 13 3 3 2 3 2 2
U.F Rlagoas 08 144.5 5 526 21 2 1 2 1 1 2
U.F Bahia - 27 92.0 15 071 36 2 2 2 3 2 1
U.¥ Ceara - 27 92.3 14 413 28 2 2 2 2 2 2
U.F Espirito Santo 1,5 167.9 8 868 21 1 21 1 2 2 2
U.F Goias - 30 96.7 € 325 22 1 1 1 1 1 1
U.F Fluminense - 14 109.7 19 488 22 2 2 1 2 1 1
U.F Juiz de Fora - 33 69.9 7 643 22 2 1 1 2 1 1
U.F Minas Gerais - 31 $0.2 16 021 55 3 3 2 1 2 3
U.F Para - 26 105.4 13 584 25 2 2 1 3 1 2
U.F Paraiba 56 306.6 12 749 22 2 2 3 2 2 3
U.F Parani - 27 114.3 14 833 70 2 2 1 3 3 1
U.F Pernanibuco - 34 80.3 14 557 36 3 2 1 2 2 2
U.F Rio Grardedo Norte 49 251.5 10 988 24 2 1 3 2 2 3
U.F Rio Grande do Sul - 30 104.1 13 532 55 3 3 2 1 2 2
U.F Rio de Janeiro - 28 75.9 26 986 60 3 3 2 1 2 2
U.F Santa Catarina - 09 162.2 10 233 22 2 2 2 3 3 2
U.F Santa Maria - 35 2.3 8 219 21 2 2 3 2 1 3
U.F Rural Pernambuco - 30 69.2 3828 35 1 2 1 1 1 1
U.F.R Rio de Janeiro - 20 76.6 4 622 39 1 2 1 1 1 1
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