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FROM DECENRALIZATION TO FEDERATIVE COORDINATION: THE
RECENT PATH OF INTERGOVERNMENTAL RELATIONSIN BRAZIL

ABSTRACT

This paper discusses how intergovernmental relati@ave been influencing the production and
performance of current Brazilian social policiesEducation, Health and Social Assistance. In
1988 the Federal Constitution instituted a modehtdrgovernmental relations in the social field
that combined national policies with decentralizexkecution. From this viewpoint,
decentralization would engender more efficiencficaty and better quality in delivering public
policies because of its approach to social demddesentralization became a central process for
evaluating the efficacy of these public policieheTdecision-making framework included in
intergovernmental relations became important asrtealization became the main instrument for
delivering social policies in Brazil after 1988. i$his the reason why the framework of
intergovernmental relations is crucial for linkitigese policies with their federative nexus and the
institutional design of each policy influences thay intergovernmental cooperation operates.

Key-words: decentralization - intergovernmentalatiens - cooperative federalism - public
policies - democratization

I ntroduction

Although federalism in intergovernmental relatiomay not have the same meaning,
when trying to identify how federal bodies shardlpupolicies it is difficult to separate these
concepts at the theoretical and empirical levddsya all when the emphasis is on analyzing how
cooperative arrangements between federal and didnablevels are organized. According to
Elazar, 1987: 67; 1994 and Agranoff, 2001, amorteoaspects the federal process includes
searching for a partnership between parties tp#ut, which is negotiated by way pifograms
(policieg, and based on commitment and generating consamsatthe very least preserving the
integrity of the bodies. The federal system is sugal by a set aechniquegadministration and
management) for ensuring the collaboration of fetiez bodies in these programs. The
challenge, according to Agranoff (2001), is howot@rcome the political and legal autonomy of
sub-national governments with their administratfeeus in order to devise and introduce
programs in a more cooperative way.

Considering this general view of cooperative falem as being the end and
intergovernmental relations as being the meansthbme of this paper deals with the recent
transformations in contemporary Brazilian federaligbove all it provides an analysis of policy
decentralization following the Constitution of 198he new constitutional order, the result of
democratization, broadened the powers of subndtgmaernments and transferred many of the
functions of government to the states and munitipg) in particular in the social area. This
decentralization was guided by a criticism of caligm and by a fairly optimistic view of
decentralization that was based on arguments oé mibectiveness in the supply of services and
a greater possibility for social control in locavgrnment. But Brazilian federalism after 1988
sought to gradually combine the introduction of etdgcalization with instruments and
mechanisms of cooperation with regard to publiciged. Over and above this polarization
between decentralization as being synonymous whih mere autonomy of subnational
governments, and centralization as being control fbgeral government, cooperative,
intergovernmental relationship arrangements weeated in public policies. In this sense, the
purpose of this paper is to analyze how the healihcation and social welfare areas sought to



constitute their national public policy systemsnsidering their prior trajectory, the coalition of
political players and the induction mechanisms usethe federal government.

Implementation of this model showed that the deeémation versus centralization
dichotomy would not support the phenomenon of gaeernmental relations, particularly at a
time when the Brazilian state increased its ardaaction and public spending enormously,
particularly in the social area. For this reasaonf the second half of the 1990s until today,
various measures have been adopted to correatitta, ipurely decentralizing proposal that took
little account of territorial inequality or the @idal and administrative weakness of the majority
of local governmentsTo deal with this reformulation of the decentralgimodel proposed by
the Constitution of 1988, the paper is divided ifit@ parts. The first discusses how literature
deals with intergovernmental relations and decép&tion in federal countries. The second
studies the transformations that originated in Bieaz federalism in relation to the design of
public policies, with a particular emphasis on dedization. The third to the fifth parts look at
the effects of this transformation on federative artergovernmental relations in social policies
for the health, education and social welfare aresgspectively. The conclusion is a comparative
analysis of the performance of these three polioesich seeks to show their institutional
differences in conception and performance. It alsrusses how the combination of legacy,
coalition of interests and the inducing role of del government with its federative and
intergovernmental relations format have an inflieeon the implementation of the three policies
and on their performance.

I ntergovernmental relations and decentralization in federal countries

In literature dealing with federalism one of th&evant topics is identifying how political,
institutional and administrative arrangements aipced that can coexist with conflicting or
cooperative relations between the central leveg@fernment and subnational governments.
Since federalism is a system based on the teaitdistribution of power, disagreement about the
levels of authority between spheres of governmentainot insignificant possibility. The
decentralization of competences, a reorganizatiactigce of national states in Latin America,
above all the federal countries, first appearedthen continent almost 30 years ago with the
promise of righting the balance between decenttim and autonomy between federated
bodies. The decentralization of duties broughthi® ¢enter of this debate the need to identify
areas and duties in which the ties between themaltstate and subnational governments would
be reviewed. This process involves something mdran tjust defining administrative
competences, because it throws into question tiganaration of spheres of power in the
federative game. In this sense, decentralizatisgewreral Latin American countries redefined the
levels of authority between central spheres andatignal governments.

One of the pronounced effects of this process roeduin the form and dynamic of
intergovernmental relations. Decentralization reisted levels of authority in various public
policy arenas and encouraged a redesign of theaaiien between central and local units of
government. Affonso (2000) states that decentratina and federalism have various
intersections, because they are the means by wihilstate responds to the need to serve
multiple and distinct territorial demands. But aating to Almeida (2005), it is possible to
establish a distinction between federalization dedentralization. The former deals with the
distribution of powers to various centers, the atitiz of which derives from universal suffrage.
Decentralization, on the other hand, does not intipéyneed to establish a federation, although
the latter does suppose some level of decentralizdfThe basic distinction lies in the fact that
federalism considers thmexistence of autonomiesthe different levels of government and the



simultaneous preservation of both the unity an@wdity in a nation” (AFFONSO, 2000: 130). In
the words of Elazar (1987: 33), “federalism hasldowith the need for people and governments
(polities) to unite around common purposes, even thoughréneain separated to preserve their
respective integrities”

But if federalism fixes the political and constitutal rules that organize the division of
power between territorial units, intergovernmemétions are to be found on the more concrete
side of political and administrative ties. Accorglito Agranoff (2007: 259), “when the concept of
intergovernmental relations was new, academicsrb&giing about the means of “cooperative
federalism”. So, if intergovernmental relations dre policy in the concrete sense, it is
incorporated into the federal game that may hawemtealization as a reference scenario for
conflict or cooperation between bodies. In thissggrthe processes that move decentralized
federalism find an important and dynamic elemenhiargovernmental relations.

At this level there are issues like constructinglitmns of political players between
spheres of government based on policy or themeasyesuch as levels of political and
administrative autonomy and funding rules. For EtaA987: 67; 1994 and Agranoff, 2001,
among its other aspects the federal process inglpdenerships between parties to the pact that
are negotiated by way grograms(policieg and based on the commitment that such bargaining
will generate agreements, or at the very leastepvesthe integrity of the bodies. Furthermore,
the system is supported by a set te€hniques(administration and management) for the
collaboration of the federative bodies in thesegpms. According to Agranoff (2001), the
challenge lies in how to overcome the political daghl autonomy of subnational governments
to achieve an administrative focus that aims tmauce programs in a more cooperative way.

In line with this view, decentralization appearadBrazil in the 1980s as a possible way
for the central level of government and subnatiay@tlernments to reach an agreement on an
agenda for redistributing power with regard to ficial resources and responsibilities for public
policies. According to Tulchin (2012, Wilscet al, 2009; Garcia-Guadilla, 2002), this process
was considered to be a juxtaposed response of datitogovernance and economic reforms that
supported the decentralization of authority, resgahty and resources, in addition to expanding
the efficiency of local governments. After almdstele decades of decentralizing experiences, the
most relevant question seems not to be whethermptoisess will be reversed, but how much it
contributed to the cooperative and federative pctidn of more effective public policies.

For Falletti (2005: 2), “as a result of decentratlian, intergovernmental relations can no
longer be considered the “hidden dimension of gowemt”. They bring the theme of balance of
power between the national “center” and outlyingioas to the very hub of political analysis in
various countries. No less important is the forofantergovernmental management relations, a
more operational level that may or may not be eficed by intergovernmental relations, because
it occurs more between governmental bureaucraemsWright & Stenberg (2010), the essential
aspect of managerial ties are themes of an admaitig nature or relating to the implementation
of public policies.

Conceptually, intergovernmental relations deal wélations between different levels of
government, which always implies topics of a pcéitiand administrative nature. As such ties
involve spheres of authority and power the resgltype of arrangement may encourage more
negotiation, more bargaining and more horizontabpewation, or it may set up conflicts
involving vertical and hierarchical relations. F8ouza (2002: 433-434), intergovernmental
relations are “vehicles of political negotiatidmat produce patterns that are capable of placing
groups with less political power in confrontatioftiwothers, each one of which struggles to raise
their position”. As Wright (1974) records, intergamental relations are anchored in politics
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and impregnated with policies. With this regard ttus, Falletti (2010), adds that: a)
intergovernmental, center-periphery relations amecial for a broad variety of political and
economic issues that involve the construction efdtate; b) intergovernmental relations have to
do with territorial policies that involve interest$ levels of government and geopolitical units
that interact in a horizontal and/or vertical presef bargaining or conflict.

For Krane & Wright (2000), intergovernmental rebats are reciprocal activities and
interdependent choices between government bodasgedoon the interests and preferences of the
players involved, which emphasize financial, poéti and public policy issues. This process
produces political and institutional arrangementsvhich it is important to check the degree of
administrative discretion by level of governmendldcing these issues has an effect on the way
programs are introduced, because they are vehiflpslitical negotiation and bargaining that
look for mutual results in a collaborative way (ABROFF, 2001). It is therefore important to
identify the relationship pattern in each politieaéna with their groups of players and included
interests (KRANE & LEACH, 2007). From the theorati@and empirical viewpoint, therefore,
decentralization can be better analyzed if it igraponalized in policy arenas. According to
Lowi (1964), policies can creatgolitics and the institutional rules and models of eachcyoli
sector have an influence on the administrativetipal and fiscal power game.

For this reason, intergovernmental relations afswlve the efforts of government units
to have some degree of control over their inteoactvith other jurisdictions. Pressman (1975)
says that the tradeff between more control and central obedience and emgmomy and local
discretion lies at the very heart of the interactietween spheres of government. This “game”
also introduces the possibilities of combining #lieonomy of subnational governments and their
interdependence with national policies, in whicbeial control is tinged by intergovernmental
coordination structures. This is because in federathe center can rarely impose program
sharing (WILSONet al, 2008). According to Agranoff & McGuire (2004),deral programs do
not necessarily generate control, but they proth@eopportunity for bargaining and negotiating.
As subnational governments seek to expand theanauty, even with federal help, the tendency
is that two-way bargaining will be installed inddeaf hierarchical control. On the other hand, the
up-front costs of federal policies, greater legaponsibility, an absence of technical assistance
or intergovernmental communication between pubkecatives, which is associated with role
uncertainty, reduce the chances of federative qatipe.

This is why the federal game depends on coalitiand encouragement from higher
spheres of power and intergovernmental coordingtimtesses that encourage the cooperative
adherence of subnational governments. This is wtgrgovernmental relations are crucial for
introducing public policies, generating shared oesbility, helping subnational governments
comply with their demands and avoiding buck-passietyveen bodies (ABRUCIO, 2005). The
creation of arenas of “negotiated conflict” (AbraicR005) may broaden the success of national
programs by avoiding the imposition of the prefeemof the federal government. The search is
for working in cooperation, as opposed to issuiragkdown orders, and for the construction of
an agenda that seeks to combine national supenvema discretion at the subnational level
(Agranoff & McGuire, 2004).

So policy sharing is a central characteristiceafdralism and includes policy production,
financing and the administration of activities. hconception materializes by way of
intergovernmental cooperation that is generallycpssed by the contractual sharing of public
responsibilities. Intergovernmental relations tspace of public interest, because virtually all the
issues that involve a federal system are formulatedrms of their implications for federalism
and demand some form of cooperation (ELAZAR, 19INKAID, 1990). But this does not

5



mean that all policy arenas operate in accordanttetiMs concept, because the instruments of
governmental cooperation may be different, weakarr-existent in some of them. In putting the
issue in this way, which is less than a normatieswof cooperation, it is important to place it in
the realm of federal politics. While being lessrtha premise with whicha priori, all would
agree, it is above all constructing political agaments (between different levels of government)
and policy arrangements (arenas, with their playererests, functioning rules and way of
implementation).

Elazar (1994), however, criticizes what he callapdistic assumptions. The adjective
“cooperative” in the case of federalism does nghidy peace. It is much more an “antagonistic
cooperation”, an expression taken from Grodzinddscribe the situation in which governments
have to work together, but do not do so with aofogoodwill. So “cooperative” refers to the fact
that governmentshould cooperate in order to work together, which does elohinate the
negotiation and bargaining that are intrinsic topmrative federalism. If this were not so, there
would be antagonism or coercion that would, in bratbes, affirm the federal action.

This is a relevant theoretical and empirical isduegause the federal principle is not
uniform and may produce effects, like stimulatirgdi@es in an arena without another, important
initiative being introduced to support the firsthal is why it is important to analyze public
policies, their decision-making structures and ifasbns, the political payers involved, the
interests that are in play and the rules that mfdineir production. For Elazar (1987), even in
decentralization contexts, centralization may bentamed despite the general tendency being
the opposite. For example, according to Wright @03e expansion of financial concessions at
the federal level may generate the undesired effiettie growth of specialized bureaucracies in
the national sphere. According to Agranoff (200the federal hierarchy may reinforce the
centralization of powers that are concealed belaindiscourse of technical supervision. One
effect of this may be the problem of the unifornofythe criteria of federal programs that seek to
reduce policy (federative cooperation) to technijuneits imposed by rules).

Intergovernmental relations may be seen as beintp@side of technical competence in
managing the political themes included in relatidretween federated bodies. Even if the
“asymmetry of authority and resources” (Krane & g, 1998) can strengthen the swing of the
pendulum to national government, the bargainingsabnational governments is part of the
federative game, whose rules may come from théngettp of intergovernmental forums. So
federal coordination may have more flexible, intefgrnmental relationship mechanisms. For
Agranoff (2007), the search to control and evaluata direct function of intergovernmental
interdependence that may be obtained in more huafrocollaboration networks between
government units in their search for joint solusofPolitical independence and public policy
dependence are not opposites, because the “calalmrdevelopment of policies” may go
beyond the traditional “we propose” and “they disgfo(PRESSMAN, 1975).

Federations commonly have more than one leveloskgnment operating in the same
sector. This interdependence, which in itself dessacoordinating instruments, becomes more
complex because of three phenomena. The firstyédethe expansion of the social welfare state
worldwide, in a process that in most cases invotvsginificant degree of policy nationalization,
whether to reduce inequalities or create standamdsnorms that can strengthen the nation’s
competition vis-a-vis other countries. This processmore intricate in federations since
subnational governments demand more respect fargy and their autonomy; some of the
literature states that the unitarist design wasenfiavorable to the expansion of the welfare state
(see, for example, Obinger et alii, 2005).



Krane & Leach (2007) call this “administrative fealksm”, when it involves various
players in the intergovernmental management of rarag with a focus on achieving common
objectives. Such a stance seeks to reduce “autdreltiitudes on the part of subnational
governments and those relating to maximizing g&ive and take may be a strategy for
implementing programs, because “two-way” bargairbetyveen government bodies is different
from centralized control. Intergovernmental relaiomay create interaction mechanisms that
materialize “cooperative federalism” into topicswibich subnational governments are sensitive,
such as the division of tax funds and policy fugdiRGRANOFF, 2007; AGRANOFF &
McGUIRE, 2004). Intergovernmental relations gererpbwer balances between federative
bodies that derive from resources that can be @dupto economic, legal authority and
organizational capabilities that merge to make qoedi at each level of government viable
(FALLETI, 2010: 61).

On the other hand, Agranoff & McGuire (2004) arghat it is necessary to abandon the
“antiquated” focus on bargaining in intergovernnamélations in favor of an emphasis on ties of
an administrative nature that allow transactiontcas be included in such arrangements. The
propensity to bargain occurs within a political ta¢ that includes administrative federalism
when it interacts with the competition and intesest federal government. Intergovernmental
relations are a means by which program adminisgdiargain and propose adjustments when it
comes to implementing intergovernmental programsrtainly the three situations indicated
above by Falletti are essential, because they ndigate the subnational governments’ greater or
lesser bargaining capability in the federal arémahese terms, the dynamic of intergovernmental
relations may go beyond the themes of support metwith financial subsidies or themes of a
fiscal nature involving bargaining between the dongnational government) and the recipient
(subnational government). This is why, for Wrigh®88: 121), the “managerial context supplies
an important but incomplete picture of contemporatgrgovernmental management”.

Wright (1974) emphasizes that the most significasues that deal with changes in
intergovernmental relations must be centered on ftequency, mechanisms, direction and
modifications that are produced. The main comporggréstions are: a) What are the main
problems dominating the public agenda in the pé&i@) Which perceptions are held by the main
participants and which guide their behavior?; c)i8ilhmechanisms and techniques were used for
implementing intergovernmental relations and whatentheir objectives? Such questions are
relevant, because according to Wright (1974: 1¢pniplexity is an inherent and persistent
aspect of the various characteristics of intergowvemtal relations. Achievements in the
intergovernmental arena, therefore, depend onubeessful management of complexity”.

This view is in line with that of Agranoff (2001pecause it highlights the fact that
intergovernmental relations may generate more atguy action and central control, making the
system more complex when it comes to obtainingaboltation between the bodies. The
methodological path to identifying this growth addange in the quality of intergovernmental
relations lies in trying to reconstruct relevantipgpand intergovernmental management themes.
For Agranoff (2001: 45), this reconstruction invedvfour areas: a) bargaining, negotiation and
adjustment in programs that require collaborationchanges in responsibility with regard to
programs makes room for collaboration with submaigovernments and in descending terms;
c) a strengthening of this collaboration in manageiterms, with the aim of establishing the
limits for administering the intergovernmental €yat and d) the enforcement capacity of the
federal government.

Each of the four areas above provides opportanitee the mutual construction of
intergovernmental management relations. This meanenly defining federalism, but seeking to
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construct political and administrative bridges besw federated bodies, with the aim of
confronting the “intergovernmental atrophy” thatncaffect collaborative relationships. This
game opens up the possibility of either collaboratr conflict, depending on the “mandates” or
“functional imperatives” included in the federallipes in terms of more or less discretion,
flexibility and autonomy being available at the sational level. Another effect may be the lack
of effectiveness of federal programs or their poapacity for implementation because of the
expenditure they demand of subnational governmdsds. Agranoff (2001: 47); it must be
understood that if subnational jurisdiction agreeth and is likely to benefit from a federal
program or policy, it is more likely to go alongtiwviand engage in some form of collaborative
management”.

According to Elazar (1994) and Agranoff & McGui2004), in the federalist game it is
possible to determine how each body “pays the aatesit in on the game”, their aim being to
ensure their participation in decisions that hawenapact on themFederal government usually
uses its resources and best capabilities to mehiliblic support and subnational governments
take advantage of their own attributes, like mdreall connections with citizensOnce having
paid the ante, these governments have the rightrenduty to bargain over what is to be shared
and how. They are, in essence, “licensed” and égfdeo do so” (ELAZAR, 1994: 145). But
calculation of the actions of each level of goveeniris always present when it is time “to pay to
sit in on the game”.

It is along these lines that Agranoff & McGuire0(®) emphasize that public
administration should extend its understanding té tlegree by which mutual adjustment
between levels of government can contribute topidormance of programs, above all if this
process involves the decentralization of policidsatt require technical, financial and
administrative collaboration between the bodiexhSdemands do not eliminate bargaining and
negotiation, because they strengthen ties with @m of enhancing the performance of
decentralized public policies, which further demsnckating arenas of “negotiated conflict”. The
existence, or otherwise, of formal or informal peses, whether they are institutionalized or not,
because they deal with intergovernmental relatiangd intergovernmental management, may
have an influence on the decentralization of pe#iciThese authors argue that the pillars of
negotiation and vertical interaction are basedoam &dministrative bargaining preconditions that
have cooperative purposes: a) the importance otdh@ory or locality; b) a limited national
bureaucratic tradition; c¢) long-term practices ofmwdtaneous actions between levels of
government; and d) the effect thus derived froniprecal and interactive administrative actions.

For Agranoff & McGuire (2004), a relevant issua fanalyzing political and policy
decentralization is making local discretion comiplatiwith central supervision and control. If
decentralization is a way of reviewing the politiaad administrative organization of federations,
there is no doubt that mechanisms of mutual adjeistrinetween levels of government need to be
defined. The design and implementation of mechamisiintergovernmental relations is an
important “cement” for putting into practice thecdatralization process. In the case of Brazil
this is an even more relevant issue, because deasntralization in political and administrative
terms historically relegated the construction ofrensystematic processes of cooperative action
to playing a secondary role. For this reason, pexhthe equilibrium between control and
supervision, or the pendulum that swings betweentrakzation and decentralization is a
guestion still found on the agenda of decentralizedlic policies in Brazil since the 1980s. To
this can be added he well-known organizationalarfasial and technical deficiencies in state
capabilities, above all in cities, which are alseykingredients in this debate about
intergovernmental relations.



Therefore, a central aspect of the debate abautiniplementation of mechanisms of
intergovernmental relations in decentralization cpsses is identifying the conditions under
which forms of “two-way” bargaining are establishédbot only does this model differ from
hierarchical control, but also demands a certainakty of condition capabilities between
federated bodies for negotiating and bargaining more equitable manner. Political and policy
decentralization may be a means of inducing sucalerfgive arrangements, because the
implementation of programs requires the constractb ties of interdependence between the
bodies.

The “complexity of joint action” is an inevitablpart of this process that demands
negotiation and continuous adjustments, which oeg#s the political and administrative role of
intergovernmental arrangements in decentralizati@ooperative federalism combines federal
assistance with the opportunity for other governisiém become “constructively involved in the
major functions of public service” (GRODZINgUdAGRANOFF, 2001: 36). But this requires
knowing how policy arenas are structured in ordebé¢ able to assess whether they encourage
cooperative behavior between bodies, or not. Is Hanse, for Agranoff (2007) there are 27
instruments for enabling intergovernmental relagion

a) Economic devices: subsidies or grants, fiscal aud#x policies, intergovernmental
funding, the division of projects and sharing ofvastments, and equalization
commissions in fiscal matters;

b) Legal approaches: intergovernmental regulation ¢anm rules, decrees, etc.),
cooperation agreements for joint operations in igupblicies; intergovernmental
mutual help agreements or public service agreemeatgions with legal
interdependence (social policies, labor market legguns, etc.) and organic laws
relating to government structures, local taxesJip@ervice, etc.

c) Administrative practices: program regulations antandards; contracts for
services/agreements between governments; persmtealhange; program auditing;
metropolitan or regional government special auttemj and programs with a
negotiated performance.

d) Political or government bodies: inter-government ioter-sector networks and
councils; conferences between subnational goverhlaaders; sector conferences on
public policies; regional government councils; setoparliamentary chambers,
intergovernmental associations (municipalities, ioBg, etc.); intergovernmental
representation and lobbying; employees electedffaial contacts and political party
channels.

Each one of these channels is an opportunity teeldpvadministrative and political
themes that may, or may not, expand the arenascaintralized arrangements, because they aim
at generating instruments of closer intergovernaleeiations. At the same time, all instruments
seek to define bargaining and negotiation rulesdistance them from more hierarchical models
of ties between central government and subnatigmalernments. But Agranoff (2007)
remembers that it is important for some institudloconditions to exist so that this bargaining is
more productive. For example, the absence of psadeal staffin subnational governments may
make it difficult to construct agreements in inrgrnmental relations and reduce the reach of
these instruments in policy decentralization preessA lack of technical capability may reduce
bargaining capacity and imply defensive actiong tiealuce the assumption of decentralized
responsibilities. It may also create more diffidtin the interchange between public managers
from different levels of government and uncertaintyhe roles and responsibilities, which has an
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influence on the negotiation and cooperation agenda

Added to these aspects is the need to increaseeffi@ency (optimization) and
effectiveness (impact) of public administration l@@ride, while having to strengthen democratic
accountability, in other words, holding public atgeaccountable (PETERS & SAVOIE, 2000).
These objectives are more complex in a federabenause government actions overlap a great
deal, since governments have considerable autonbmthis structure, both accountability and
performance improvement depend on the well-defsteding of government functions.

In decentralizing processes, this game of impleatent between federative bodies and
their interests is a key variable that the polltiaad institutional design of intergovernmental
relations helps decode. For Agranoff (2001), inbteegnmental programs establish the context
within which horizontal management networks areuneml, seeking above all to balance
technical needs with political demands. It canriferred, therefore, that in political and policy
decentralization processes, the demands for magagijustment instruments between levels of
government are even greater. In the search fotegreffectiveness in federal programs it would
be incongruent to decentralize policies without aging the mechanisms of cooperation. It
would be unreasonable for the links between feddrabdies not to be in some way coherent
with the mechanisms of administrative, politicatidiscal decentralization, considering that the
stakes at risk have to do with a double processeofganization and the sharing of power
between subnational governments and the federa&repBo the question about “to what extent
decentralization actually redistributed power betwdevels of government in Latin America”,
according to the Woodrow Wilson International Cerite Scholars (2004) and Rodden (2005),
requires an empirical analysis, as we are progasirdiscuss with regard to three decentralized
public policies in Brazil.

Beyond those constitutional questions that formailbarantee financial resources and
decentralized policies on more stable bases ag ln@ilicative of more attuned intergovernmental
relations between federal government and subndtgmeernments, informal means also help
with the analysis. For example, the creation ofanses of “negotiated conflict” that create the
bases for more horizontal relations between bodmesiych a way that at the administrative and
policy level there is the possibility that subnatb governments and their federal counterparts
join in dialogue on a more horizontal basis. Theoaomy of subnational governments and the
construction of intergovernmental coordination n@tghm binomial may form part of a
federative political and institutional equilibriuthat is constantly renewed. This is a process that
requires federative instances for forming pactd #ra seen as reliable in the relationships
between the bodies.

It is as if a quadrant, organized along the axXedeoentralization and intergovernmental
relations, were to generate four possibilities ies,t from the most desirable to the most
undesirable from the viewpoint of cooperative fatiem. The preferred result would be the one
with extensive decentralization and strong, inteegomental relationship ties; the effect least
sought after would be a weak decentralization atefgovernmental relations that are ineffective
when it comes to generating federative links. Iiyedhe effort of federated bodies and of central
government would seek to align decentralization &nel implementation of instances of
intergovernmental relations. So, according to A$mr{2000: 129), “decentralization should be
accompanied by initiatives for coordinating decaelited activities, which would imply
establishing new institutional arrangements forreations between federated bodies (federal or
central government, states or provinces and mualitgs)”. Perhaps the disconnection of the
two dimensions (decentralization and intergoverrtalenmelations) can explain why the
magnitude of the changes demanded by decentraliz#i different depending on the policy
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domain in question, as will be seen.

Falleti (2010) argues that decentralization engendolicies that, by modifying the
profile of ties between subnational and centralegoments, end up being institutionalized in
laws, a constitution or even in organizations tpaterate policyeedback and feedback for the
intergovernmental dynamic in terms of the politigame and power distribution between bodies.
Therefore, federal policies can be an analyticaitisig point for evaluating how they influence
politics and the functioning of public administatj in the case of federative arenas, these are
policies with their obligatory rules and the typ#dink that induce the design and functioning of
intergovernmental relations. Agranoff (2007: 25@)li this “policy interaction”, which is
developed around the relationship between donamgernments and recipient governments.
This is where political and policy arenas are dtuistd, in which “jurisdictions are generally free
to act within [wider] legal and regulatory stiputats” as they “receive” and administer external
programs in their jurisdictions.

For Cho & Wright (2001: 76), “the nuances and fpeéeatures of policy areas affect
relations between different governments”. As pebcicoming from the federal government
propose rules of adherence (mandates) that are ondess cooperative or coercive, analysis of
intergovernmental relations in each policy arenppshéecode the types of federative link that
exist. Since public policies are one of the centr@mes of intergovernmental relations, for
Wright (1974) it is essential to understand theimanistrative, economic and political judgment
criteria in each arena. For empirical purposesdhgsiment needs to be broken down in order to
analyze the characteristics that this process assumeach public policy. Addressing these
issues in the wake of changes in Brazilian fedemalafter 1988, with decentralization as the
means for redesigning intergovernmental relatiehshe empirical focus of this paper when it
analyses health, education and social welfare ipsli@efore doing so we present the central
changes in the design of public and federal pdithat resulted from the new Constitution. This
reference is essential for understanding the quest federative coordination and its links with
decentralization, democratization at the local leared the expansion of social policies in terms
of their universalization. The Constitution of 198&s the institutionalocus in which this
combination was synthesized, as is discussed below.

Public policies and intergovernmental relations

The Constitution of 1988 ushered in a new era iazian public policies. Although we
had the first efforts at constructing a welfardestaefore this period, principally with Vargas and
during the military regime, expansion of these tsghad been segmented by social groups,
carried out in a clientelistic or authoritarian wapnstructed by a generally patrimonial public
administration — or in some exceptional casespally insulated bureaucracies — and based on a
centralizing model of intergovernmental relatiomRAIBE, 1994; NUNES, 1997). In a clear
attempt at creating a contrast with the old patténe model introduced by the Constitution
proposed a new paradigm for public policies, whimsportant points in common are set out
below:

a) The creation of a universal standard of public @e$, with the aim of ensuring that
every citizen had the right to enjoy the publicves¥s and goods produced by the
state. The health area was the one that annouhtegrinciple in the most strident
way, but it was to be found in several other pebgilike in education (which defined
the duty of the state to offer schools for a cartge band) or in social assistance, in
this case linked manly to income transfers. By éidgpthis common standard, the
policies were unable to segregate beneficiaries tgpes of citizen, at least not
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b)

d)

f)

formally. More importantly, it opened up the oppmity for most of the population to
have, at least in the letter of the law, accespadiaies that before were not within
their reach;

New areas were also created, or old ones reforedjlab take into account new
themes; and such themes gained more space in tgitDton. Basically, the 1988
constitutional text established an agenda of isthegswere to be dealt with by those
in government from then on;

The new charter established common competencesefdral government, states and
municipalities in health, social assistance, edanatulture, housing and sanitation,
the environment, protection for the country’s regé, combatting poverty, the social
integration of underprivileged sectors and traffiducation (Federal Constitution,
Article 23). The legislative competences of fedeaald state governments were
defined in the areas of protection for the envirenmand natural resources;
conservation of the cultural, artistic and histariteritage; cultural and sporting
education; a small claims’ court; health and sos&durity; legal assistance and the
office of the public defendant; protection for ciién, adolescents and the disabled
and the organization of the non-uniform police @@l Constitution Article 24).

The constitutionalization process of various pubplaticies laid down that their rules
would be subsequently well-defined by infra-comsiiinal legislation. This is what
happened with the Law of Guidelines and Bases fhuchktion, the Organic Health
Law and the Social Assistance Law. These publiccpaodes were able to describe
in more detail the institutional nature of the aelay defining objectives, resources,
decision processes, ways of regulating them antitjpation instruments;

The Constitution, and subsequently its codificatinorthe different sectors, created
mechanisms for trying to professionalize the buceaey both in a more general sense
and, in some cases, for each public policy. Evengh this process was very unequal
in comparison between the areas, it was complately in a large part of the
Brazilian state. The main advance in this asped tva reduction in clientilism and
patrimonialism in policy administration, making themore public and with greater
potential for universalization and democratization;

Public policy decentralization was a central thevhéhe Constitution of 1988. The
normative assumption that guided the members otémstitutional convention was
that the more policies were decided and/or impldgeteat the local level, the closer
they would be to the citizens, thus ensuring gregdg@ernment accountability. Along
these same lines, the tendency in most of the rsetdanunicipalize the management
of public services and goods was very strong. It Walieved that decentralizing
would mean democratizing and increasing governmegigiency, a supposition that is
not always necessarily true, as the literature Baswn (ARRETCHE, 1996;
ABRUCIO & SOARES, 2001). Certainly the Constitutidid not ignore the need to
create intergovernmental relationship mechanisnt tanguarantee resources and
power so the federal government could play an aate in combatting inequalities
and in regulating/encouraging the behavior of #gdefative bodies. This is why most
legislative competences were the responsibilitcaitral government, giving it the
capacity to establish national standards for publidicies (Franzes, 2010). The
administrative and financial resources of the fadgovernment also have a lot of
power to induce, although it does not completelgirine behavior in the federative
game. But there were some gaps in the federatime, pb the extent that since 1988
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legislation is being drafted to improve the fedemt framework and
intergovernmental relations are still one of thestreensitive of sore points in public
policies. Furthermore, decentralization assumeférmint meanings and had different
content, depending on the design of each polieyptior distribution of competences
and the control exercised over resources by thee tlavels of government.

g) Following the new Constitution, all public policiésed to set up stable sources of
funding. In some cases the constitutional text mthike clear, while in others the
struggle took place mainly in the infra-constitutab regulation phase. Furthermore,
this is a federative situation with many differemdetween sectors. In any event, the
question of more sustainable funding became andagehthe advocacy coalitions of
each policy;

h) Creation of democratic control and participationchrenisms, which are intrinsic to
the policies themselves. In addition to the sumson and accountabilitgarriedout
by the new institutionalism created by the Consttu of 1988, the best-known
example of which is the public prosecution officeuncils and opportunities were
created for citizens and the more important graopgarticipate in each policy, thus
establishing participative arenas with a capacdyiricrease the quality of their
deliberations (TATAGIBA, 2005). It is worth pointgnout that the setting up of these
councils and suchlike bodies is very unequal intteral and sector terms. It is also a
process in which participative learning is beingustoucted as far as concerns the
search for the best institutional design and piaegasociety for this new way of
acting in relation to the state.

Seeking to implement a more cooperative formagrgavernmental relations in Brazil
recently underwent the trajectory of topics mergmrabove. But it is also worth highlighting
three other aspects that played a decisive rolenvitheomes to explaining the performance of
each policylegacy, coalition and inducing mechanismsin the public policy system.

Policy legacy refers to its previous trajectory atsdeffects on current institutions. This
means that the starting point and previously aeguknowledge had an impact on the new
sectorial institutional mechanisms. Sectors that p@or experience of management or greater
reach had more chances of success in implemertiengrioject present in the Constitution of
1988 and in the subsequent legislation for theosect

Another important vector were the coalitions ofagde@nd interests present in the game of
each policy, in particular the characteristics anghlity of the group defending the new
institutional mechanisms. Two points were fundarakefdr the coalition to be successful: the
existence of a coherent and well-constructed pt@ed the capacity for it to be articulated both
internally and externally. It is worth emphasizitigat with regard to the coalition’s external
action plan, what was important was the force itl iar obtaining victories or successful
commitments with those with the power of veto alsh,aand in particular, its ability and power
to have its policy included as a priority on thejangublic agenda, affecting the political class
and the most influential sectors in society.

Finally, the implementation of new governance ichearea suffered the impact of the
capacity to construct mechanisms for inducing tastinal improvement. This highly relevant
aspect involved the creation of management tobis;worth remembering that this was a pivotal
point of one of the most successful government jamg, the family allowance. This aspect also
involves actions for linking levels of governmentdasociety. In other words, this element
involved the formal or informal creation of a pubpolicy system (ABRUCIO, FRANZESE &
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SANO, 2011). The paradigm of this system idea ésSingle Health System, the logic of which
was an inspiration for several areas. Basically abgective of the system is to create the
instruments necessary for political and administesarticulation, the aim being to transform the
objectives of the public policy into implementatidBelow are descriptions of the three public
policies here studied.

The Single Health System (SUS)

The health area has become the model for the otinerss regularly cited as something to
be copied. But what are its characteristics? Fafsall, its legacy contained a centralized
structure, with a fairly reasonable degree of mtumwhich had been previously partially
decentralized in the 1980s, a process that stavidthe governors who were elected in 1982
and who were in opposition to the military reginidis was extended by the creation of the
SUDS the predecessor to tieUS (ABRUCIO & FERREIRA COSTA, 1998). In the post-
constitutional period, this facilitated both thecdstralization process and a more coordinating
action by federal government. Secondly, there wasld and well-articulated health coalition,
which had a clearer project than the other polieied that efficiently lobbied the Constitutional
Convention. The greater unity of purpose betwegmimbers facilitated implementation of the
model. The model that was formulated and the implaation strategy also largely explain the
results of theSUS

Health policy in the Constitution of 1988

The Constitution of 1988 already defined legiskatibat was improved upon over the
next two decades. The aim was to achieve four tbgsc the universalization of policies;
decentralization and intergovernmental articulatibased on the municipalization-system duo;
professionalization and management (albeit in aomplete way) mechanisms; and social
participation. With regard to universalization, tfi@mer model, which was based on the
corporativism of the 1930s and under which onlyrfally employed workers had free and public
access to health services, was substituted to sdifer services to every citizen.

From the intergovernmental point of view municipation was adopted as a fundamental
objective. The bases of this definition were cdotnalized and subsequently set out in detail in
Laws 8080/90 and 8142/90. But it was the desigmterk by the Basic Operating Standards
(NOB9g that were published by the Health Ministry duritige 1990s that encouraged
municipalities to adhere to tlf®JSand that drew up the health care model we havaytodthe
country (LEVCOVITZET et al, 2001). At the time oNOB/91 andNOB/92 only 22% of the
municipalities had joined the system; wiNOB/93, this figure rose to 63%; and finally with
NOB/96, which was fully implemented in 1998, the petege of municipalities reached 99.6%
of all municipal governments (ARRETCHE, 2002).

From these figures it is evident that municipal@atwvas a progressive process. Added to
this, unlike with other policies, the decentraliaatproposed by th8USwas better coordinated
and established three conditions for the deceningliprocess. The first is that there would be a
hierarchy, organized by degrees of complexity,repéhat not all municipalities could undertake
to offer the same network. So most of the standatidin process of the instruments of the health
system would be the responsibility of the federavegnment, as would funding and policy
induction. The state would be responsible for aeytihealth care and part of secondary care, as
well as providing assistance to the municipalitiebjle the latter would handle primary health
care and part of the secondary care.

The municipalities were given autonomy accordinghir management capabilities, and
only assumed activities when they obtained ‘full nmgement’ status. This meant that
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municipalization was filtered by the constructiori the institutional and administrative
conditions necessary for assuming the process. X@cige their autonomy, subnational
governments (states and municipalities) now rectine-to-fund resources, a system of regular
transfers, particularly after economic stabilizatio 1994. The criteria for the transfer of these
sums of money are well-regulated and articulated.

Mechanisms were also created for organizing inte¥gumental relations, thus avoiding
any great inequality in situations when establigmational and regional standards of articulation
and objectives. A decisive step in this directioasvihe creation of the Basic Care Minimum
Standard RPAB). ThePAB, which was created in December 1997, was an imgtnti that strongly
induced decentralization. With its fixed and vakaparts, the former guarantees an automatic
transfer of fund-to-fund resources, which are daled by the number of inhabitants for all
municipalities that form part of teUS thereby guaranteeing a minimum amount of fundsiio
municipalities. A variable part was also creatdut (60-called variablBAB), the objective being
to expand national programs, like Family Health/@mmity Health Agents, Oral Health, Basic
Financial Assistance, Combatting Nutritional Dedinties, Combating Endemic Diseases and
Health Watch.

At the beginning of the 21st century with the PlactLife (2006), yet another important
intergovernmentabUSinstrument was established, which was the regipedlarticulation in the
states of Regional Management Boards, which brimgether municipal and state health
managers, organized by region within each state.

Professionalization mechanisms were strengthendberhealth area, because the rules
for taking over full management control led to ajonastructuring of the personnel area,
particularly in the final activity area. With reghato the management tools, starting from a major
tradition of data systematization and investigatioto the result of the policy — unlike in the
education and security areas — 8idShas an entire system for assessing the prograahsté
induced or headed up by the Ministry, with a reabkbn effective monitoring system and
transparent distribution of information via thedmitet. There are, however, no goals or indicators
for results-based management. Basically, a dedimitif the priorities and measures that function
as targets to be met finds no place in$ktS —at least for the time being.

The challenges of the SUS relating to its federative inclusion and intergovernmental relations

One of the great advances of BgShas to do with policy decision mechanisms. On the
one hand, this involves service-user participativannels, which are similar to those that exist in
other areas. More significant, on the other hame,tlae negotiation and decision arenas at the
federal level. This characteristic has been regd@drby the creation of institutional spaces of
representation and agreement that provide for #récppation of municipal, state and federal
managers in decisions about the national healticypdhe Tripartite and Bipartite Inter-manager
Commissions CIT and CIB); these commissions are anchored, in their turnthe National
Council of Municipal Health Department€QNASENYS and the National Council of Health
Secretaries QONAS$ which are horizontal, federative coordinationufns (FRANZESE &
ABRUCIO, 2010).

These new spaces of intergovernmental negotiatomat form part of the federative
design of the Constitution of 1988 for public p@&s They are the result of the evolution of a
model that was created in the health policy arehthat constitute an institutional legacy of this
policy for the functioning of the Brazilian fedeiat. In this sense, the innovations of B8S
within the health policy area help redefine theAtran federative model and introduces a new
form of intergovernmental negotiation with effetitat go beyond the sector. Proof of this is that
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its institutional format was reproduced in the ab@ssistance area, giving rise to BEAS
(Single Social Assistance System).

The structure of the system, however, does not rtiedrthere is a perfect equilibrium of
forces between federative bodies in intergovernaiemglations. The negotiation spaces
constitute arenas for agreement but also politicgdute, where each federative body is going to
use the resources it has at its disposal to ol@rbest results for itself. In this sense, federal
government uses its funding power, while subnatigmwvernments use their implementation
power (FRANZESE & ABRUCIO, 2010).

Although it has accommodated pivotal themes wéle lfederative deliberation, the
systemic articulation of policy and the directinfgfunds and guidance for national programs for
increasing equity, there are still some signifigaradblems in th&&USmodel. The first is funding
sources. In the 1990s, trust was deposited ingbethat this stable financial base would come
from thelPMF (Provisional Tax on Financial Transactions), edah 1993, which later became
CPMF (Provisional Contribution on Financial Transactipnwhich functioned from 1997 to
2007. Although this tax generated a significantunmd of resources for health, much of this
money went to other areas. The end of GRMF did not lead to the substitution of this revenue
by any other source. Moreover, Constitutional Ammedt 29, which was recently regulated,
determines a percentage of spending for each othite= federative spheres. Even so, local
governments have complained that they were giveporgsibility for incurring expenditure
without having the necessary funds to do so.

The biggest problem theUSlies in the quality of its health equipment, mepecifically
its hospitals. This is not only a problem of funileke management of public hospitals is perhaps
the major hitch in this area; and the origin ofsthil is not for want of a qualified local
bureaucracy. The nub of the question lies in tifigcdity in creating a new managerial dynamic
for public hospitals and their employees. It isetlhat new experiments have been tried, in
particular the Social Health Organizations (SanAl&ucio, 2008), but also other forms, like the
Public Foundation and Public-Private Partnershdpspite the fact that the latter is an experiment
that was very recently introduced and thereforg adficult to evaluate. The fact of the matter is
that assessment of the services ranges from retgubead in most of the public units.

The paradox of this situation in health is that eetor — and its coalition — achieved
some institutional victories largely because ofelkeernal support they received, which gives the
subject a central place on the political agendd. ddnion polls in Brazil repeatedly show that
health is considered by the Brazilian people tothe country’s biggest problem, ahead of
security, drugs, education and corruption. Thisashthat public governance needs to incorporate
management elements, introduce changes in the inagi@mmal model and motivate its agents.
Added to this is the need to use targets and itmligan a more structured way in order to put
some order into public policy, including increasimgplicity. This will lead to the possibility of
the population controlling the results of the pplic

The Single Social Assistance System

Over the last twenty years the social assistanea laas tried to mirror the health policy
by creating theSUAS(Single Social Assistance System). But its legdleg, coalition defending
the policy and its institutional trajectory werery@lifferent from the process that occurred with
theSUSand it has found it more difficult to consolidategovernance model.

Historically, the sector was marked by five chagdstics. The first is the enormous
influence that has been exercised since its origynthe charitable organizations that provide the
services, above all the Catholic Church. Even whi institutionalization of the policy in the
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Vargas era, social care at the local level wasigeal/by this type of organization, something that
is still very important, albeit to a lesser extantmost Brazilian municipalities. Secondly, the
institutionalization of the policy resulted in antealization process, specifically with the setting
up of the Brazilian Assistance Legion in 1942. Taderal government sought to reinforce the
area’s programs and its institutionalization durithg military dictatorship by strengthening the
LBA

But this effort at institutionalization did not pah end to the lack of intergovernmental
coordination, the overlapping of competences asde@ally at the subnational level, to policy
discontinuity (DRAIBE, 1994). Basically, this thirggacy shows how the construction of an
institutional and systemic standard of welfarehis tarea was done in a centralized way without
spreading this institutionalization to the statasd particularly not to the municipalities. But
paradoxically, as many of the services continuadkeufocal control, a model predominated there
that had little managerial and regulatory capab#éind that was based on the pure and simple
transfer of activities to charitable organizatioidie simultaneous existence of these two
scenarios clearly reveals what fragility there wasghe lack of intergovernmental coordination,

which Licio (2012: 149) described as follows:
It is interesting to observe how the resourcesheflBA were operationalized in this period with
both governmental and non-governmental partnerate$Stand municipalities were treated no
differently from charitable entities for the purpssof receiving technical or financial assistance.
One sees that subnational governments did not peseedence over private initiative for the
purpose of social assistance and what predominassda type of centralization that practically
dispensed with intergovernmental coordination, eititeLBA was represented by regional offices
that implemented their actions directly or by wa¥§ martnerships with private initiative,
independently of state and municipal action. Thierape negotiations mediated by representatives
of federated bodies were generally personified,-affi@nd directed at serving private interests
linked to their political action. Sposatt al (1998) diagnosed this institutional fragmentation an
disarticulation when they found that, until themw, organized system had been arranged between
the different levels of government for providingcEd welfare services, or even an explicit policy
for providing guidance for subnational organs.

The institutionalization process at the federaleledlid not lead to a more systematic
attack on clientelistic practices. This other asp#cthe legacy has to be emphasized because
social assistance was an area that was fundamfamtakinning the support of traditional
politicians for the military regime, which from tp®litical and administrative viewpoint was not
just a paradigm of technocracy. Finally, the legscgompleted with the finding that at the time
of the Constitutional Convention, although prinemlthat were similar to other policies, like
universalization and decentralization, were affidmeno coalition was capable of
institutionalizing it in a more detailed way andhvihe resources (administrative, managerial and
financial) necessary for going down the same psttha health area.

The social assistance policy in the Constitution of 1988

After the Constitution, and drawing its inspiratimom the SUS the Organic Law of
Social AssistanceLQAS was enacted in 1993. But the scenario facingtitgal assistance area
was very different. Implementation of th&®ASwas difficult, slow and incomplete. As with the
SUS the system for the transfer of funds was estiadtisby basic operational standards, but in
contrast to the first case, this was only donettierfirst time by the federal government in 1997
(FRANZESE, 2010). To explain this delay in institmializing the area, Licio (2012: 150) states

that:
Although theCF [Federal Constitution] of 1988, in Article 204 opided that this policy should be
introduced by way of political and administrativecentralization, its regulation by way of the
Organic Law of Social Assistance@AS was only possible five years later, which is &yg
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explained by the fact that it opposed the interedtplayers concerned with maintaining the
centralized way in which theBA functioned and its privileged relationship witke thntities.

Another explanation for this truncated trajectorgswthe change in the policy agenda,
with combatting poverty gaining a degree of autopdrom the issue of social assistance. This
began with the enormous prominence obtained byCilizenship against Hunger, Poverty and
for Life Action Movement in 1993. The National Fo8afety Council was set up as a result of
this initiative and the area became autonomous trosnpoint on. Dealing with the same theme,
but from another angle, transfer programs arosewese conditional on income, firstly at the
local level and later, already in the second hélthe 1990s, at the federal level. This line of
action received a great boost following the creatibthe Family Allowance program, which was
the most successful program in the Lula governrnaent undoubtedly took center-stage on the
agenda.

The increase in importance of combating poverty, andre particularly, the success
enjoyed by conditional income transfer programpeeglly the Family Allowance program, are
phenomena that had a paradoxical effect on thelsassistance area. On the one hand, these
new initiatives hindered the development of @ASand the creation of a system in the molds
of the SUS On the other hand, however, their success, péatly of the Family Allowance
program, placed the subject of assistance cerdagegin the political agenda.

Another important effect in this process was thetredization of public policy, because
the Family Allowance program generated a federdicpoof transferring funds directly to
citizens, hugely reducing the go-between role afest and municipalities. Although there are
organs for negotiating with subnational governmethiesy play a much reduced role.

Although initially the design of the Family Allowaa program allowed this policy to be
insulated in the federal government, over time #gnirengement became difficult to sustain. This
was due to two reasons. The first was pressure frmrassistance coalition, whose players —
mainly social assistants — are historically linkedeft-wing political parties, particularly theT
[Workers Party], a party that came to power in tederal government in 2002. From this
pressure and articulation resulted the IV NatioBatial Assistance Conference in December
2003, in which theSUAS(Single Social Assistance System) project was tbated for the first
time. This political act led to pressure for thdeefive creation of the system, generating a
tension within the government itself and in the Miry of Social DevelopmentMDS), which
was also responsible for the Family Allowance paogr This clash, which was not easy to
resolve, was largely settled by the Ministry of abdevelopment and Combatting Hunger
(MDS) publishing a Basic Operational Standard in JW@52theNOB/SUAS

Pressure in favor of thBUASalso came from implementation of the Family Allowea
program, since it depends on three conditionabfaceducation, health and assistance. Although
the latter has less impact, tidDS increasingly perceived that it would have to have
decentralized base to monitor and help implemeastitttome transfer in a better way and, above
all, to offer the better services that were beimgyenand more demanded by Family Allowance
beneficiaries. Put another way: the success ofmectransfer created demand for more public
policies, including welfare policies.

The fact is that over the last few years thereldees) an agreed arrangement between the
Family Allowance program and tIi®JAS despite the tensions between them. This newtsitua
allowed for the effective implementation of thetmsnents of the new system, the first being
federative negotiation and deliberation mechanidra#) the vertical ones (bipartite and tripartite
commissions —CIBs and CITs) and those linked horizontally. Then came a dorisiof
competences and responsibilities between levai®weérnment that constitute, as in B€S the
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instruments that order the decentralization, adogrtb their qualification at the different levels
of social protection, which also implies differextéd transfers of funds (SPOSATTI, 2004).

Having carried out this systemic reorganizationthef area, it was possible to expand the
basic care network in the municipalities. This wasdamental for consolidating the policy
because administrative capabilities in the so@alstance area at the local level were very low —
the weakest of all the social policies in fact. SThias the biggest hitch in this sector and it has
been attacked by creating Social Assistance Refer@enters@RAS and in some cases the
introduction of Specialized Social Assistance Rafee Center-QREAS.

The challenges for the SUAS in its federative inclusion and intergovernmental relations

Despite all the structure that was created, thenmational social assistance policy that
exists in Brazil today, the Family Allowance prograwas formulated and implemented outside
the SUAS The program was fully formulated at the federatel and income is transferred
directly to families living in poverty, without thatermediation of resources on the part of states
and municipalities.

The biggest innovation in the social assistance a@s the creation of a management by
results instrument for transferring funds to mupeédities and states. In 2006, the Decentralized
Management IndeXGD) was created, initially just for municipalitieschafter 2008 for states.
The IGD evaluates certain results achieved by the subratigovernments, especially those
linked to the implementation of the family allowanprogram and its conditional aspects, and
distributes more funds, over and above those nglatd the qualifying levels, to those that
achieved better indicators. This amount has anrekipee structure that is very flexible and that
favors, above all, those mayors who use this mdaoeynfrastructure in the social assistance
area, which was, and still is, very fragile. Thisamagerial innovation allows for the creation of
more effective public governance as far as referthé articulation between the area’s actions
and in the reach for results.

Among the problems that still persist in socialistasice it is worth highlighting three.
The first is the weakness of the bureaucracy indhem at the state and municipal levels.
Professionalization is under construction and thismaking local execution weak. Another
difficulty has to do with defining the place of tistate in this public policy in a clearer way. In
most cases its executive or coordination actionsdoet have a clear and institutionalized
standard. Within this, the relationship of stateeyaments with town halls does not generally
lead to improvements in the system; on the contrergntilistic standards are present in many
parts of the country. Finally, social participationthis policy is very under-developed compared
with other areas. Nevertheless, taking as the ItlasisBA model that lasted for more than half a
century, social assistance has developed a lot dwerlast few years and with its own
management instruments may even contribute elerff@ni®proving other sectors.

The attempt to build a national education system: the challenges of the collaboration regime
Until enactment of the Constitution of 1988, congmuy education was mainly the

responsibility of the states and municipalitiesd axcept for isolated actions in the poorest
regions and in specific policies, like literacytiatives, there was no strong coordination or
guidance from federal government. Since the Geremal of 1827 there had been a dualist
model, in which central government (subsequenttiefal government) concentrated more on
higher education, while it was left basically up dobnational governments to look after the
primary, elementary and secondary school levels.
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From this division, according to Cury (2007: 11&)ere also arose a duplicity of
educational systems. In itself this structure i$ agroblem, because many federal countries
function in this way. The problem is that with tpassing of time a lack of articulation and
coordination between the education networks wa®add this duality, in an environment of
great inequality at the subnational level, maindyaafunction of the financial and institutional
differences between regions. While the states énstbuth and southeast assumed responsibility
for the educational system, in states in the nanith northeast this responsibility was assumed by
the municipalities (OLIVEIRA & SOUZA, 2010).

The duplicity of education systems, moreover, hadta basis a perverse division of
responsibilities. Central government was far anayatie stronger during the empire, but after
the Revolution of 1930 it was the federal governnikat became stronger from the institutional
and financial point of view. In this scenario, iasvessentially up to the federal government to
take charge of higher education, with a subsidéatyon for other educational cycles. This grew
during the military regime with technical educatiarthe then second grade.

It was left up to subnational governments to taéee f the primary education levels,
what today we would call compulsory education. phablem is that local government was very
weak during the monarchy and although the statgsiizl enormous political power in the First
Republic, there was a huge heterogeneity betwesn,tivhich only got worse up to 1930, so that
only a small number of them managed to constriueteer quality educational system. From the
first Vargas government until the end of the militeegime there was no great evolution in state
governments in the field of public policies - antlem it occurred it was generally in that small
group of more developed states — and municipakte® the weak part of federalism.

The duality in education systems and responsisliiacilitated the construction of a
perverse model, in which the most important actiawsred higher education, while it was more
difficult for compulsory education to develop. Tiesult was the institution of an elitist structure
for providing educational services, which was cantrto the principle of universalization, and
the creation of a significant division in the edimaal coalition, since the interests of the player
in compulsory education were organized separately the advocacy of higher education. This
was the opposite of the health coalition, which waarked by an organicity of purpose and
interest.

Education policy in the Constitution of 1988

The Education chapter in the Constitution of 198&dtto react to this legacy. It largely
followed the five parameters that guided the stedidation and expansion of the welfare state by
way of the new constitutional text (ABRUCIO, 2010he first aspect was the search for the
universalization of social rights, an aspect thaswery evident in the educational area, which
expressed this value in the letter of the law —malsory education for 7 to 14-year olds — and
expanded the sources of funding with the idea qfaeding school coverage, at least at the
elementary education level; Article 212 stated thatvas the responsibility of the federal
government to invest a minimum of 18% in educatiwhjle states and municipalities would
have to spend at least 25% of their income.

The second parameter was the democratization t¢ stanagement, with the aim of
increasing the participation of educational playersghe decision-making process, following
largely what was proposed in other social aregseaslly the idea of Public Policy Councils.
Another constitutional reference point was the @ssionalization ideal of bureaucracy, the
priority of which was to hold public civil serviaentrance exams and build careers in the main
activities of the state as a provider of publio/smss.
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But it was two other parameters that had the gséatgact on the educational model and
made it more complex. The first was decentralirgtihich in education (as in other areas)
focused on municipalization, but without prohibginthe existence of state-administered
education systems, which contained the largest rummbstudents and were hegemonic in many
states. In addition to this decentralizing projélcgére was a concern with taking into account the
guestion of intergovernmental relations, becauseatbnal players were afraid that a significant
degree of decentralization could lead to an ina@aequality (ARAUJO, 2005).

The constitutional result in the education arealmaconsidered to be well-balanced from
the federative point of view (ABRUCIO, 2010). Atec211 of the Constitution sums up this
model when it proposes three things. The first wlas division of more decentralized
competences for carrying out services, giving mpaidies an important weight. Secondly,
instruments were adopted for avoiding centrifugadetralization, which would be undesirable
in a country that is as unequal as Brazil. In tieigard, two points were made: the notion of
common competence, according to which one levedasfernment has priority in a particular
cycle, but another can also act in it, thus in thexvoiding a vacuum in access to public goods.
Furthermore, federal government obtained a grgaaaty for producing national directives and
rules, to which is added its redistributive and gamentary function, “in such a way as to
guarantee equalization of educational opportunigesl a minimum quality standard for
education by way of technical and financial assistafor states, the Federal District and
municipalities” (Article 211, 1°).

The logic of Article 211 is completed by the notioh a collaboration regime, the
objective of which is the articulation of federaifzodies in the various educational activities that
are their particular responsibility. Given the ¢sigce of dual educational systems, particularly in
elementary education, with their common competeaoelssupplementary actions by the federal
government, cooperation between levels of goverotmeuld be necessary to avoid clashes or
uncoordinated actions that might be capable ofingusdeterioration in the quality of the policy.
This was a design for the cooperative federalisappsed for the educational area, which was
later reinforced by a national parameter, ti2B (Law of Directives and Bases of National
Education), which was approved in 1996 (ABRUCIO1@0

The expression “collaboration regime” was only usedducation, but not only did other
sectors in the Constitution include the previsibrcalaborative forms, but this idea was already
found in another article, 23, which defined the chéer a complementary law for regulating
cooperation between levels of government.

Added to the constitutional advances in this areaewthe innovative experiments that
occurred in various local governments. But the fadghat poorly-resolved federative questions
remained after 1988 (ABRUCIO, SEGATTO & SILVA, 201Decentralization was initially
very disparate in its implementation process, whiddreby increased inequality of access and
did not guarantee the major objective, which wasuhiversalization of education by increasing
school coverage. Social control had its radiusath limited by local political conditions, which
were not always favorable to the participative nhodde professionalization of educational
bureaucracy, even with the constitutional rulesaaded slowly, meaning that a good part of the
teachers were not suitably qualified and there htths incentive for strengthening the teaching
profession. The collaboration regime, the boldelstai of the members of the constitutional
convention and the key issue for the relationslefvben education and federalism, was not very
effective, its most prominent aspects being cortipatiand a lack of coordination; hence the
diagnosis that was then current that greatly cdeatiwith the comment of Aradjo & Oliveira
(1998)apudAbrucio (2010: 62):
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In the case of compulsory education we have aaldatTower of Babel that is protected under the
politically convenient concept of the ‘collaboratioegime’. According to this concept, the three
instances can operate (or not) education systdrag;dan finance (or not) education; and they can
choose where they want (or do not want) to act. Témult: no instance of government is
responsible (and accountable) for supplying (or) md¢mentary education. Each instance does
what they can and what they want, supposedly agamne of collaboration.

In the second half of the 1990s, the federal gawemt created initiatives to try and
improve federal coordination. Among these initiasvare measures for increasing the capacity
for evaluating the educational system in orderdable to monitor results better, and then hold
public agents accountable and propose actionsosetplaces with the worst assessments. Along
this line of action are the Compulsory Educatiorséssment SystenSAEB and, subsequently,
the Compulsory Education Development IndeXEB).

Another line of action for improving federal coamdiion were approvals of the
constitutional amendments of the Maintenance anceldpment Fund for Elementary Education
and Valuing the Teaching Professidtufidej, at the time of the Fernando Henrique government.
Then later, in the Lula administration, we had Hducation Professionals Maintenance Fund
(Fundel). Both measures aimed to make the distributionfiofncial resources between
federative bodies fairer, ensuring that the moradipwed school enrollments. Furthermore, the
measures tried to encourage local governments poowe professionalization conditions in the
educational sector.

By linking the transfer of funds to the actual psien of services in a coordinated way
and with respect to the very strict fiscal rul€ésjndef encouraged the municipalization of
elementary education throughout Brazil and praliyiaaniversalized school access at this level
of education. According to data frofNEP, the net rate of school attendance in elementary
education went from 85.4% in 1996 (befdtendej to 94.8% in 2006 (at the end Blindej
(FRANZESE, 2010).

In less developed regions, where net rates of $dttendance are lower for elementary
education, there was a more significant expansfaacoess at this level of education, meaning
that in 1999 all regions had exceeded the 90% tat¢he northeast where the advance was
greatest, this meant a variation of more than 16%heé net rate of school attendance between
1994 and 1999 (from 77.3% to 92.8%) (PRADO, 2003).

The challenges for education in its federative inclusion and in intergovernmental relations

The main advance introduced Byindefwas an instrument for federally redistributing
resources and increasing access to public elenyesdaication. But when we compare education
with the health and social assistance areaseitident that new spaces of federal negotiation that
might propose new discussions were not institutined. In this sense, the design does not favor
intergovernmental articulation or changes in thenfof federative negotiation, despite education
being the only area in which the Constitution follsnprovides for the action of federative bodies
in a collaborative way.

The successor dfundefwas Fundeh and it is still too early to make any preemptory
assessment of its results. But its concern witloglchycles, something that was reinforced by
Constitutional Amendment 59, which made educatietwben 4 and 17 years compulsory,
expanded the reach of the action of Brazilian etimcaAs an indirect effect, the discussion over
Fundebstrongly mobilized governors and mayors, the CourfcState Education Secretaries
(Consed and the Union of Municipal Education Directotén@dime; in short, a significant group
of educational players participating in the colleimn regime ConsedandUndimeare forums
of horizontal federative articulation that are danto theConassandConasensn health, and the
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Fonseasand Cogemasn social welfare. But the forums in education act integrated into a
national system. Neither are they represented astitutionalized vertical negotiation
commissions, such as ti@Bs and CITs which were not constituted in the education area.
However, even without this pact structure betwdenrhunicipal, state and federal levels, after
the implementation ofundef state and municipalities organized themselvesegotiate the
design ofFundebwith the federal government.

But the search for a system resulted in the appiovidovember 2009 of Constitutional
Amendment 59, following which the National EducatiSystem was set up, whose guidelines
were discussed in the National Education Conferé@oeag at the beginning of 2010. The final
document from the meeting clearly shows that it w#snded that the structure of the System

should promote greater cooperation between spbégs/ernment, as per Abrucio (2012:):

The absence of an effective national Educatione®ysshows the fragmented and unarticulated
shape of the educational project that is still entiin the country. Sdhe creation of an articulated
national education system must include regulatidnthee collaboration regime that involves
spheres of government as they serve the populatoal) stages and modalities of education in a
regime of co-responsibility, using democratic metsias, such as deliberations of the school and
local community and the participation of educatofessionals in the political/teaching projects
of education institutions.

Despite the new legislation there is still no Na#ib Education System. The main
stumbling blocks to this are, first of all, thefdaitilty in creating an effective collaboration regg
between states and municipalities. Secondly, theerade of federative forums, especially
vertically, which are capable of mediating the iiagts of the three levels of government. Finally,
the federal government would have to use moreunsnts for encouraging the standardization
of behaviors and seeking results of a nationalreatu

Three further aspects of the public governancedatation require comment. The first is
that there is an enormous disparity in institutlocapabilities between states, but especially
between municipalities. This means that the mgjaftthem have difficulty when it comes to
implementing policy and that is why they need supfrom other levels of government for doing
so. WithinMEC and among opinion-makers in the area there isigssan about the creation of
educational development arrangements, in other syosgindicated forms of inter-municipal
action, like those that exist in the health anddsalaste sectors. Difficulties are known to exist
when it comes to convincing municipal governmerdstdke part in this type of territorial
association arrangement, but the federal governarhsome state governments are prepared to
create financial incentives and provide technic@istance in exchange for cooperation. But in
addition to these incentives, municipalities neegdrticipate more actively in forms of territorial
cooperation.

Something new and important in the education ar@s whe creation of on-going
assessment instruments that generated result iadicéhe main one of which is tHeEB. What
is essential is not just that a results-orientelicpdogic was created, but that it made {bEB
an instrument for mobilizing players around targdtsis is a pivotal point: management tools
must serve to change the behavior of the publiecypgblayers, if not they become of little
relevance.

Despite the fact that the education policy, likdest areas, has social participation
mechanisms, the involvement of the main benefesadf the policy, the parents of students, is
still very small. In fact, the community has a damental role to play in the performance of
students, particularly the poorest ones, so ingartant to find ways of mobilizing the family in
the educational process.
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Concluson

To finalize the paper, we need to compare thetutginal performance of the social
policies here studied. As far as concerns thetutgthal environment (quality of the legislation,
effectiveness of the law and regulations), the theadlicy is the most complete and its law is
highly effective for all players. Education polityas improved a lot in recent years, but the
legislation that created the national system hidsst received the legislative complementation
that is needed for it to function satisfactorilyheT[SUAShas also made great strides but the
greater heterogeneity of subnational governmentsnwdompared with the other areas studied
makes it difficult to implement it in such a wdat is equally enforced all over the country.

The differential in social assistance lies in tstitutional framework that is very relevant:
it is designed to establish relations with othefigies, above all because of the conditions
imposed by the income transfer programs, but adsalise of the way it operates, in dealing with
specific groups in society, which makes it completagy to other areas, particularly health.
There we have an important path to be followed thgiopublic policies: we need an institutional
mechanism that establishes interfaces with otheosse

The greater institutionalization of the health aregartly due to its legacy, but to a
greater extent due to the coalition that sustdiagd to the institutional project it has constealct
over the last thirty years. The greater fragilityterms of the articulation and coherence of the
coalitions in education and in social assistang#agxs a less developed institutionalism than the
one produced by those working in the health areavéver, the pressure of society, above all
because of the articulation of advocacy group$sédase of education, and the great success of
government programs, like the Family Allowancelie tase of social assistance, were important
for promoting improvements in the institutional eonment.

As far as concerns state capabilities (financiabueces, the quality of the bureaucracy
and the coordinating action of the state), it istiv@mphasizing that the social area managed to
obtain more stable sources for funding it. Educatwith the Fundelh has a more advanced
model. This can be reinforced, since the Natiorhldation Plan,NE), approved by the federal
government, provides for spending of 10% of GDR2092, taking part of these funds from pre-
salt oil reserve resources. Welfare does not haslea resource link, and although health has
had one since Constitutional Amendment 29 was atgd] there is clear dissatisfaction with the
amount spent on it. In terms of international paetars, it would be necessary to spend more on
health and education, but knowing the needs ofradheas and the budgetary limitations, it is
also essential to increase spending efficiency By @f management tools that further improve
the relationship between resources and results.

The quality of bureaucracy in the health area, @aflg in comparison with subnational
governments, is greater than in the other areascdibn also has very good staff in certain
states, but the situation of the federative bodispgcially municipalities, is very heterogeneous.
Social assistance is the most homogenous but Im@sally low capabilities.

In terms of management instruments, although thaltlhearea is better structured,
particularly because of its tradition, the biggestovations have come from the education and
social assistance areas; the former, because ofsthef thdDEB as an indicator for mobilizing
players in search of results and having an impadbath internal policy groups and on society,
while in the latter innovations came from the ugendlicators, like thelGD, for structuring
subnational governments in administrative termstaaasferring funds to those who had the best
performance.
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The question of intergovernmental relations (systefogic, federative forums, the
autonomy of bodies, mechanisms for encouraging e@dpn and coordination, flexibility and
innovation) is the most important in the field ofaBilian public policy governance. The model
for all is theSUS but it was likewise argued that the specificifyttee policy involves taking into
account solutions that are not merely mimetic. hegy can and must come from the
institutionalism of the health system, but it is\diamental to adapt or create mechanisms that
interface with the context and nature of the selctguestion.

The capacity for action by the state in terms o&nmal articulation is complicated in the
three areas. The more systemic character of hewlyhperhaps position it better in the process of
intra-sector coordination, while the duplicity ofssems in education complicates the organicity
of state action. Even so, one of the aspects oEth8is still not functioning satisfactorily: the
provision of services by public hospitals. In tlese of theSUAS although it is improving all the
time, its challenge is to build mass provision egst that go beyond income transfers and
complementary actions. What complicates the systdagic of education, in particular at its
basic level, is the combination of duplicated syste(state and municipal) and common
competences without any coordination between them.

The federative forums have developed a lot in hgadiicies and more recently in social
assistance. They included both vertical modalitiethe CIBs and CITs — and horizontal, with
arenas for meetings between the area’s state amdtipal secretaries. There are also national
conferences, a recent participative phenomenon,obhatthat has existed in health since the
1940s. These forums leads to legitimization and enakergovernmental negotiation more
effective. They also distribute information bettand enable these instances to serve as
instruments for divulging successful policies betwéhe bodies.

Education has made important strides horizontalhgeConsedand particularlydnidime
increased their contact and interchange with tertd government. But there are two gaps in
this sector in terms of federative forums. Thetfissthe absence of an arena for negotiation
between municipalities and states, meaning thatetl® little collaboration; politically and
administratively weaker municipalities still have subordination relationship with state
government. The second, also in the vertical doactefers to the relationship between the three
levels of the federation, the tripartite commissibat exists in health and social assistance. The
lack of these two forums makes operationalizatibrihe so-called collaboration regime very
difficult (ABRUCIO, 2010); federative governanceaducation is very uncoordinated, when not
a total confusion.

In general lines, Brazilian federalism guarantéespolitical and administrative autonomy
of bodies. However, actual autonomy does not existmany municipalities because of the
heterogeneity of their financial or managerial aftons. Against this state of things, social
policies have created mechanisms for guaranteeinipast the minimum of resources for
municipalities. On this point it was health thatvadced most with the distribution of money
from thePAB. With thelGD, social assistance, has to a lesser extent traedférnds to ensure
the local supply of serviceBundebhas the same role to play in education, guaramjeinds
that are in line with the size of the teaching eystin a comparison between these areas, the
fight against managerial weakness is greatest ifaxee with distribution of money from the
IGD, although the previous legacy is worse in thiseci&kealth created incentives that started in
the 1990s for leading municipal governments to faédinagement and today, with the national
programs in certain issues, like the Family HeBitbgram, it is to a certain extent trying to equip
local administrations. The biggest deficiency hisren education, because there are insufficient
actions to guarantee that municipalities have mamalgautonomy.
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All three policies created mechanisms for inductogperation and coordination, but it
was the social area that did it in the most coestsivay. The health area has the most complete
package of both vertical and horizontal instrumemtsthe first case, by way of tHeéAB and
variable PAB, in which municipal governments obtain more resourte¢lay join the national
programs, which increases the reach of the actamts coordination of the policy. At the
horizontal level, health is the area that takestmadlyantage of the system of inter-municipal
syndicates (ABRUCIO, SANO & SYDOW, 2011).

Social assistance also increased coordination leetws federative actions in two ways.
One that has already been mentioned is the uskeomunicipal and staté&sD that transfers
federal resources according to government perfocenamd increases the interface between the
local level and federal government. The other mesrsticulation with the areas that represent
the conditionalities of the Family Allowance Prograeducation and health, which are supplied
by states and/or municipalities. This attempt tdrisector coordination of a federal program has,
to a greater or lesser extent, led to a more coedboperation with subnational governments
(LICIO, 2012).

As decentralization in education, right after then€titution of 1988, was very centrifugal
and did not achieve universal elementary educatimre was an attempt to coordinate the efforts
of states and municipalities better, specificallithwthe creation of two fundsF(ndef and
Fundel), which contained their own resources from sulomati governments and that were
complemented by the federal government, and thetratasfer them to where students are
enrolling. This instrument led to spending beingdrecoordinated in the area.

The improvement in federative coordination alsdudes measures that seek to perfect
local education management models, with encouragerneming from federal and state
governments. In relation to the help given by tedefal government, in 2007 the Articulated
Action Plan PAR was created?AR according to Decree 6094/07, “[...] is the aftaed group
of actions, supported technically or financially the Ministry of Education, which aims for
compliance with Commitment targets and observands directives”. The Plan must be carried
out for four years and concentrate on those atedsate supported financially and technically by
the federal government (education management, éedchining, the formation of service and
school support professionals, teaching practiced @assessment; physical infrastructure and
teaching resources).

Another example of federative coordination is tiAdl for Education” Undertaking Plan
of Targets, which was signed by all states and onpalities. It requires that 28 directives be
monitored that have as their point of reference tbsults of quality and student output
assessments, the aim being to improve educatidloviiog the Educational Development Plan
(PDE) of 2007, voluntary transfers and technical agers¢ from the federal government for
states and municipalities was tied to the All fatuEation Undertaking and t®AR which is
administered by the National Fund for the Developinfier Education.

The states can also act as inducers and coordsnattr the municipalities. Among the
most important experiments in education are thesaf Acre, Ceara, Mato Grosso and Rio
Grande do Sul (ABRUCIO, SEGATTO & SILVA, 2012). hrealth, there are very interesting
cases of regional articulation in Sdo Paulo, MatesSo and Minas Gerais, while in welfare there
are as yet no such processes, and in security therea few initiatives, particularly in
metropolitan areas, like in the Greater Recifeargi

Although experiments in federative coordination desh up by state governments have
distinguished themselves, the fact is that stadee liound it difficult to deal with the articulatio
processes with the municipalities, and their coafpen with the federal government flows less

26



well than the federal government-municipalitiesatieinship. Given these processes, various
works have asked what place the state has in thelBin federation in the public policy area. In
education, for example, there is strong action wstrof the states, but there is a duplicity of
systems and generally no coordination between tfidém.role of the state is very small in social
assistance. The best result is achieved in healith states sharing their functions with
municipalities and the federal government in adreitay.

Federative governance still involves the possibilif governments coming up with
different solutions for similar problems, in addiiito adapting institutional models to fit local
conditions. Among state policies, health and edonaire responsible for the biggest number of
innovations. They occur at the service provisiorelésocial organizations in health and learning
communities in education), in territorial articutat (like the syndicates) and more strongly in
education policy, in the creation of monitoring andicators that are molded on certain state
governments. The point to be emphasized here idhbee needs to be room for innovation and
flexibility in order to adapt to different conditis, even though there is one system. States and
municipalities must be encouraged to undertake aymocess in the respective policies.

To end these comments on the public governancelwligs, the state-society interaction
is a key variable for their good performance. Tke af participative arenas is a mark of social
policies because their design has become more tpsacial control. Clearly, the diversity of
situations in Brazil means that many of these cisistill do not function satisfactorily, because
the creation of social capital is a long and inaeatal process. The experience of the Public
Policy Councils has shown that in places where thaye existed for longer there are fewer
chances of corruption occurring in this area.

Clearly this whole participation process involvesivae behavior on the part of the state. It
must act to attract more citizens and social grdopbe participative arenas and, in partnership
with organizations of society, emphasize the releeaof the topics. In this sense the most recent
articulation work of the Ministry of Educatiotndime, and various state departments with
educational movements, like All for Education ahe Campaign for Education, have led to
society increasing the place of education in thekirey of priority themes for Brazilians,
according to a survey carried out by IBOPE (2014).
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