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The present study provided an overview of evaluation data from the “Sucupira 

Platform,” questionnaires with post-graduate deans, discussion forums, and 

international databases to assess the Brazilian post-graduate evaluation 

system. The system is highly standardised and homogenous throughout the 

country with little flexibility. There is a disconnect with ongoing changes in 

international graduate studies, especially regarding the possibility of adopting 

flexible and temporary doctoral projects in international partnerships. The 

evaluation focuses mainly on process, not results, impact, and social relevance. 

Although the current system requires strategic planning and self-assessment, 

these are not used when evaluating results. The system should be sensitive 

to differences, valuing the diversity of institutional projects. Changes in the 

evaluation require a clear timeline and careful definition of indicators. The 

improvement of information collection must occur in coordination with CNPq, 

and the new data collecting platform must be able to import information from 

various sources (RAIS, Lattes, WIPO, PrInt, etc.). According to their purposes, 

the separate indication in CAPES’ spreadsheets on the legal status of private 

and community/confessional institutions is fundamental for improved data 

analysis. The assignment of grades rather than scores (e.g., in implementation, 

consolidated nationally/internationally) is questioned.
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Introduction

An overview of the Brazilian 
postgraduate evaluation system

The Postgraduate Evaluation System in Brazil was 
implemented by Coordenação para Aperfeiçoamento de Pessoal 
de Nível Superior (CAPES) in 1976. The aim was to monitor 
developments, ensure quality, and induce improvement and 
internationalisation of Brazilian post-graduate programs (Paiva 
and Brito, 2019). The evaluation is also responsible for monitoring 
the institutions with federal authorisation to offer master’s and 
PhD programs to train scientists and teachers (Guimarães and 
Almeida, 2012). In the context of the Brazilian University Reform 
of 1968, graduate studies fulfilled the role of institutionalisation of 
research in Brazilian universities. According to Neves and Costa 
(2006), Brazilian graduate programs must have “strategies 
anchored and articulated with national development,” typically 
outlined in the National Plans. One of the central issues of the last 
National Postgraduate Plan – PNPG (2011–2020) – points to the 
need for “improvement of evaluation” (Brasil, 2011, p. 15).

Until the mid-nineties of the last century, the evaluation of the 
post-graduate programs was fundamentally an exercise in 
monitoring courses and their results and a basis for 
recommendations that could help Higher Education Institutions 
(HEIs) construct or improve their Master’s and doctoral programs 
(Patrus et al., 2018). The shift came with linking the evaluation 
results to scores (ranging from 3 to 7) to the number of master’s 
and PhD scholarships received by each Program and the minimal 
score (3) to have permission to maintain the Program active. This 
change, associated with the system’s expansion and the growing 
emergence of master’s and doctoral proposals in private HEI, put 
pressure on the evaluation process and led to (greater) 
formalisation and homogenisation (Baeta Neves, 2020; Baeta 
Neves et al., 2021). Thus, the main task of the Scientific-Technical 
Council (CTC) of CAPES became to “ensure” that the grade of a 
course reflects similar performance to a Program with the same 
grade not only in the area it belongs to but also in other areas. This 
requirement, seen as unavoidable, hastened the search for 
equivalent bases and indicators to appreciate the scientific and 
technological production in all areas, which led to the implicit 
adoption of the standards of the areas with “more maturity” in 
research, the exact and biological areas. The side effect was the 
disagreement between these areas and those of the humanities and 
applied social sciences. The latter had to accept specific references 
that hurt their tradition and characteristics (Oliveira and Almeida, 
2011; Adorno and Ramalho, 2018).

Objections to the evaluation arise, in part, due to the lack of 
information about the parameters used in the evaluation process 
(Altman, 2012). Whilst “institutionalisation” can be understood 
as the establishment of a field endowed with its own rules, values 
and hierarchy, the institutionalisation of science as a discipline 
would mean that the values that determine professional 
recognition and status do not derive from the consent of entities 

such as “public opinion” (in the form of popularity) or the typical 
deference of other categories, such as law, journalism or literature 
and their high regard for rhetoric, proselytism or writing, but of 
the discipline codes and parameters proper to treat “politics as a 
science” (Bulcourf and Vasquez, 2004).

Changes in the evaluation process have been discussed at 
CAPES since the conclusion of the four-year evaluation of 2017, 
based on a report prepared by the area coordinators (CTC – 
Comitê Técnico-Científico) in March 2018. The idea of change 
gained strength, especially with criticisms, comments and 
suggestions by numerous entities representing the academic and 
scientific community throughout 2018, with the Seminar on the 
“Future of CAPES,” held in the same year and with the reflections 
that led to the creation of CAPES – PrInt (Institutional Project 
for Internationalization).

The present evaluation system has a quantitative analysis of 
“products” made by professors and master and PhD students and 
peer-reviewed by colleagues from the same area. Heterogeneity in 
peer review evaluations may be inherent in peer review (Regidor, 
2011) and may challenge the validity of this evaluation (Cichetti, 
1991; Wessely, 1998). Ask a scientist about peer review (Mervis, 
2014), and many will immediately quote Winston Churchill’s 
famous description of democracy – “the worst form of government, 
except all other forms that have been tried.” The comparison 
acknowledges the system’s flaws, including its innate conservatism 
and inability to make fine distinctions, whilst providing a defence 
against attacks from colleagues and outside the scientific 
community. Another complaint is the cost of time and financial 
resources in reviewing the system.

The PNPG Monitoring Committee presented an initial report 
with guidelines for a new evaluation model to the Superior 
Council at the end of 2018, which then accepted the Committee’s 
suggestion to discuss broad changes in the evaluation. It was 
considered that the next stage of discussion on the model and its 
operationalisation should be  conducted by the Evaluation 
Directorate (DAV) and the CTC (Scientific Technical Committee 
– a representative committee of the 49 areas of Capes). At the same 
time, in the CTC, this movement resulted in suggestions for 
essential changes in the design, form and indicators for the 2021 
4-year evaluation as the beginning of the transition to the new 
multidimensional post-graduate evaluation model. Strategic 
planning and self-evaluation were also included. This evaluation 
was suspended by the Public Defender’s Office and remained in 
the balance mid-2022. Changes included the dimensions of the 
evaluation, the questions and the indicators.

Sousa (2015) comments that only the guarantee of standard 
and stable criteria can ensure and legitimise the evaluation process 
and results. The CTC initiative to prepare the report about a new 
evaluation model based on a multidimensional analysis of the 
4-year evaluation of 2017 with suggestions for improving the 
process gained strength. The discussion about a multidimensional 
evaluation model emerged. This model would involve evaluating 
the post-graduate system’s differing outputs and products (Basic 
Science, Social Impact, Internationalization, Formation, 
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Innovation & Knowledge Transfer) in independent axes. 
Underlying these movements was the perception that post-
graduate studies were changing and a new approach to evaluation 
needed to be built to account for these transformations.

The scientific community and entities representing the 
National Postgraduate System (SNPG) seek minimum 
consensuses that guarantee adequate conditions for improving the 
evaluation of Brazilian graduate studies. Therefore, it is imperative 
that this understanding ensures engagement and the appropriate 
conditions for implementing a new multidimensional evaluation 
model. The application of a multi-axis (multidimensional) 
evaluation has to be well discussed and widely understood by all 
post-graduate system actors to work well. Many Post-graduate 
Program coordinators and professors still do not know or 
understand the difference between the current model (data 
collected from 2018 to 2021) and that proposed initially in 2018.

Situating the problem

Large and diverse countries like China (Yang, 2016) agree that 
metrics are needed to track progress. Still, current measures are 
heterogeneous and do not work equally well across vast and 
diverse academic landscapes. These authors highlight that 
measuring publication numbers might work well for a young 
institute that publishes 10 papers yearly in relevant international 
journals but distort the disciplinary mix of a large university that 
publishes 10,000 articles yearly in various journals. Even in the 
same disciplines, the evaluation process is challenging.

Through the evaluation process, CAPES promotes the 
improvement and internationalisation of Brazilian graduate 
studies (Paiva and Brito, 2019). Initially, the evaluation was 
intended to guide the HEIs in constructing their stricto sensu 
graduate programs. Systematically carried out in two moments – 
approval of new courses and periodic evaluation of the 
performance of the programs that are part of the SNPG – CAPES’ 
evaluation has always combined standardisation of results. This 
support model has materialised in financing programs such as 
Social Demand (funding for federal universities), PROSUP (for 
private entities) and PROSUC (for philanthropic entities) and has 
always been closely related to evaluation.

The accelerated growth and differentiation of stricto sensu 
post-graduate studies (doubling since 2010) raised reflections on 
the need for constant improvements in the evaluation model. In 
2005, Schwartzman recorded that:

… "graduate studies are already showing worrying signs of 
premature ageing. Rigidly structured in stagnant disciplines, 
monitored from top to bottom by CAPES, evaluated, above 
all, by the traditional production of scientific papers and the 
number of students titled, our graduate studies do not know 
how to deal with interdisciplinarity, the internationalisation 
of knowledge, the new forms of partnership and the 
interrelationship between the academic world and the 

business world, applications and societal demands, things that 
Europe and Asia see as new opportunities to improve the 
quality, relevance and sources of funding for high-level 
training and the growth of scientific and 
technological research".

In Brazil, graduate studies were associated with training for 
higher education teaching and research. The Master’s degree was 
seen as a stage in the initial training of new faculty and as a 
propaedeutic for the doctorate. The formal recognition of 
differentiation between the academic and professional character 
of the Master’s degree dates back to the mid-nineties. Accepting 
the professional Master’s did not shake the conviction that the 
academic Master’s degree remained necessary for faculty training. 
The understanding that the post-graduate course formed the 
typical research professor for the public university led to the 
affirmation that students must dedicate themselves fully to their 
studies and research activities in the master’s and doctoral 
programs. This required constructing a student scholarship system 
(Baeta Neves, 2020). Even in the 1970s, the idea of post-graduate 
studies was very new and unknown in Brazil. Universities grew 
out of traditional professional schools and were unfamiliar with 
research training. CAPES’ decision to launch the periodic 
evaluation of master’s and doctoral courses was unprecedented. It 
was based on the conviction that it was necessary to quickly share 
good experiences and indicate standards and references that 
would guide the creation of new courses and help appreciate the 
results obtained (Baeta Neves, 2020).

The expansion process resulted in the reiteration of the 
normative nature of the evaluation, as there was still fear that an 
“out of control” growth could compromise the entire system. Thus, 
even universities with consolidated experience in research and 
graduate studies were subject to the same conditions and 
requirements for “evaluation” (control?) of HEIs with incipient 
graduate training. The discussion about professional post-graduate 
studies in the stricto sensu has also emerged. This discussion arose 
from Opinion 977/65 (Called Sucupira Parecer, Almeida Júnior 
et al., 2005) on the Master’s degree and the recognition that post-
graduate training is no longer just for the academic “market.” Until 
the adoption of the professional Master’s, it sought to assess the 
degree of adherence of the course/program to the conditions and 
basic characteristics defined by the area of knowledge 
(standardisation) and to comparatively measure the results of the 
activity (evaluation). This was based on the understanding that 
master’s and doctoral degrees were for the training of research 
professors, expected to be  suitable for public universities. 
Nevertheless, graduates are required for activities unrelated to 
teaching and research in higher education establishments (Baeta 
Neves, 2020), such as in industry and government.

From the beginning of this discussion, there was resistance 
to novelty, and an attempt was made to frame the proposal 
based on the following main argument: the professional 
Master’s degree as a title equivalent to the academic Master’s 
degree could compromise the quality of research teacher 
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training. It was therefore attracting many “customers,” thus 
threatening the academic post-graduate programs. The solution 
would be to keep this new post-graduate program under the 
control of academics. In the 1990s, attempts were made to 
ensure that this program was monitored and evaluated by 
committees formed with the participation of representatives 
from the non-academic professional environment. 
Unsuccessfully (Baeta Neves, 2020).

Martins (2005) notes that the expansion of the post-graduate 
system was based on solid foundations, such as the evaluation 
procedures for authorising the creation of courses and for the 
allocation of resources; the investments made in the training of 
human resources in the country and abroad and the promotion 
of scientific cooperation, amongst other actions. Debates about 
the emergence of new ways of producing knowledge and 
changing paradigms in the field of science and technology 
(Moreira and Velho, 2008) led to a focus on an evaluation model 
used to attest to the quality of courses and the knowledge 
produced. The main challenges of this system lie in evaluating the 
impact in political, economic and social contexts different from 
those in which post-graduate courses were previously organised 
in Brazil. Velho (2007) points out that the acceleration of 
globalisation boosted the idea that science, technology, 
government and industry (Triple Helix model of innovation) 
should be  linked by complex innovation systems involving 
networks of institutions. Therefore, the training of human 
resources in HEIs, particularly in post-graduate courses, has 
become even more essential to increase the country’s 
competitiveness and form the country’s scientific and 
technological base. Concern about the environmental, social, 
economic and political impacts of science and technology should 
be part of the training of human resources for research in today’s 
society (McManus and Baeta Neves, 2021). Even so, the principles 
that guide the organisation of the post-graduate system in Brazil 
still maintain typical traits of the one-dimensional conception.

Given these observations and criticisms, it is crucial to 
summarise the basis on which the need for changes in the 
evaluation was established. These relate to the expansion of the 
system and continuous growth in the number of programs in all 
regions of the country and the fact that post-graduate objectives 
have changed:

 1. The graduate profile is no longer exclusively that of the 
public university professor/researcher;

 2. Academic Master’s has lost its role, and the Professional 
Master’s has increased in importance;

 3. The current model limits the post-graduate programs: 
Unique and uniform model;

 4. Extensive use of quantitative indicators to the detriment of 
more rational use (balance between quantitative 
and qualitative);

 5. It discourages experimentation and innovation in 
institutional projects that meet a plural and increasingly 
complex socioeconomic demand.

The perception that it is time for a change in the evaluation 
process is gaining strength. For these changes to have the desired 
effect, they need to be  consensually understood and can 
be translated into operational measures. A fundamental issue is 
the framing and appreciation of post-graduate activity according 
to standards translated into indices and weights applicable to 
various programs in the same area of knowledge in a continental 
and unequal country. This, in turn, presupposes a clear 
understanding of the purpose of the evaluation carried out 
by CAPES.

Criticism of the current model of 
evaluation

The recent expansion of federal universities, fostered by Reuni 
(Program for Restructuring and Expansion of Federal 
Universities) in parallel with the growth of the network of Federal 
Institutes of Technological Education and the emergence of 
private HEIs in the SNPG and the willingness of private HEIs to 
integrate the SNPG generated an important phenomenon of 
expansion with the interiorisation of Brazilian graduate studies. 
This complex process highlights a challenge already recognised by 
the academic community: CAPES’ evaluation has shown little 
sensitivity to the peculiarities of projects with regional insertion 
and reinforced the regulatory nature of the evaluation without 
bringing effective benefits to these institutions.

According to Alexandre Netto (2018), some of the main 
criticisms are: an overly quantitative view due to the importance 
assumed by Qualis (even reformulated); the hegemony of 
indicators from the areas of “hard” sciences; great heterogeneity 
of criteria used by committees in the same large area, especially 
the attribution of categories in Qualis; lack of evaluation 
mechanisms and support for interdisciplinarity; difficulty in 
assessing the social relevance of programs.

For Moita (2002), the ways currently used to evaluate the 
performance of graduate programs have been based on 
measurements conditioned to pre-set standards by the agencies 
and institutions that evaluate them, which impede the real 
knowledge of the potential efficiency existing in the group and the 
peculiarities they contemplate.

So far, the evaluation model has reached its point of 
exhaustion and needs to be  revised (Parada et  al., 2020). 
Discussions on changes to evaluation forms for the 2017–2020 
evaluation were to focus on the quality of training for masters and 
doctors; highlight the items that most discriminate the quality of 
the programs; show greater emphasis on the evaluation of results 
than of processes; valorisation of the leading role of the areas in 
the construction of indicators suitable for each modality, 
respecting specificities, but maintaining the comparability 
between them. A survey developed between 2013 and 2014 found 
that 70% of the criticisms from the academic community are 
related to the evaluation of intellectual production (Vogel and 
Kobashi, 2015). To obtain a fair Program evaluation, adequate 
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criteria applicable to different scientific areas are needed, 
expressed in qualitative indicators (Nobre and Freitas, 2017).

CAPES evaluation is not formative (Patrus et  al., 2018). 
According to these authors, if it were formative, the criteria would 
be defined a priori, to guide the improvement of the post-graduate 
Program and not a posteriori, to classify it competitively amongst 
the others. This perverts the system, including the definition of 
goals and classification of journals a posteriori, with retroactive 
evaluation. According to the authors, many of the distortions in 
CAPES’ evaluation stem from its history, thus leading to a complex 
system, as contradictions in a system that requires, at the same 
time, the integration of stricto sensu graduate studies with 
undergraduate courses.

Changing the evaluation model

The discussion around the necessary changes in the CAPES 
evaluation occurs when it is evident that the cycle of policies 
aimed at expanding the national post-graduate system has ended. 
The SNPG is constituted nationwide and has comprehensive 
coverage of the areas of knowledge with indisputable quality. In 
some areas, the format for Master’s courses can be reformulated 
and is not necessarily a prerequisite for the Doctorate. In this 
sense, CAPES should debate with the community and propose 
new policies (evaluation and promotion). The new focus of these 
policies must be  the product of the post-graduate course, its 
effective contribution to scientific and technological knowledge, 
and sustainable economic and social development. In this context 
of redefinitions, proposals for changes in the evaluation should 
be considered. Two proposals were launched to change the CAPES 
evaluation: (i) The current model adjusted with important changes 
in the conception of the traditional dimensions and their 
relationships and consequent evaluation form changes. This 
proposal defends a holistic view of the evaluation and performance 
of the course or Program, that is, a comprehensive view of the 
partial performances of the Program expressed in a single grade; 
(ii) The multidimensional model proposed by the PNPG 
Monitoring Committee.

This CTC proposal maintains the idea of a weighted average 
of the assessed items. The final single grade (weighted average) 
does not indicate the strengths of the Program, limits the 
appreciation of performance and artificially forces the courses to 
seek to be good in all aspects of evaluation. Furthermore, the 
assignment of weights and the indicators used to measure 
performance in the “different dimensions” under analysis do not 
seem clear.

The changes in the evaluation forms do not eliminate 
problems pointed out by critics of the current model. For example, 
a post-graduate course in Brasilia, in Veterinary Medicine, may 
focus on legislation changes in the area with the congress and 
ministries. At the same time, another may have strong 
international relations or regional insertion, for example, on 
border protection. All are important but with different impacts. 

Programs within a single area of knowledge have to follow the 
same route, continuing the stagnation of post-graduate studies in 
Brazil and perpetuating a distorted evaluation model in which 
each Program is inserted and the stimulus and measurement only 
scientific articles.

According to Moreira and Velho (2008), this represents an 
enormous challenge for the management of post-graduate courses: 
to conduct human resources training activities in an 
interdisciplinary way, considering the social role of science and, at 
the same time, having their courses evaluated in a disciplinary 
way, through criteria and values that consider the knowledge 
produced according to the “one-dimensional manner.” How to 
proceed when this tension presents itself is a dilemma faced by 
several graduate programs that do not fit into the moulds of more 
traditional and institutionalised disciplines. The criteria necessary 
to evaluate the knowledge produced in a multidisciplinary and 
interactive way and aimed at application have not yet been 
developed systematically. At the current stage, they are still far 
from consensual.

The current evaluation was reformulated based on three axes: 
the Program goals, training and impact on society. There are 
advances in defining and quantifying indicators and quantitative 
and qualitative instruments. However, Miranda and Almeida 
(2004) note that there are problems with the scales concerning 
their precision in the CAPES evaluation method. Consequently, 
important information is lost in comparing and evaluating the 
programs. This complicates the evaluation process and the 
program coordinators’ understanding of the process. They noted 
that the evaluation procedure considers aspects that are not 
represented by the analysis criteria. That is, in the definition of the 
final concept, the quality of the data provided and the coherence, 
consistency and aspects related to the Program’s evolution are 
taken into account. Thus, subjective evaluations are also 
considered in the final grade’s attribution, which explains that 
some programs have a different final grade from the 
global evaluation.

Discussions about the changes in the evaluation should focus 
on the quality of the training of masters and doctors, highlighting 
items that most discriminate the quality of programs and place 
greater emphasis on results than on processes, recognising the 
specificities of each area, but trying to maintain comparability 
between them. For a fair evaluation of programs, it is necessary 
to create appropriate criteria applicable to different scientific 
areas and expressed in qualitative indicators (Nobre and 
Freitas, 2017).

Changes in the model can directly affect the financing of post-
graduate courses in Brazil, which is one of the arguments for not 
changing the one-dimensional model. This is because it is thought 
to be simpler to apply financing on a single scale. Nevertheless, 
Gregory and Clarke (2003) state that the high-risk evaluation 
(used to make decisions such as financing) can be a single measure 
(one-dimensional, such as the current CAPES evaluation) or 
multiple measures (such as the proposal for a 
multidimensional evaluation).
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Materials and methods

Basic data

Three lines of action were followed in the construction of this 
study. Discussions were held with members of a Working Group 
(WG) appointed by National Forum of Deans of Research and 
Postgraduate (FOPROP) and the Paschoal Senise Chair at the 
University of São Paulo (USP), the National Council of Education 
(CNE) and the Deans of Research and Postgraduate from Higher 
Education Institutions (HEIs) affiliated to FOPROP.

Subsequently, a questionnaire was applied to the Deans linked 
to FOPROP and analyses of the open data of the Sucupira platform 

from the annual collections for the evaluation of graduate studies.1 
The results of the questionnaires and analysis of the Sucupira 
database were presented to the Deans at a national meeting, five 
regional conferences, and two meetings with federal and 
community HEIs (Science and Technology Institutions). The 
questions and suggestions were returned to the WG as a subsidy 
for preparing this study, which was presented at the National 
Meeting of Deans of Research and Graduate Studies (ENPROP) 
in November 2021. In addition, all the evaluation forms from the 
49 areas of CAPES were evaluated as to the criteria and 
weights used.

Paschoal Senise/FOPROP chair 
questionnaire

A total of 264 questionnaires were sent to FOPROP members, 
looking at questions about Masters and Doctoral degrees, 
Academic and Professional Graduate Studies, Hybrid Model and 
Graduate Studies in Network, Regulation and Autonomy. 127 
responded (Table 1), representing ~67% of the total number of 
students enrolled (Table 2).

Federal universities had the highest percentage of response 
(73%) and private universities the lowest (30%), but not 
significantly different from federal education institutes (32%) and 
federal research institutes (31%). The Midwest region had the 
highest percentage of respondents (60%) with 100% of federal 
universities, followed by the South region with 55% of responses 
and 82% of federal universities. The Southeast region had 47% of 
responses and 74% of federal universities. The answers represented 
71% of academic doctoral students and 68% of academic Master’s 
students (Table 2). The representation of students in professional 
masters and doctorates was lower.

The questionnaire contained questions related to the 
evaluation system, including the effectiveness of the evaluation as 
a whole and strategic planning in particular, the current format of 

1 https://dadosabertos.capes.gov.br/

dataset?organization=review-directory

TABLE 1 Number and percentages of responding institutions by type 
and region.

CW N NE S SE % Total Total 
Resp

Number of replies (n)

Community 2 1 15 7 25

State 1 3 5 5 6 20

Federal 

Institutes

1 2 2 5 10

Ministries 2 2 4

Private 1 2 1 7 8 19

Federal 

Universities

7 8 9 9 14 47

Total replies 12 15 18 38 42 125

Percentage of Total (%)

Community 50.00 50.00 48.39 58.33 51.02 49

State 50.00 37.50 38.46 55.56 54.55 46.51 43

Federal 

Institutes

50.00 0.00 22.22 50.00 62.50 32.26 31

Ministries 66.67 0.00 22.22 30.77 13

Private 20.00 50.00 10.00 50.00 25.81 29.69 64

Federal 

Universities

100.00 66.67 60.00 81.82 73.68 73.44 64

Total replies 60.00 42.86 36.00 55.07 46.67 47.35 264

No. Total 20 35 50 69 90 264

CW, Centre-west; N, North; NE, Northeast; S, South; SE, Southeast.

TABLE 2 Number and % of students in the respondent institutions.

Doctorate Profissional doctorate Masters Profissional masters Total

Community HEI 7,346 8 8,408 1,840 17,598

State HEI 29,579 26 25,912 4,735 60,252

Federal Institutes 355 14 945 1,322 2,636

Ministries 511 10 655 148 1,324

Private HEI 885 14 1,312 985 3,196

Federal Universities 45,251 92 52,081 13,053 110,477

Total 83,927 160 89,313 22,083 195,483

Total matriculated 118,109 347 130,935 43,989 293,380

% 71.06 46.11 68.21 50.20 66.63
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the postgraduate system in Brazil (aims and need for academic 
and professional programs, whether the programs are meeting 
market needs, changes needed in the system, who decides to 
create the program, and how financing should be carried out).

Statistical analyses

The evaluations included frequency and correspondence 
analyses for replies to the questionnaires to investigate 
relationships between the categorical variables. Chi-square and 
logistic regressions were used for binomial responses (Yes/No) 
from the Deans’ replies to the questionnaire. A logistic regression 
(0/1) was also carried out to determine how the age of the program 
affected its score. If it received a score of 3 or 4 in the evaluation it 
was classified as 0 and if it received 5, 6, or 7 it was classified as 1. 
Models included factors such as the type of institution: public – 
federal (university, federal institutes of education, science and 
technology, or research institutes linked to ministries), state; 
private – for-profit or not and community. The number of 
students, the start date of the graduate program, and the country’s 
region (N – North; NE – Northeast; S-South; SE – Southeast; CW 
– Centre-west) were also considered.

Pearson correlations were calculated between the weights 
used for evaluation criteria for the professional and academic 
programs, within and between areas of knowledge. All analyses 
were carried out in SAS (Statistical Analysis System Institute, 
Cary, North Carolina, v9.4).

Results

Perceptions of the CAPES evaluation

The perception of the Deans (Figure 1), practically unanimous 
(p > 0.10) is that the evaluation by CAPES is now a process that 
collects too much information without assessing the social 
relevance of post-graduate courses (especially HEIs in the Centre-
West and North regions). Community HEIs see a heterogeneity of 
criteria within the same evaluation area, whilst private HEIs see 
hegemony indicators coming from hard sciences. The perception 
of other options for evaluation is lower in smaller HEIs but overall, 
the fact that other discussions were being carried out was low. The 
multidimensional evaluation, as initially proposed, must be better 
explained and assumed by CAPES, due to the great lack of clarity 
on the subject within the system. Older and larger HEIs see greater 
program homogeneity caused by the evaluation as a problem to 
advancing the post-graduate system, creating a lack of autonomy. 
Another question that was unanimous were the inclusion of 
hybrid teaching post-pandemic.

As part of the evaluation process the HEIs must carry out 
strategic planning of the post graduate programs. The HEIs believe 
it is challenging to follow strategic planning since they do not have 
the resources to meet the goals due to the current financing model. 

They only do it as obliged by evaluation stimuli (community and 
southern ICTs; Figure 2). Small and private HEIs believe that they 
need new evaluation parameters. In contrast, community ones 
believe that PPGs should communicate more with society and 
impact and relevance. Large and older HEIs believe in training 
high-quality human resources with interdisciplinarity.

Discussing the criteria in CAPES’ 
evaluation forms

Table 3 shows the weights of the scores for the questions on 
the current evaluation forms. Regarding indicators, 301 were 
identified for academic programs and 329 for professional 
programs, with the number within the 49 areas ranging from 12 
(therefore no subdivision) to 54 in academic and 58 in professional 
Programs (Table 4). Only one evaluation area has an indicator for 
the issue of interdisciplinarity (both academic and professional, 
worth 30% of Item 1.1 Articulation, adherence and actualization), 
although it is a priority dimension of the last PNPG (2011–2020).

Other PNPG objectives, such as networking (one area) and 
autonomy, have little impact on the indicators. There are few 
differences between academic and professional areas in general. 
There is an excessive demand for data outside the Sucupira 
platform used to collect the data, increasing demand and 
bureaucracy for program coordinators in times of reduced 
resources and personnel. The average for regulatory issues is 56% 
for academic programs and 54% for professionals. Within the 
same area of knowledge, there is no real difference between 
academic and professional graduate studies. Still, there is a 
difference between the areas regarding the impact on society. Most 
of the differences between the indicators (sub-items) of academic 
and professional programs in the same area of knowledge are 
related only to small changes in their weights.

In general, items from professional programs tend to have 
more indicators than items from academic programs, but it is 
noteworthy that most indicators are the same. It is also possible to 
notice an excess of indicators in certain areas. The correlations 
between the weights of all areas for the questions were, on average, 
equal to 0.89. The correlations were also high if calculated 
separately for the main items of the evaluation form, and equal to 
0.99 for characteristics of the Program, 0.86 for training and 0.52 
for impact, showing that only the last one tends to vary more 
amongst the areas of knowledge.

When there is a difference in weights between professional 
and academic programs, the indicators present a greater focus on 
practical, social, technological, innovation, and labour market 
issues in professional programs. However, these differences tend 
to be more related to the specificities of each area of knowledge.

The indicators are recurrent in the different dimensions, with 
different weights (Table 5). Each knowledge area uses different 
indicator intensities, which makes it challenging to compare 
knowledge areas. There are items in the evaluation that have little 
interaction with the quality of graduate studies (For example, 
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although in item 2.5 it says training “in the program,” there are 
grades for undergraduate courses, in item 3.2 in elementary and 
secondary education).

The changes proposed by the CTC for the evaluation do not 
meet the main objective of stimulating the full development of the 
graduate program in its current state through the collection and 
evaluation of results. There is an excessive use of words of vague 
understanding such as “adherence,” “agreement,” “articulation,” 

etc. There is also a series of biases built into the system. For 
instance, lecturers in public HEIs tend to have tenure (91%) whilst 
those in private HEIs do not (95%), most productivity scholarships 
are in universities in the south and southwestern regions of the 
country (28.5% and 24.3%) of lecturers in Southeast and South, 
respectively, vs. 18% in the centre-west and northeast and 13% in 
the North (p < 0.01). There is an overlay of criteria. For example, 
those lecturers with more productivity scholarships, tend to 

A

B

FIGURE 1

Post-graduate deans evaluation (A) logistic regression on knowledge on alternatives to the current evaluation process and (B) correspondence 
analysis of perceptions on the current process. (Region: CW, Centre-west; N, North; NE, Northeast; S, South; SE, Southeast).
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publish more in higher impact journals, possibly with more 
financing and partnerships, and higher internationalization, 
amongst others. So, the same criteria are being measured 
numerous times in various dimensions under several 
different guises.

Comparing indicators used in CAPES and 
metrics from international databases

The evaluation of the indicators used in the evaluation form 
(Miranda and Almeida, 2004; Vogel and Kobashi, 2015; Nobre 
and Freitas, 2017; Patrus et  al., 2018) shows problems in the 
measurement scales and their precision. This becomes clear within 
and across evaluation areas (Figure  3) when we  examine the 
program score, % of international collaboration and publications 
impact factor (FWCI – Field Weighted Citation Index). As can 
be seen, a higher program score is not always associated with % 
international collaboration or publication impact. The evaluation 
areas also vary in absolute terms of these indicators, with, for 
example, area A (Figure  3A) reaching a % international 
collaboration of almost 50% for grade 7 courses. In comparison, 
in area E (Figure 3E) this value is not higher than 24%. Often, 
programs with a lower score show greater impact and a higher 
percentage of collaboration. The data here is from a single 
international platform, whilst other platforms like RedaLyC may 
capture additional information, especially in the SSH. The number 

of publications partly reflects the number of professors in the 
course, so it should be examined for this purpose.

This question is further complicated when looking at different 
databases to evaluate the quality of scientific papers (Figure 4). It 
is widely agreed that within the social sciences and humanities 
(SSH), databases such as Web of Science and Scopus do not 
adequately capture publications from non-English speaking 
countries (Mateo, 2015; Reale et al., 2018; Pajić et al., 2019). In the 
case of Brazil, a large percentage of papers are published in Scielo 
(Scientific Electronic Library Online) or Redalyc (Sistema de 
Información Científica Redalyc Red de Revistas Científicas) based 
journals, which do not facilitate citation impact data, and therefore 
often ignored in the CAPES evaluation. For example, <1.5% of 
journals where Brazilian authors publish are in all four databases.

A large proportion of Brazilian papers are published in a low 
percentage of journals on Web of Science and Scopus, with a high 
percentage of journals having a few papers each. Around 80% of 
the journals in Incites (Web of Science) and Scopus have <10 
papers from 2011 to 2020, whilst 70% of the journals in Scielo 
have over 100 papers in the same period. The journals with a 
higher proportion of Brazilian papers are generally Brazilian. In 
Scielo, there is a broader distribution of papers between journals, 
and Redalyc is between these two norms (Figure 4).

Post-graduate professors from different areas show 
publications in different fields of knowledge (Figure 5). Virtually 
all areas show publications on topics in areas other than the main 
post-graduate area. The most concentrated areas are the Medical 

FIGURE 2

Correspondence analysis of Deans’ perception of strategic planning in the evaluation model (Region: CW, Centre-west; N, North; NE, Northeast; 
S, South; SE, Southeast).
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Sciences and the Humanities. Even in these groups, there are 
interactions with other areas of knowledge.

whilst document production in the exact and life sciences 
productions are concentrated in scientific journals and congresses, 
Social Sciences and Humanities (SSH) tends to be  more 
diversified, with a high production of technical services. This 
implies that the super valuation of one type of production over the 
rest may be prejudicial to these knowledge areas. Life and Exact 
sciences produce relatively more in congresses and journals than 
SSH and [Literature, Letters and Arts (LLA); Figure 6].

Financing

Financing has an impact on evaluation. This is especially 
relevant when talking about impact and Open access directly 

affects this (McManus et  al., 2021), for example, the payment 
of APCs.

5, 6, or 7 (Score 1) depending on the age of the Program.
In 2020, around 50% of the projects had no scholarships or 

funding. The proportion of Brazilian post-graduate projects 
without funding or scholarship has increased in all areas of 
knowledge since 2010. Still, areas such as LLA, Applied Social and 
Humanities traditionally have little funding or scholarships 
(Figure 7).

The Program’s grade is significantly (p < 0.01) affected by the 
area of knowledge (biological areas tend to have a higher grade, 
with engineering and LLA lower grades), type of course [Master’s 
(lower)/PhD (higher)/Academic (higher)/Professional (lower)], 
program age (oldest – better grade) and HEI region (South and 
Southwest have higher grades and North lowest). Programs in the 
Centre-west and Northeast regions (Figure  8) take ~10 years 
longer to increase the probability by 20% of a 5, 6, or 7 rating. The 
Northern region is slower to improve its grades. These results may 
indicate less advanced science (for several reasons) or that 
centralised evaluation does not capture the specifics of programs 
in these regions.

The curve shown in Figure 8 provides important guidelines 
for evaluating policies from several viewpoints. More importantly, 
it shows that according to the current standards and evaluation 
criteria, trajectories towards excellence depend on the regional 
context. The trajectories also depend on areas and research fields. 
More detailed investigations are necessary to associate these 
trajectories with funding. However, the main lesson is that general 
policies to end courses and programs (for instance, finishing 

TABLE 3 Weights of the questions and items of the current (2021) 
evaluation form.

Axis Items Items % Total

Acad Prof Acad Prof

Program 

(33.3.%)

1.1 Articulation, 

adherence and 

actualization

39.22 39.22 13.07 13.07

1.2 Faculty 40.89 40.67 13.63 13.56

1.3 Strategic Planning 15.33 15.78 5.11 5.26

1.4 Auto-evaluation 13.44 13.22 4.48 4.41

100% 100%

Formation 

(33.3.%)

2.1 Thesis quality and 

adequacy

21.78 22.44 7.26 7.48

2.2 Quality of faculty 

and student 

production

26.44 25.67 8.81 8.56

2.3 Egress destination 14.11 16.67 4.70 5.56

2.4 Faculty Research 

and Intellectual 

Production

29.89 27.33 9.96 9.11

2.5 Involvement of 

faculty in student 

formation

16.67 16.78 5.56 5.59

100% 100%

Impact on 

society 

(33.3.%)

3.1 Innovative 

intellectual 

production

41.00 39.67 13.67 13.22

3.2 Economic, social 

and cultural 

production.

32.89 39.44 10.96 13.15

3.3 

Internationalization

35.00 29.78 11.67 9.93

100% 100%

100% 100%

Acad: Academic Master and PhD Programs; Prof: Professional Master and PhD 
Programs.

TABLE 4 Number of Indicators per evaluation item.

Program type

Academic Professional

1.1 Articulation, adherence 

and actualization

14 17

1.2 Faculty 25 30

1.3 Strategic planning 21 23

1.4 Auto-evaluation 26 27

2.1 Thesis quality and 

adequacy

20 22

2.2 Quality of faculty and 

student production

33 36

2.3 Egress destination 11 12

2.4 Faculty Research and 

Intellectual Production

44 52

2.5 Involvement of faculty in 

student formation

34 35

3.1 Innovative intellectual 

production

35 38

3.2 Economic, social and 

cultural production

26 24

3.3 Internationalization 12 13
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TABLE 5 Use of indicators in the different questions and evaluation items.

Program Training Impact

Articulation Faculty Planning Auto-
evaluation

Thesis 
quality

Quality 
student 

production

Egress Faculty 
research 
quality

Faculty 
involvement

Innovation Impact International

Faculty Productivity 

Scholarship

* * *

Adherence * * * *

Egress * * * * * * * * *

Class Time for Faculty * * *

Partnerships * * * * * *

Financing * * *

H factor, impact 

factor, Qualis

* * * * * *

Faculty qualification * * * *

Accreditation * * *

Young doctors * *

Curriculum change * *

Publications * * * * * * * *

Examining board * * *

Production 

distribution within 

faculty

* * * * * *

Undergraduate/

primary and 

secondary

* * *

Production with 

students

* * * *

Faculty tenure * *

Internationalisation * * *
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Master courses that kept grade 3 for three consecutive evaluation 
periods, or PhD programs that remained with grade 4 for four 
periods) should be implemented more carefully.

Discussion

General issues in the evaluation of the 
Brazilian Posgraduate system

The importance of the post-graduate evaluation system in 
Brazil includes the permanent search for raising quality standards, 
relevance and contributions to society. Thayer and Whelan (1987), 
the dilemma in carrying out the evaluation is, precisely, how to 
measure the quality of a program, a course or the HEI fairly 
without hampering the innovative initiatives of those evaluated. 
According to Gamboa and Chaves-Gamoa (2019), evaluations 

need to be made for qualitative forms, such as balance sheets and 
state-of-the-art epistemological analyses that use mixed methods 
and integrate the quantitative and qualitative dimensions 
of production.

CAPES (2001) noted that it is necessary to maintain a system 
that was capable of driving the evolution of the entire post-
graduate Program through goals and challenges that express 
advances in science and technology and the increase in national 
competence in this field. It also needed to have an evaluation of 
courses recognised and used by other national and international 
institutions, capable of supporting the national scientific and 
technological development process.

Evaluation is a powerful instrument of action in the national 
post-graduate system. It has guided HEIs in constructing program 
proposals and their post-graduate institutional policies. In the 
same way, it has stimulated a continuous process of improving the 
quality of the programs and supports the promotion of 

A B

C D

E F

FIGURE 3

Relation between the percentage international collaboration and Field Weighted Citation Impact (FWCI) by program score (ranging 3–7) in six 
CAPES evaluation areas (A–F) from different broad areas of knowledge (bubble size indicate the number of documents – SciVal 2011–2020).
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post-graduate studies. Throughout the expansion and 
consolidation of the national post-graduate system, the CAPES 
evaluation model adapted and showed sensitivity to changes in 
post-graduate studies’ relations with society and 
national development.

The perception that the evaluation in its current format needs 
adjustments and changes grew from the end of the last 4-year 
period of 2017. Since then, a meaningful discussion on the present 
and alternative model’s critical points has led to the need for a 
multidimensional evaluation with less bureaucracy and regulatory 
character. According to Patrus and Lima (2014) it is necessary to 
think of a post-graduate system that respects the diversity, regional 
and vocational, not only of the HEI, of the Program, but of the 
professors and students. This is in line with Ramalho and Madeira 
(2005) that the official model limits the evaluative activity and not 
structured from its reality and dynamics. The vocation and 
identity of programs and institutions, their diversity between 
different regions and even within the same region, the history and 
evolution of each and its institutional context are not considered. 
The authors ask:

"Official bodies and the "peers" that are involved in them are 
"at the service" of greater purposes and objectives, and not in 
the simple exercise of a power to judge more and less. What 
should one aim for? What is the objective of the evaluation? 
Evaluation is conceived as a support procedure, to promote 
growth, and not as a brake in the hands of a command."

"it was necessary to overcome the phantom of the 
classificatory-punitive evaluation. There was a real risk of 

taking the evaluation, resulting only in a ranking that will 
attest to a "market" the qualities of the evaluated product. 
There, the punitive effect is immediate, within the official 
bodies and, worse, in the institutions themselves, due to the 
image of the course or Program, both in the academic 
community and society.

Indeed, this punitive effect of the evaluation was remarkable 
for the vast majority of programs, consolidated or not. For the 
North and Northeast regions, the homogenising model, 
unknown in its philosophy, principles and methodology, 
ended up discrediting the vast majority of programs that failed 
to meet the requirements that the model imposed."

Changes in the evaluation should include adapting the model 
to the new CAPES policies (considering the diversity of the 
knowledge society and its demands); Focusing on results, and 
Sensitivity to differences in institutional purposes. The idea 
underlying the multidimensional model is that each institution 
can emphasise one or more dimensions in exercising its activities. 
In itself, an institution should be concerned with good results in 
all five dimensions, but each Program or course can focus on 
those it thinks best. An exception can be  made to the 
“internationalisation” dimension that runs through all axes. The 
breakdown of dimensions, however, highlights institutional 
options in terms of the result(s) that define their identity and the 
results they intend to deliver to society. Gamboa and Chaves-
Gamoa (2019) state that there is a need to consider evaluations 
that meet epistemological and pedagogical criteria for 
professional training and consider the conditions of regional 

FIGURE 4

Percentage of Journals by number of papers published Brazilian researchers depending on the database used (2011–2020).
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diversity and the needs of the country’s scientific and 
technological development.

The idea underlying the multidimensional model is that, in 
the exercise of its activities, each institution/program can 
emphasise one or more dimensions, in addition to the training 
that would be mandatory for all (Figure 9). In itself, an institution 
should be concerned with good results in all five dimensions, but 
each Program can focus on those that it deems best and, therefore, 
be evaluated only in these dimensions. An exception can be made 
to the “internationalisation” dimension that runs through all axes, 
but there is a need for further discussion and clarification. The 
breakdown of dimensions, however, highlights institutional 
options in terms of the result(s) that define their identity and the 
results they intend to deliver to society. At present all programs are 
evaluated in all dimensions.

Thus, a program can choose the contribution to regional 
development as defining its identity and mission. Training, the 
nature of the research carried out, interaction with the 
environment and transfer of knowledge, and even 
internationalisation should be articulated with this institutional 
purpose. The evaluation should be able to measure the quality of 
the work carried out through indicators adapted to this task. Each 
dimension can be seen in itself and in terms of the larger purpose 
or mission it serves. In this sense, it is necessary to define the 
meaning of each dimension clearly.

Maccari et  al. (2014) already pointed to the need for an 
evaluation system that took into account the reality of the Program 
and the important elements for its continuous improvement, 
“among them: mission and vision; strategic plan; faculty; program 
structure; student body; results that encompass scientific-
technological production, graduates and social insertion.” Changes 
in the evaluation system are in line with the concept of the 
Assessing State that oversees the system, which stimulates 
autonomy rather than controlling it, focusing only on the 
evaluation products (Barreyro, 2004). There is also a tendency of 
countries to adopt and/or increasingly improve control and 
evaluation mechanisms with unequivocal criteria and objectives, 
previously defined, to allow a better distribution of resources in 
areas that the State wants to develop (Afonso, 2000). In Brazil, all 
programs in a certain area of knowledge are evaluated equally 
without taking into account their specificities or their 
strategic planning.

Yang (2016) saw that setting too rigid targets can skew or 
hinder research. This author recognised that emphasising 
publication numbers pressures researchers to write many 
incremental papers rather than a few good ones. Merit-based 
academic evaluations — that account for international recognition, 
representative works and impacts on the field — can avoid this. 
Long-term development, which may be  slow but steady, must 
be distinguished from short-term gains that lack sustainability.

According to Barata (2019), the multidimensional approach 
would accommodate the diversity of vocations and program 
objectives. According to the author, the training, self-evaluation, 
and economic and social impact must be  explicit in the 
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FIGURE 5

Research Topics (SciVal 2011–2020) of the professors of the 
programs in the different areas of post-graduate studies in Brazil 
(first column) and the topics of researchers from Brazil (second 
column) in the different areas of knowledge. aAreas of knowledge 
where the professors of the Postgraduate Programs of the Major 
areas indicated publish their papers. bPublications from Brazil in 
Journals classified in the indicated area of knowledge (FORD-
Fields of Research and Development Classification – Frascati 
Manual of the OECD).
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multidimensional evaluation. In terms of training, there is a need 
to understand the importance of communication and public 
engagement in research and collaboration beyond academia (with 

companies, industry, government and policymakers/
Non-Government Organizations). Also, digital tools and open 
research practises should be considered in constructing training 

FIGURE 6

Overall Production per lecturer in post-graduate courses in Brazil by area of knowledge (Sucupira 2013–2016).
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FIGURE 7

Financing of post-graduate projects in 2020 (A) area of knowledge, (B) decade of start of project, (C) region and (D) % change since 2010.
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policies. Therefore, the development of Soft skills must be on the 
horizon of the post-graduate student.

Any change in the evaluation model requires timetable 
definition; Preparation of a term of reference for strategic planning 
and self-evaluation of HEIs; Definition of dimensions and 
indicators. The training dimension would be  mandatory, but 
programs could choose between one and four other dimensions 
aligned with their strategic planning and self-evaluation.

As pointed out by the OCDE (2018, 2021), the system needs 
changes that involve: (1) Adjustments in the weighting of 
evaluation criteria, focusing more on relevance, training and 
continuous improvement; (2) Bringing new perspectives to the 
evaluation, which involve expertise in the areas, outside the 
academy, therefore with an external view; (3) Maintain program-
level accreditation over the medium term, but consider the long-
term desirability of transitioning to institutional self-accreditation 
for established institutions and programs, thereby increasing 
autonomy; (4) Clarify the evaluation objectives with rebalancing 
and focus of the criteria including a greater emphasis on results; 
(5) Ensuring that the international relevance of programs truly has 
an international perspective; and (6) Conduct evaluations of 
aspects of graduate studies as inputs for future policies.

The evaluation of postgraduate studies must be based on the 
results it produces – graduates (concerning training), the quality 
of research (about the advancement of science) and the 
contribution to the society (for contribution to social, cultural, 
environmental and economic development). However, ~60% of 

the evaluation is process-related and not to the result of the post-
graduate course, always overvaluing scientific articles. There is a 
lot of repetition of indicators of the evaluation items in different 
questions. For example, the impact of publications is repeated as 
an indicator when measuring faculty, quality of intellectual 
production by students and graduates, research, and implications 
for society. Items on the scorecard can be ambiguous concerning 
expectations regarding what should be assessed. In the course 
proposal, for example, there is confusion about the importance of 
developing knowledge in the area, the regional relevance, and the 
graduate profile for the market.

On the other hand, there are problems in assuming specific 
qualitative indicators as representative of the performance of the 
professors and students of a course or Program. It is the case that 
the “best article” is taken as an indicator of the general quality of 
the course. In addition, one must recognise how challenging it is 
to meet the device of evaluating 10 theses and five dissertations 
indicated by the Program. This proposal, moreover, can benefit 
larger courses. The placement of graduates on the market and the 
importance of the programs’ social impact remain on the 
evaluation process’s side-lines.

The impact on society as presently described in the evaluation 
forms does not separate actions such as the impact on the 
economy from those with a social, cultural or research impact. 
This discourages purpose differentiation, confuses the nature of 
productivity, and compromises the actual evaluation execution. 
According to Reale et al. (2018), the impact is often understood as 

FIGURE 8

Logistic regression for probability of a postgraduate program receiving grades 5, 6 or 7 (Score 1) depending on the age of the Program.
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a change that research outcomes produce upon academic 
activities, the economy, and society. Social Sciences and 
Humanities (SSH) because of their organisational and epistemic 
characteristics and the type of outcomes that differentiate them 
from the Science, Technology, Engineering, and Mathematics 
(STEM) disciplines (Bastow et al., 2014). This was also seen in 
McManus and Baeta Neves (2021). Reale et al. (2018) also noted 
that in both the political and social impact of SSH research and, 
to some extent, scientific impact, there was an increasing trend 
towards responding to the demand to create new opportunities for 
participation and public engagement of researchers 
and stakeholders.

Aiello et  al. (2021) identified strategies contributing to 
achieving the social impact of research projects. These included a 
clear focus on social impact and the definition of an active strategy 
for achieving it; a meaningful involvement of stakeholders and 
end-users throughout the project lifespan, including local 
organisations, underprivileged end-users, and policy-makers who 
not only are recipients of knowledge generated by the research 
projects but participate in the co-creation of knowledge; 
coordination between projects’ and stakeholders’ activities; and 
dissemination activities that show valuable evidence and are 
oriented towards creating space for public deliberation with a 
diverse public.

An increase in the impact and relevance of the results for 
society has not been the target of the evaluation to date (Tourinho 
and Bastos, 2010). These authors warn that the focus on formalities 
can negatively affect the ability to respond to the demands placed 
on the system. Ramalho and Madeira (2005) note that the nature 
of the educational process and the specificity of the academic 
process of post-graduate training requires the integration of a 
theoretically conceived, methodologically oriented and technically 

applied evaluation. It would be a perverse effect of the current 
evaluation system – and the challenge is to get rid of it – if courses 
and programs renounce their academic autonomy to simply adapt 
to an external evaluation scheme, without constant self-evaluation 
of their performance and without institutional evaluation. Afonso 
(2000) and Kai (2009) state that evaluation is related to the 
effectiveness of HEIs in achieving their proposed objectives. This 
is particularly important at a time marked by the need to monitor 
educational levels and maintain and create high standards of 
scientific and technological innovation to face 
global competitiveness.

The indicators for evaluating scientific and technological 
research differ from those for evaluating applied research in 
economic or regional interest situations. According to Barata 
(2019), combining metrics that assess different aspects of impact 
is ideal. The indicators must also consider the peculiarities of each 
area of knowledge. For example, we know that basic research is 
high risk and you often learn by “non-result.” Even so, we require 
publications in high-impact journals. The difficulty of publishing 
these results or those that do not agree with current scientific 
thinking (Wager and Williams, 2013; Matosin et  al., 2014; de 
Bruin et al., 2015) can lead to a “publication bias.” With other 
dimensions to explore, publishing pressure can ease. Several 
authors (Ramalho and Madeira, 2005; Patrus et al., 2018) point 
out the importance of graduate studies in regional and professional 
development and the need for HEIs to build their profiles. Several 
countries have changed their post-graduate programs (Kot and 
Hendel, 2012; Zusman, 2017), by offering professional PhD 
degree. In general, it has been recognised that the alumni of post-
graduate programs, especially the PhDs, need skills beyond 
researching and teaching entrepreneurship training. This change 
in training requires that the scientific community and evaluation 
model discuss and propose another set of more 
appropriate indicators.

The following prerequisites should be  considered in the 
construction of indicators: Simplification; Focus on desired 
results; Ease of collecting information; Clear rules; Reduction of 
unintended consequences; Measuring the Program’s quality and 
not of individual teachers (product must be  the result of the 
Program); Respect for the specifics of the areas of knowledge and 
evaluation; Sensitivity to priorities in different country regions 
(intra and inter-regional asymmetries) and different areas of 
knowledge; Avoid collinearity between indicators and axes (each 
axis is independent of the other); The indicators must 
be  “normalised” by the number of teachers/students in the 
program/area of knowledge/region and according to the 
indicator’s behaviour; Improvement of the information collection 
process for the evaluation in coordination with the federal 
agencies like National Council for Scientific and Technological 
Development (CNPq) as well as it is fundamental that information 
already compiled in validated systems like Curriculum Lattes from 
CNPq, and some demonstrating the growing of income and others 
should be automated by the Sucupira Platform.

FIGURE 9

Dimensions proposed for the multidimensional analysis of 
graduate studies The evaluation would be in accordance with its 
strategic planning. Dimensions would receive independent 
grades that would NOT be merged into a single grade.
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Any model must be tested before being applied in practise 
and, even so, an effort to demonstrate equivalences between areas. 
The focus of the evaluation must be centred on the quality of 
graduates and products, that is, on the results and not on the 
training process (Alla, 2017). Strategic planning and self-
evaluation are the best courses to establish a multidimensional 
evaluation in this context.

It is also important to note that applying the new evaluation 
model, in the form originally proposed, has clear implications for 
the definition and regulation of graduate studies, especially about 
the registration of diplomas and the financing model. It also 
questions the attribution of grades, instead of concepts (eg in 
implementation, consolidated nationally/internationally), 
including problems in the measurement scales and their precision. 
The assumption that those evaluated have similar constitutions 
and purposes and, therefore, are judged indistinctly under the 
same indicators, and metrics no longer makes sense. The result 
can overwhelm new, small and consolidating appraisees with 
standards above their purposes and restrict the improvement of 
traditional, large and consolidated appraisees. This indicates that 
there should be a new orientation for the APCNs.

It makes the distinction between academic post-graduate and 
professional post-graduate studies unnecessary, as the same PPG 
is fully capable of training a researcher, a professor or a technician. 
There will be a need for greater coordination with the CNPq to 
implement changes in Lattes to facilitate the collection and 
analysis of information.

Suppose we want to evolve even more in terms of evaluation. 
In that case, it would be essential to uncouple evaluation from 
financing and rethink the attribution of grades because it is often 
impossible to compare. A good strategy could be to classify the 
programs as consolidated with global impact, regional impact, 
consolidation, and new. The evaluation with a qualitative emphasis 
is based on the reputation of the entity being evaluated and is a 
more flexible approach than the quantitative one. This modality 
uses subjective analysis and assumes that the evaluated entity has 
the required quality or excellence. This requires that the analysis 
is based on reliable instruments to avoid the trap of presumed 
superiority, which requires a constant improvement of the 
evaluation instrument by the evaluator and the evaluated (Morgan 
et al., 1981).

Barata (2019) illustrates how evaluation leads to the artificial 
multiplication of programs in the same institution, denoting a 
great fragmentation of academic groups that weakens and 
compromises training and scientific production in the direction 
of extreme specialisation. These authors also note the difficulty in 
adjusting the criteria to the varied contexts of supply; the 
predominant focus on scientific production to the detriment of 
training aspects; the increasingly uncritical use of quantitative 
indicators; the tendency to evaluate the performance of the 
programs through the individual performance of the professors 
instead of taking the Program itself as a unit of analysis; the 
inflexibility of programs that are guided more by attaining specific 
criteria than by the permanent search for quality.

The treatment given in the PNPG report of “question 3: 
Impact on Society” is considered inadequate. The commentary 
reinforces a key element of the reference model: the possibility of 
indicating by the Program or course its true vocation and mission, 
and suggests the need to treat each dimension or sub-dimension 
with due attention to its specificities. The creation of social impact 
indicators for programs has been indicated for a long time 
(Fischer, 2005; Sá Barreto, 2006). The Sustainable Development 
Goals of the United Nations can be used as a basis for building 
impact for each graduate course to facilitate comparison.

Planning and self-evaluation will not have the desired effects 
without full conditions for carrying out the proposed activities. As 
such, funding needs to be  rethought to ensure the 
institutionalisation of graduate studies. Yang (2016) found that in 
China the National Natural Science Foundation of China invests 
70% of its funding in blue-skies research, 10% in supporting talent 
and 20% in major research projects for scientific challenges and 
new research facilities. In Brazil, most financing is based on 
scholarships which are distributed between programs mostly 
based on the score obtained in the 4-year evaluation.

Pedersen et al. (2020) indicate that there is considerable room 
for researchers, universities, and funding agencies to establish 
impact evaluation tools directed towards specific missions whilst 
avoiding catch-all indicators and universal metrics. This is in line 
with Tahamtan and Bornmann (2019) who state that citation 
counts fail to capture how research can affect policy, practise, and 
the public, with the real impact of SS, H and LLA frequently being 
overlooked. Even within areas of knowledge, no consensus exists 
(Belfiore and Bennett, 2009). SSH accounts for more than 50% of 
Brazilian post-graduate courses’ technical and artistic output.

Recommendations for changes in 
evaluation

In addition to the operationalisation issues and tasks 
mentioned and analysed above, the WG identified impacts of the 
change in the evaluation that need attention.

Course × program, master’s and doctorate
Changes in the evaluation model imply changes in the 

definition of a graduate program. The new evaluation makes the 
distinction between academic and professional graduate degrees 
superfluous to the system as a whole. Pinto (2020) also warns that 
we should think from the simple perspective of having, over time, 
only one Program, with the current two being merged (the 
“academic” and the “professional”). The distinctions will be given 
by the focus of the course or Program. The multidimensional 
evaluation model would also allow a resumption of the original 
vision of the Master’s degree as a different level from the Doctorate 
and, thus, to think that different priorities for performance can 
be defined. The content of the “Program” is materialised in the 
definitions by the course of mission, goals, focus, expected results 
and procedures for its evaluation. In this way, the descriptions of 
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the “Program” are also at the base of a model that values   multiple 
final dimensions and implies recognising the possibility of 
institution-building and adopting its visions for the Master’s and 
Doctorate as possible distinct “Programs”.

Balbachevsky (2005) notes that the requirement to take a 
master’s degree before completing a doctorate compromises the 
system’s efficiency at several levels (longer training time, more 
cost, less helpful life as a producer of knowledge and training new 
researchers), raising questions of the usefulness of the Master’s for 
academia, indicating that the masters must respond to the 
demands of the non-academic job market, such as the professional 
Master was first designed in Brazil but have lost his objective due 
to the lack of flexibility of the CAPES evaluation.

A Master’s degree is no longer sufficient for entering a 
university teaching career. In addition, the arguments in defence 
of a master’s degree as a preparation for a doctorate are limited to 
deficiencies in training received during undergraduate. Upon 
graduation, students would not yet be prepared for the Doctorate, 
and the Master’s degree would serve to complete the graduate’s 
training. In this context, an update by the CNE (National 
Education Council) of the concepts and guidelines in opinion 
977/65 referring to the post-graduate model and the characteristics 
of the Master’s and Doctorate is essential.

Training
The understandings in this document raise essential questions 

regarding CAPES’ possible redesign of the promotion of graduate 
studies. Indeed, overcoming the distinction between academic 
master’s and professional master’s degrees, which, with few 
exceptions, is not supported with scholarships and funding, leads 
to a fundamental question about how the promotion of the 
Master’s degree will be  based on the expansion of potentially 
benefited courses. Likewise, if the new evaluation does not end 
with the attribution of a single final grade for each Program, how 
will the distinction be  made between the Programs to define 
financing? Demanda Social and PROEX need to be redesigned 
without a single final grade. Such as the policy of scholarship by 
quotas and, consequently, PROAP/PROSUP/PROSUC and the 
initial support modalities for the courses in different types of 
institutions (public, private, philanthropical, etc.).

The issue of funding is particularly sensitive in the case of 
Brazil, since stricto sensu graduate studies are still very dependent 
on resources transferred by funding agencies, either as a grant or 
as funding. It is legitimate to assume that the HEIs expect more 
clarification on the financing after adopting the new model. The 
logic is to offer predictable conditions to HEIs that maintain 
graduate programs so they can continue with expressive 
percentages of students in a dedication regime compatible with 
the requirements of Masters and doctoral courses (Cury, 2005). 
Moreover, it is not possible to avoid considering the strong social 
and economic inequalities in Brazil that reflects in the 
postgraduate programs. Although there have been many policies 
regarding affirmative actions in Brazil for undergraduate courses 
and a few localised efforts from some HEIs for postgraduates, 

CAPES did not advance these discussions nor proposed specific 
financial support to correct these issues. The social and economic 
problems are also related to ethnic and racial issues that deserve 
attention, so that inclusive policies should be better discussed on 
several grounds and at a national scale (Artes et al., 2016).

CAPES does not have complete information on the number 
of grants programs from other agencies or the institution itself. In 
this way, with the new multidimensional model, a suggestion 
would be to allow HEIs to determine the rules for the distribution 
of scholarships in line with institutional strategic planning. This 
would strengthen institutional autonomy for allocating grants and 
funds for the programs. The development plan must also be used 
at the end of the 4-year evaluation for institutional self-evaluation 
and 4-year evaluation. The achievement of previously informed 
goals used to receive grade changes, thus linking funding to 
results. To receive CAPES funding, institutions should consider a 
post-graduate support program with institutional resources in the 
form of a counterpart. In a recent normative (7/10/22) Capes2 
informed that even name changes in post-graduate programs 
require the permission of the agency, further eroding 
HEI autonomy.

Thus, in practise, the debate on the peculiarities of post-
graduate training and research in different areas and the 
distinction between master’s and doctoral degrees gave way to the 
formal debate on teaching careers. Career entry has changed in 
public universities that now require a doctorate and research 
experience. The implications of this new situation for the 
understanding of the Master’s degree, however, are not yet felt. 
This departure from a more substantive reflection on the post-
graduate model, the peculiarities of the areas as to the relationship 
between research and training and, finally, the purpose and 
product of post-graduate courses, is mixed with the evolution of 
the evaluation process (van der Laan and Ostini, 2018). Therefore, 
it should be seen for its contribution to the training of professionals 
for diverse and constantly changing work situations and 
incorporate the concern with skills linked to management and 
entrepreneurship (Alves et  al., 2003; Abramowicz et  al., 2009; 
Caetano Silva and Patta Bardagi, 2016). Thus, it can no longer be a 
priority of the promotion either.

To reduce the bureaucracy of the system, the program 
financing, approved by the HEI commission created for this 
purpose and in line with its strategic and course/program 
planning, could be managed by the Program Coordinator via 
bank card (with fundamental changes to current bank rules) or 
through the institutional support foundation or other means that 
facilitate management. It is also essential to separate the 
scholarship time from the post-graduate time. There are areas 
where the course duration can be longer than 4 years to ensure 
adequate research development.

2 http://cad.capes.gov.br/ato-administrativo-detalhar?idAtoAdmElastic

=9882#anchor
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Regulation
The national validity of master’s and doctoral degrees is 

currently conditional on obtaining a grade of three or higher in 
the 4-year evaluation. Suppose the new evaluation model does not 
result in a single reference grade of overall quality, it will 
be necessary to indicate other conditions to validate the Program. 
This is a clear consequence for the legislation and regulation of 
graduate studies. Others can be identified so that it is necessary on 
the part of the CNE to carefully examine the implications of the 
new evaluation model for the regulation of post-graduate studies.

The evaluation of APCNs
Adopting the multidimensional evaluation model will also 

impact the initial evaluation of courses, the so-called APCNs. The 
area documents that guide the preparation of APCNs must 
be adjusted to the new model. This means, for example, that the 
“rules” and “requirements” should be more flexible, which cannot 
be  interpreted as more accessible but should be  open to 
innovative initiatives.

Thayer and Whelan (1987) consider that the evaluation with 
a quantitative emphasis incorporates, by concept, a massification 
bias. However, it has the advantage of being economical and 
obtaining consistent results. This bias is based on the assumption 
that those evaluated have similar constitutions and purposes and, 
thus, are judged indistinctly under the same indicators and 
metrics. These observations are valid for the average pattern of 
area documents. According to Maccari et al. (2014), the result can 
cause overload, with standards above their purposes, new, small 
and consolidated evaluated ones, and restrict the improvement of 
traditional, large and consolidated programs. This indicates that 
there should be a new orientation for the APCNs.

Accelerating universities’ responses in times of new societal 
needs and scientific discoveries is essential. Excessive regulation 
of Program creation can make innovative courses, with 
international partnerships and Masters and doctoral projects with 
pre-stipulated duration, unfeasible. On the other hand, with 
changes in evaluation, an expectation of HEIs in automatic 
support for new courses immediately after their initial approval 
may not be  automatically satisfied. For HEIs, CAPES must 
indicate the conditions for creating new courses.

Lattes changes and information collection
The Sucupira platform uses the collection of the Lattes 

curriculum for most of its completion. One cannot deny the 
importance of Lattes as fundamental for the success of CAPES’ 
evaluation. However, expanding the promotion to update the 
platform and encompass strategies of international scope is urgent.

Whilst the issues of publications in scientific journals and 
books are resolved in Lattes, technical works remain problematic 
(McManus and Baeta Neves, 2021). These authors suggest impact 
as public or private, academic or non-academic. Lattes should 
facilitate this collection, classifying the level of insertion (Local, 
regional, national, international), for whom (public or private 
sector) and the use or not of post-graduate resources in carrying 

out the work (laboratory equipment, periodicals from Capes, etc.). 
Some researchers register individual or group reviews for funding 
agencies, journals, etc. in this curriculum sector as technical 
production. This makes it difficult to assess the actual impact on 
society. It is necessary to stipulate for whom it was prepared and 
if it received funding. Collaboration with ORCID and Publons can 
help in this regard.

Gibbons et al. (1996) point out that the production of new 
knowledge includes not only the traditional players of science but 
requires new strategies for its evaluation. According to 
Schwartzman (2005), changes of this type can be traumatic and 
create a series of problems. Still, at the same time, it makes 
research more dynamic and relevant and better able to obtain the 
resources and support it needs to continue. This is provided that 
new policies are implemented, whether for planning, resource 
allocation or evaluation, which consider the importance of 
knowledge production in the context of applications, and not only 
from an academic point of view.

It is evident in the documents produced that the need for 
communication and discussion between the actors (Board of 
Capes, CTC, FOPROPP and coordinators) to legitimise the 
evaluation process (Ramalho and Madeira, 2005). Stecher and 
Davis (1987) and Kai (2009) state that the evaluation process is a 
complex task and involves negotiation between actors (Nobre and 
Freitas, 2017). It happens that, many times, those involved in the 
evaluation do not share the same ideas and attitudes and do not 
have the same information about the topics discussed. According 
to Maccari et  al. (2014) this disparity in understanding often 
culminates in a discrepancy in the attribution of values and 
weights to the assessed items and items. Schwartzman (1990) and 
Durham (1992, 2006) show the need to create a transparent 
evaluation process that uses legitimate criteria, which aim to 
identify problems arising from the evaluation and envision 
opportunities for improvement.

Conclusion

This study aims to contribute to the discussion about Brazilian 
graduate studies, its impact and evaluation, to help the Deans of 
Research Postgraduate Studies at higher education institutions 
debate changes and improvement in CAPES’ evaluation. We tried 
to discuss the changes themselves, the reasons for such a change, 
and possible impacts on other graduate studies such as funding, 
legislation, and criteria for creating new post-graduating programs. 
The current evaluation model run by CAPES was essential for 
reaching a certain level of quality. Still, it needs improvements to 
guide the post-graduate system to a new level of excellence.
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