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				Abstract

				The primary policy instrument used by Brazil’s Ministry of Tourism (MTur) is the intergovernmental transfer of funds through agreements and similar mechanisms. These agreements are established with various entities, most notably municipal governments. Between 2003 and 2024, MTur allocated 39.2% (R$22.9 billion) of its budget to municipal agreements. Despite the significance of this policy, there is a lack of comprehensive national studies with broad temporal coverage that provide a holistic view and support critical evaluations of its outcomes and impacts. This study aims to analyze the distribution of MTur funds to Brazilian municipalities through agreements and related instruments. Specifically, it explores the dynamics of these intergovernmental transfers by examining (i) their evolution over time, (ii) their geographic distribution, and (iii) their association with the MTur’s municipal classification. The literature indicates that the allocation criteria for transfers from MTur to Brazilian municipalities through intergovernmental agreements are opaque and tend to fund actions with limited potential to influence tourism development. The results of this study allow this policy to be characterized as costly and overly broad. Taken together, these findings suggest that while a relatively large volume of resources is made available to municipalities, they do not appear to be used efficiently.

				Keywords: Brazil’s Ministry of Tourism; Intergovernmental transfers; Public policies; Parliamentary amendments; Agreements.

				Introduction

				The Brazilian Ministry of Tourism (MTur) adopts various policies to achieve its objectives. The main instrument used by the MTur is intergovernmental transfers of resources through agreements and similar instruments, accounting for 57.6% of the amount committed by the MTur throughout its history, from its creation in 2003 until the end of 2024. The MTur is the fifth ministry that utilizes this type of instrument the most, despite having, historically, one of the smallest budgets of all ministries (Todesco & Silva, 2021) . The agreements are signed with various types of entities, among which municipal governments stand out, which 
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				received R$22.9 billion3 (Office of the Comptroller General of the Union, 2025), an amount that represents 67.9% of the total resources allocated to agreements and 39.2% of the budget allocated by the MTur. During this period, approximate-ly 86% of municipalities signed agreements with this ministry. Thus, the Ministry of Tourism’s agreements with municipalities constitute a central channel for im-plementing Brazil’s national tourism policy.

				However, despite the enormous importance of the MTur’s agreements with municipalities, there are few studies on the subject. The dimensions, evolution, objectives, and recipients of these transfers are poorly understood. The few avail-able studies address specific states or tourist regions (Amaral et al., 2023; Lima & Costa, 2020; Miranda Júnior & Silva, 2022; Silva et al., 2021; Silva & Fonseca, 2017, 2021). There is a lack of synthetic studies with national scope and broad temporal coverage that allow for a comprehensive overview, supporting critical assessments of results and impacts.

				The objective of this study is to characterize the distribution of resources from the MTur to Brazilian municipalities through agreements and similar in-struments. Specifically, this analysis aims to provide insights into the dynamics of these intergovernmental transfers (i) over time, (ii) geographically, and (iii) in connection with the categorization of municipalities carried out by the MTur. This will be done through a descriptive analysis of official data provided by the Federal Government. The research systematizes a large volume of data, present-ing statistics and analyses that contribute to a more comprehensive understand-ing of the MTur’s policies and practices, as well as their evolution over time. The results are essential for evaluating, critiquing, and improving the MTur’s actions. This work provides support for the planning of public tourism policies that pro-mote sustainable development, the reduction of regional inequalities, and the efficiency of public spending. Furthermore, the description of the agreements also allows for the establishment of a reference case for comparative analyses of national tourism policies across different countries. In this sense, it is worth highlighting that the policy of transferring funds from the MTur to municipalities through agreements is relatively uncommon in other countries, so that the pres-ent study constitutes the description of a special case at an international level.

				Literature review

				In Brazil, the Ministry of Tourism is the main federal government agency lead-ing and coordinating tourism policy. Lemos (2013) highlights the central role of the Ministry of Tourism in the development of tourism in Brazil, as the main pro-vider of public policies in the area, working on several fronts, including the “es-tablishment of the National Tourism Policy and the planning, promotion, regula-tion, coordination, and monitoring of tourism activities” (Lemos, 2013, p. 1403) . Vieira et al. (2018, p. 900) emphasize that the Ministry of Tourism “has a broad focus of action, and its investments include, among others, the implementation of 

				
					
						3.	All monetary values presented in this work were adjusted for inflation, based on price variations captured by the IBGE’s Broad Consumer Price Index (IPCA). December 2024 was adopted as the final reference month for this procedure.
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				general and tourism infrastructure, workforce training, and tourism promotion and marketing.”

				States and municipalities, despite having autonomy to operate in the sector, depend on financial resources provided by the MTur (Lemos, 2013; Todesco & Adelino, 2021) . Agreements and similar instruments are mechanisms through which the MTur operationalizes intergovernmental transfers to other subnation-al entities (Miranda Júnior & Silva, 2022; Silva et al., 2021) . The resources made available are used to carry out actions specified in an agreement between these entities and the MTur. These transfers came under scrutiny in the 2010s due to corruption scandals and inspections by the Federal Court of Auditors, which re-quired that technical criteria be considered when transferring MTur resources to municipalities (Miranda Júnior & Silva, 2022; Yamamoto et al., 2022) .

				However, several authors point out that investments financed by the MTur through agreements are not producing the desired effects (Amaral et al., 2023; Fonseca et al., 2022; Lemos, 2013; Lima & Costa, 2020; Miranda Júnior & Silva, 2022; Silva & Fonseca, 2017, 2021, 2023). Among the arguments presented in this direction, the following stand out:

				Among local tourism managers, there is the impression that political in-fluence and the support of deputies and senators are more important in enabling the receipt of resources from the MTur than any other aspect (Lima & Costa, 2020; Silva & Fonseca, 2017, 2023; Yamamoto et al., 2022);

				The application of technical criteria in the distribution of resources be-tween municipalities and in the definition of the actions to be undertaken is not perceived (Amaral et al., 2023; Miranda Júnior & Silva, 2022; Silva et al., 2021; Silva & Fonseca, 2017, 2021, 2023);

				The transfers that the MTur makes to municipalities are mostly applied to infrastructure, urbanization, public squares, and events, as they generate greater visibility for local politicians and congressmen. At the same time, a relevant part of these transfers is composed of actions with little poten-tial to leverage tourism development (Amaral et al., 2023; Lemos, 2013; Lima & Costa, 2020; Miranda Júnior & Silva, 2022; Silva et al., 2021; Silva & Fonseca, 2017, 2021, 2023; Todesco & Adelino, 2021; Todesco & Silva, 2021; Yamamoto et al., 2022);

				Tourism planning and management actions are rare (Amaral et al., 2023; Lima & Costa, 2020; Silva et al., 2021; Silva & Fonseca, 2021);

				It is common for there to be an excessive and unjustified concentration of resources distributed to certain regions or municipalities (Amaral et al., 2023; Lima & Costa, 2020; Silva et al., 2021; Silva & Fonseca, 2017);

				Some municipalities where tourism is significant do not receive invest-ment. At the same time, some municipalities outside tourist regions—whose creation is encouraged by the MTur—also receive resources (Am-aral et al., 2023; Lima & Costa, 2020; Silva et al., 2021; Silva & Fonseca, 2017, 2021)4;

				
					
						4.	It should be noted that the MTUR establishes that municipalities not included in the Brazilian Tourism Map can receive up to 10% of the annual budget limit for actions aimed at tourism.
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				There is a lack of local technical capacity to develop projects and propos-als for agreements (Fonseca et al., 2022; Lima & Costa, 2020; Miranda Júnior & Silva, 2022; Silva & Fonseca, 2017);

				There is no impact assessment of the investments made (Amaral et al., 2023).

				One explanation for this situation may be the large share of parliamentary amendments in the MTur budget, in addition to the high decision-making power of parliamentarians regarding the location and purpose of MTur investments in municipalities (Amaral et al., 2023; Lemos, 2013; Lima & Costa, 2020; Silva & Fonseca, 2017, 2021, 2023; Todesco & Silva, 2021; Yamamoto et al., 2022). For Lemos (2013, p. 1425) , “the participation of the National Congress, through the creation of parliamentary amendments, also appears to distort the planning and public financing process of the sector”. A significant portion of the MTur’s budget comes from parliamentary amendments, as members of Congress direct resourc-es to municipalities of interest through the MTur, even if such actions are not designed to effectively promote tourism development (Lemos, 2013). Between 2004 and 2016, amendments represented, on average, 46% of the resourc-es available to the MTur; in 2010, the MTur received the most parliamentary amendments (Silva & Fonseca, 2023) . Between 2012 and 2023, approximately 41.4% of the total amount distributed through this type of instrument was tied to parliamentary amendments (Ministério da Gestão e da Inovação em Serviços Públicos, 2024) . The weight of the amendments is so great on its performance that some authors question whether the MTur would still be in operation if it were not a privileged channel for the processing of parliamentary amendments (Silva & Fonseca, 2023; Todesco & Silva, 2021) .

				Parliamentary interest in associating its amendments with the MTur is based on the ease with which various interventions can be justified under the argu-ment that they contribute to tourism development. Yamamoto et al. (2022) un-derstand that the uses of MTur resources transferred to municipalities “are di-verse in nature and not directly related to tourism activity in the municipalities and tourist regions” (p. 384). Silva and Fonseca (2023) point to the “complex” na-ture, “cross-cutting nature,” and “versatility” (pp. 267–280) of the tourism sector as reasons for this practice, given the numerous factors that make up the tourism offering and influence the attractiveness of tourist destinations. At the same time, even if the municipalities receiving MTur investments have reduced tourism po-tential or the financed actions have little capacity to influence the development of the activity, these interventions benefit other sectors of society, which favors obtaining political support and generating votes. Tourist destinations can benefit from investments in infrastructure, transportation, sanitation, urbanization, and landscaping, but these generally consist of “specific infrastructure projects … dis-connected from regional or local tourism policies” (Silva & Fonseca, 2023, p. 267) . According to Silva and Fonseca (2023), in many cases, there are more urgent or necessary issues to promote tourism development, “central issues arising from the practice of the activity, infrastructure for existing attractions, management actions, market regulation, improvement of local potential” (p. 268) . On the oth-er hand, Vieira et al. (2018) suggest that the MTur is justified in making infra-structure investments, especially in smaller municipalities or those at an earlier stage of development, and that infrastructure is a known deficiency in Brazilian 
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				municipalities. These authors note that investments should be planned accord-ing to the destination’s stage of development, in a process led by its management organizations. However, the most critical works indicate that this does not occur.

				The agreements and transfer contracts that the MTur signs with Brazilian municipalities are instruments through which the amounts associated with par-liamentary amendments reach the municipalities. Evaluations of this type of in-strument, unrelated to the MTur, highlight the political-electoral motivation in directing resources to Brazilian municipalities through agreements and similar instruments (Almeida, 2022; Athias & Schneider, 2021; Baerlocher & Schneider, 2021; Brollo & Nannicini, 2012; Bugarin & Marciniuk, 2017; Ferreira et al., 2021; Ferreira & Bugarin, 2007; Gainza & Livert, 2021; Lui & Miquelino, 2023; Lui & Sales, 2023; Luz et al., 2022; Marciniuk et al., 2020; Meireles, 2024; Moutinho & Kniess, 2017; Orellano & Tellini, 2022; Shah, 1990; Soares & Melo, 2016; Stuckert & Bugarin, 2024). According to a study by Soares and Melo (2016), the largest volumes of resources are allocated to

				municipalities whose mayors were from the same party or allied with the presi-dent, those that provided the president with the highest number of votes in his elec-tion and those that had the highest tax revenue of their own, which was considered an indicator of wealth and technical capacity. (p. 539)

				Furthermore, there is evidence of a positive correlation between the release of parliamentary amendments to a municipality and the level of corruption iden-tified there (Brollo et al., 2013; Sodré & Alves, 2010) .

				Studies that characterized the agreements signed by other ministries (Lui & Miquelino, 2023; Lui & Sales, 2023; Silva & Lui, 2024) identified the increased participation of the National Congress in the distribution of resources through-out the country, through parliamentary amendments, in a dynamic in which po-litical aspects are prioritized, with a lack of coordination and attention to tech-nical criteria. As a consequence, an imbalance in the distribution of resources among the country’s regions is observed, as well as a predilection for certain themes. These studies argue that agreements are important instruments for al-locating resources and reveal nuances regarding the generation, evaluation, and implementation of policies.

				The policy of transferring resources to municipalities through agreements is costly and represents a significant portion of the MTur’s operations. The litera-ture suggests that there are problems with the criteria used to select the projects implemented. Understanding how these resources are distributed is an impor-tant step toward advancing the evaluation of public tourism policies implement-ed in Brazil.

				Method and data

				This paper presents the main characteristics of the agreements and similar in-struments signed by the MTur with Brazilian municipalities. This is done through a descriptive analysis of data, using descriptive statistics and supported by tables 
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				and graphs. Agreements and transfer contracts, among others5, are instruments used to process voluntary intergovernmental transfers, defined as “the delivery of current or capital resources to another entity of the Federation, as cooper-ation, aid, or financial assistance, not arising from a constitutional or legal de-termination, or those intended for the Unified Health System” (Brasil, 2000) . Throughout this paper, when the term “agreement” is used, transfer contracts and similar instruments are also included.

				The data analyzed were obtained from the official transaction record availa-ble in the database called “Agreements and similar instruments,” accessible on the Transparency Portal, managed by the Comptroller General’s Office. The file version used in this work has January 24, 2025, as its reference date (Controlado-ria-Geral da União, 2025) .

				Only records with start dates between 2003 and 2024 were kept in the da-tabase. The database initially contained 380,602 agreements signed during the period by Federal Government agencies, after excluding agreements classified as “canceled,” “excluded,” “rescinded,” or “annulled agreement.” The agreements un-der the responsibility of MTur (29,517) correspond to 7.8% of the total. It is the fifth largest ministry in this regard, behind only Health (18.1%), Cities (16.8%), Education (11.7%), and Agriculture and Livestock (11.1%). Among this set of MTur agreements, 25,481 were signed with municipalities and 21 with the Fed-eral District Government, with this set of 25,502 agreements (86.4% of the total MTur agreements) being what will be described in this work.

				Data on tourism employment comes from the Annual Social Information Re-port, a database with national scope and covering the entire formal labor market in Brazil (Dahis, 2024; Ministry of Labor and Employment, 2023) . The version used presents data from the period between 2003 and 2022. Tourism employ-ment can be measured by identifying companies formally linked to the so-called “Tourism Characterization Activities (ACTs),” following the classification used by the Institute of Applied Economic Research (Sakowski, 2013) .

				Results

				General description

				The voluntary transfer of resources from the MTur may include promotion in the national market, tourism events, qualification, development, and support for the marketing of products and experiences, associated production and commu-nity-based tourism, responsible tourism, innovation and development of smart tourist destinations and creative cities, territorial management, promotion of private initiative, mobility and connectivity, tourism use of natural and cultural assets, and tourism infrastructure (Ministry of Tourism, 2023) . The database consulted does not provide categorized information on the topic of the agree-ments, but does present the “object of the agreement” field, which contains a 

				
					
						5.	 Development terms, collaboration terms, cooperation agreements and decentralized execution terms are other frequently used instruments.
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				brief description of the project. The Figure 1 presents a word cloud of the con-tent of this field. Note the emphasis on the word “construction” (construção) in first place and “square” (praça) in second. “Paving” (pavimentação) and “infra-structure” (infraestrutura) appear at the next level of prominence. These words suggest that the focus of the agreements is on basic and tourism infrastructure, with an emphasis on paving access roads and the construction of public squares.

				Figure 1. Word cloud for the “agreement subject” field

				Source: Prepared by the authors (2025).

				The distribution of agreements was more voluminous in the 2000s, with its maximum value recorded in 2009, when 3,734 agreements were signed with municipalities, as shown in Figure 2. Since then, there has been a significant de-crease in the number of agreements, with strong movement in 2013 and 2018, in addition to a subtle recovery in 2023 and 2024.
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				Figure 2. Number of agreements, per year

				Source: Prepared by the authors (2025).

				Approximately R$22.9 billion was distributed to municipalities over the 22 years under review, representing an average of R$1 billion per year. The growth in the volume of resources follows the same dynamic as the number of agree-ments, as shown in Figure 3. In 2009, the agreements signed totaled the highest monetary value, corresponding to R$3.1 billion.

				Figure 3. Total value of agreements, by year

				Source: Prepared by the authors (2025).
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				The amounts involved correspond to 39.2% of the MTur committed budget for the entire period. Figure 4 presents the values of the agreements alongside the amount of the MTur’s committed budget each year. The highest proportion occurred in 2023, at 67%.

				Figure 4. Amount dedicated to agreements and budget committed by the MTur, per year

				Source: Prepared by the authors (2025).

				The average value of the agreements is R$899,000, significantly higher than the median, which is R$439,500. To illustrate the extremes, the lowest value (R$6,960) refers to support for an Italian-themed dinner in Doutor Maurício Car-doso, Rio Grande do Sul, in 2006. The highest value (R$305 million) was invested in construction at the Interlagos racetrack in São Paulo, between 2013 and 2021. As shown in Figure 5, the average value per agreement peaked in 2023, exceed-ing R$2 million, followed by high values in 2020, 2013, 2022, 2012, and 2024. The municipalities’ contribution corresponds, on average, to 13.3% of the value provided by the Mtur.
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				Figure 5. Average value of agreements, per year6

				Source: Prepared by the authors (2025).

				The distribution of agreement values is highly concentrated in the lower rang-es. Half of the total financial amount is concentrated in 10% of the agreements. Agreements with a value of less than R$1 million represent 81% of the total; those with a value of less than R$500,000 account for 58%. The group of agree-ments between R$200,000 and R$300,000 accounts for 22% of the total. The agreements have an average duration of 1,282 days, approximately 3.5 years.

				Geographical analysis

				This subsection describes the geographic distribution of the agreements, fo-cusing initially on municipalities. Almost 86% of the 5,570 Brazilian municipali-ties (4,794 municipalities) signed agreements with the MTur between 2003 and 2024. This is a very substantial number, given that, in the MTur categorization of municipalities for the years 2019 and 20217 (Ministério do Turismo, 2021), 2,876 municipalities (more than half of Brazilian municipalities) were not even classified by the MTur. Figure 6 shows that in 2009, almost 40% of Brazilian mu-nicipalities signed agreements with the MTur (2,141 municipalities). In 2024, there was a significant increase in the number of municipalities covered com-pared to the immediately previous years, reaching 525 (9.4% of the total), the highest number since 2018.

				
					
						6.	Color translation: Green - actual value; Red - nominal value.

					
					
						7.	Used as a reference in this work, to the detriment of more recent versions, for reasons that will be presented.
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				Figure 6. Percentage of municipalities with agreements with the MTur, by year

				Source: Prepared by the authors (2025).

				Among the 4,794 municipalities that signed at least one agreement with the MTur, the average was 5.3 agreements per municipality over the analyzed pe-riod8. Boa Vista, Rio Grande do Norte (50 agreements), Iguatu, Ceará (48), Ma-racanaú, Ceará (47), and Votuporanga, São Paulo (46) signed the largest number of agreements. Approximately 17% of the municipalities (796) signed only one agreement with the MTur. Conversely, almost 14% of them signed 10 or more agreements. Figure 7 shows the distribution of municipalities by the number of agreements signed. There are a large number of municipalities with few agree-ments signed and a few municipalities with many agreements.

				
					
						8.	If all Brazilian municipalities are considered, the average would be 4.5 agreements.
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				Figure 7. Number of municipalities and number of agreements signed

				Source: Prepared by the authors (2025).

				The distribution of agreements among municipalities is uneven over time. To illustrate this dynamic, Figure 8 presents data for the first municipalities in each state and the Federal District, in alphabetical order—which would be equiva-lent to a random selection of municipalities. The rectangles indicate the years in which agreements were signed with each of these municipalities. The intensity of the blue color indicates the amount involved. Some municipalities had agree-ments for only one year, while others had them for 10 years. The amounts also vary considerably, from approximately R$65,000 to R$27.5 million. Considering all municipalities that had two or more agreements with the MTur, the average time interval between the beginning of the agreements is 2.7 years (standard deviation of 1.9 years).
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				Figure 8. Total value of agreements for selected municipalities, by year

				Source: Prepared by the authors (2025).

				Figure 9 presents the dynamics of the distribution of agreements to munici-palities over the years in a different way, through maps for selected years. Maps are presented for the beginning and end years of the period analyzed in this work (2003 and 2024, respectively), as well as the years 2007, 2011, 2015, and 2019, dividing the entire period approximately equally. It is noteworthy that the small-er number of municipalities covered in 2003, in contrast to what was observed in 2007, when the MTur was nearing the peak of agreement signing (which oc-curred in 2009, as shown in Figure 3). In all years shown, municipalities repre-sented in yellow predominate, indicating lower amounts received through agree-ments. Few points are darker in color, indicating higher volumes of resources.
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				Figure 9. Total value of agreements for municipalities, for selected years

				Source: Prepared by the authors (2025).

				Note. Municipalities that did not receive funds through agreements in the selected years appear in light gray on the maps.

				The municipalities that signed agreements with the MTur received, on aver-age, R$4.6 million through this modality. The largest financial volumes went to São Paulo (SP), Boa Vista (RR), and Fortaleza (CE), as shown in Table 1. In São Paulo, the largest amounts were allocated to its racetrack and the construction of the “Samba Factory.” In Boa Vista, the main agreements focused on the Rio Branco riverfront and the construction of an events center and a theater. In For-taleza, the highest-value agreements were tied to the redevelopment of Irace-ma Beach and the Avenida Beira Mar waterfront, as well as preparations for the 2014 World Cup.

				Table 1. Fifteen municipalities that received the largest volume of resources through agreements

				
					Municipality

				

				
					Total amount received

					(R$ million)

				

				
					Total amount received

					(%)

				

				
					Sao Paulo - SP

				

				
					534.4

				

				
					2.3%

				

				
					Boa Vista - RR

				

				
					363.4

				

				
					1.6%

				

				
					Fortaleza - CE

				

				
					196.8

				

				
					0.9%

				

				
					João Pessoa - PB

				

				
					156.6

				

				
					0.7%

				

				
					Barra de São Miguel - AL

				

				
					141.4

				

				
					0.6%

				

				
					Arapiraca - AL

				

				
					135.6

				

				
					0.6%
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				Source: Prepared by the authors (2025).

				
					Municipality

				

				
					Total amount received

					(R$ million)

				

				
					Total amount received

					(%)

				

				
					Natal - RN

				

				
					119.8

				

				
					0.5%

				

				
					Teresina - PI

				

				
					112.4

				

				
					0.5%

				

				
					Goiânia - GO

				

				
					106.5

				

				
					0.5%

				

				
					Embu das Artes - SP

				

				
					104.6

				

				
					0.5%

				

				
					Aracaju - SE

				

				
					101.5

				

				
					0.4%

				

				
					Gramado - RS

				

				
					100.5

				

				
					0.4%

				

				
					Caruaru - PE

				

				
					100.0

				

				
					0.4%

				

				
					Porto de Pedras - AL

				

				
					99.7

				

				
					0.4%

				

				
					Iguatu - CE

				

				
					99.6

				

				
					0.4%

				

				São Paulo was the Federation Unit whose municipalities, in aggregate, had the highest value signed in agreements with the MTur (without direct involvement of the UFs in the formalization), totaling around R$ 3.2 billion, corresponding to 13.8% of the total, according to Table 2 and Figure 10. Next come Ceará (9.5%), Minas Gerais (6.7%), Rio Grande do Sul (6.7%) and Paraná (6.3%).

				Table 2. Total amount received by state

				
					State

				

				
					Total amount received

					(R$ million)

				

				
					Total amount received

					(%)

				

				
					SP

				

				
					3,156.6

				

				
					13.8%

				

				
					CE

				

				
					2,187.5

				

				
					9.5%

				

				
					MG

				

				
					1,535.8

				

				
					6.7%

				

				
					RS

				

				
					1,535.0

				

				
					6.7%

				

				
					PR

				

				
					1,440.0

				

				
					6.3%

				

				
					BA

				

				
					1,134.4

				

				
					4.9%

				

				
					PE

				

				
					1,130.6

				

				
					4.9%

				

				
					MA

				

				
					1,125.3

				

				
					4.9%

				

				
					AL

				

				
					1,067.6

				

				
					4.7%

				

				
					SC

				

				
					1,014.9

				

				
					4.4%

				

				
					GO

				

				
					1,012.6

				

				
					4.4%

				

				
					PB

				

				
					1,006.9

				

				
					4.4%

				

				
					RN

				

				
					774.6

				

				
					3.4%

				

				
					MT

				

				
					606.2

				

				
					2.6%

				

				
					RJ

				

				
					566.6

				

				
					2.5%

				

				
					SE

				

				
					543.6

				

				
					2.4%

				

				
					RR

				

				
					525.9

				

				
					2.3%

				

				
					PI

				

				
					496.6

				

				
					2.2%

				

				
					TO

				

				
					494.3

				

				
					2.2%

				

				
					MS

				

				
					381.8

				

				
					1.7%

				

				
					PA

				

				
					357.6

				

				
					1.6%

				

				
					ES

				

				
					264.6

				

				
					1.2%

				

				
					AM

				

				
					227.7

				

				
					1.0%

				

				
					RO

				

				
					147.4

				

				
					0.6%

				

				
					AC

				

				
					89.2

				

				
					0.4%

				

				
					AP

				

				
					63.5

				

				
					0.3%
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				Source: Prepared by the authors (2025).

				
					State

				

				
					Total amount received

					(R$ million)

				

				
					Total amount received

					(%)

				

				
					DF

				

				
					38.9

				

				
					0.2%

				

				Note. Data includes only amounts distributed directly from the MTur to municipalities and does not include agreements signed between the MTur and the states, as is the case throughout this work.

				Figure 10. Total value of agreements, by state

				Source: Prepared by the authors (2025).

				Note. Data only includes amounts distributed directly from the MTur to municipalities and does not include agreements signed between the MTur and the UFs, as in this entire work.

				Figure 10 complements the previous information, as it relates the total amount received by the state to its average annual employment volume in the accom-modation sector. This comparison allows for a relative analysis of the amounts transferred by the MTur to the country’s different states. The number of jobs in the accommodation sector is adopted as an indicator of inbound tourism activity. This activity was selected because it best meets the following criteria: being lo-cated in the tourist destination (rather than at the origin or on the tourist route), being frequently consumed by tourists (rather than being consumed only by a minority of them), and being mostly consumed by tourists (rather than being consumed mostly by residents). Together, these three characteristics make the accommodation sector the best indicator of tourism activity in the destination, when comparing all Brazilian municipalities. The state of São Paulo is by far the largest recipient of resources through agreements and also the largest employer. In turn, it is noteworthy that Rio de Janeiro, despite being the second largest em-ployer, is far from the main beneficiaries. This is the opposite situation to that of 
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				Ceará, which has the second highest receipt of resources, despite the lower level of employment (Figure 11).

				Figure 11. Relationship between the total amount received via agreements (2003-2024) and the annual average number of jobs in accommodation, by state (2003-2022)

				Source: Prepared by the authors (2025).

				Note. The data on the values of the agreements include only the values distributed directly by the MTur to the municipalities and do not include agreements signed between the MTur and the UFs, as adopted throughout this work.

				All 15 municipalities in Roraima were covered by agreements. In Ceará, Ser-gipe, Rio Grande do Norte, and Paraíba, over 95% of municipalities received agreements. Meanwhile, 54.2% of municipalities in Pará were covered. Other low coverage rates are also found in the North region, notably Acre (54.5%), Amapá (56.2%), and Amazonas (62.9%).

				Although the Northeast (1,480 municipalities) and Southeast (1,423) have the largest number of benefited municipalities, the Central-West (90.6%) and South (89.8%) recorded the highest percentage of benefited municipalities. The North region has the lowest absolute (322) and relative (71.6%) number of benefited municipalities.

				The Northeast received the largest financial amount, with R$9.5 billion, corre-sponding to 41.3% of the total (Table 3). The Southeast (R$5.5 billion) and South (R$4.0 billion) appear in a second level, while the Central-West (R$2.0 billion) and North (R$1.9 billion) recorded the lowest amounts.
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				Table 3. Total amount received by region

				Source: Prepared by the authors (2025).

				
					Region

				

				
					Total amount received

					(R$ billion)

				

				
					Total amount received

					(%)

				

				
					North East

				

				
					9.5

				

				
					41.3%

				

				
					Southeast

				

				
					5.5

				

				
					24.1%

				

				
					South

				

				
					4.0

				

				
					17.4%

				

				
					Midwest

				

				
					2.0

				

				
					8.9%

				

				
					North

				

				
					1.9

				

				
					8.3%

				

				The North and Central-West regions have the lowest number of housing jobs and resources received, as shown in Figure 11. The South shows a similar situation, but at a higher level. The Southeast stands out more in terms of jobs than in receiv-ing agreements; the opposite is true for the Northeast; that is, despite having fewer housing jobs than the Southeast, the Northeast receives more resources.

				Figure 12. Relationship between the total amount received via agreements (2003-2024) and the annual average number of jobs in accommodation, by region (2003-2022)

				Source: Prepared by the authors (2025).
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				Analysis by category of the municipality in the MTur

				In this analysis, data from the categorization of municipalities carried out by the MTur, relating to the years 2019 and 2021, were used9 (Ministério do Tu-rismo, 2021) . There were 2,694 categorized municipalities and, consequently, 2,876 uncategorized. The objective of this analysis is to relate the data from the agreements to a classification of municipalities in terms of their actual or poten-tial tourism development. The MTur’s categorization of municipalities is an ap-propriate tool for this purpose. In particular, we chose to use the 2019 and 2021 versions of the categorization because we believe it is technically sound among the available options, although there is room for improvement.

				All municipalities in category A have benefited from agreements since 200310, as shown in Table 4. The percentage of municipalities in categories B and C that benefited is quite high (94.9% and 95.0%, respectively). Among uncategorized municipalities, almost 81% benefited between 2003 and 2024. Although this percentage is lower than that of the categorized groups of municipalities, its high value demonstrates that the distribution of resources to these municipalities was quite comprehensive.

				Table 4. Number of municipalities benefiting from agreements, by MTur category

				Source: Prepared by the authors (2025).

				
					MTur Category

				

				
					Total number of municipalities

				

				
					Benefited municipalities

				

				
					Percentage of municipalities benefited

				

				
					THE

				

				
					62

				

				
					62

				

				
					100.0

				

				
					B

				

				
					257

				

				
					244

				

				
					94.9

				

				
					W

				

				
					476

				

				
					452

				

				
					95.0

				

				
					D

				

				
					1,522

				

				
					1,379

				

				
					90.6

				

				
					AND

				

				
					377

				

				
					331

				

				
					87.8

				

				
					No

				

				
					2,876

				

				
					2,326

				

				
					80.9

				

				The number of agreements and the volume of resources associated with mu-nicipalities not classified by the MTur are notable. Of the 25,502 agreements analyzed, 9,951 (39.0%) were signed with uncategorized municipalities, as shown in Table 5. In terms of amounts involved, R$6.5 billion (28.4% of the total) was allocated to these municipalities. The average amount received by these municipalities is 32% higher than the average amount allocated to municipalities in category E. For most of the period analyzed (13 of the 22 years), the group of uncategorized municipalities was the main recipient of the resources made available, as shown in Figure 13.

				Table 5. Number and value of agreements, by MTur category

				
					
						9.	More recent reports on the categorization of municipalities, available on the website mapa.turismo.gov.br during the period in which this work was prepared, were discarded due to constant changes in the data over the course of a few days and doubts arising about their adequacy—for example, the municipality of São Paulo was not among those categorized.

					
					
						10.	Over time, a municipality may enter or exit the classification, or change categories. Being in a particular category in the 2019 and 2021 classification does not mean that the municipality has always been or will always be in that same category.
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				Source: Prepared by the authors (2025).

				
					MTur Category

				

				
					Number of agreements

				

				
					Number of agreements (%)

				

				
					Average number of agreements per municipality

				

				
					Total value (R$ million)

				

				
					Total value (%)

				

				
					Average value per municipality (R$ thousand)

				

				
					THE

				

				
					953

				

				
					3.7%

				

				
					15.4

				

				
					3,393.5

				

				
					14.8%

				

				
					3,560.9

				

				
					B

				

				
					2.331

				

				
					9.1%

				

				
					9.6

				

				
					3,531.3

				

				
					15.4%

				

				
					1,514.9

				

				
					W

				

				
					3,672

				

				
					14.4%

				

				
					8.1

				

				
					4,050.2

				

				
					17.7%

				

				
					1,103.0

				

				
					D

				

				
					7.187

				

				
					28.2%

				

				
					5.2

				

				
					4,741.9

				

				
					20.7%

				

				
					659.8

				

				
					AND

				

				
					1,408

				

				
					5.5%

				

				
					4.3

				

				
					697.8

				

				
					3.0%

				

				
					495.6

				

				
					No

				

				
					9,951

				

				
					39.0%

				

				
					4.3

				

				
					6,511.0

				

				
					28.4%

				

				
					654.3

				

				Figure 13. Participation of categories in the total resources distributed, by year

				Source: Prepared by the authors (2025).

				Figure 13 shows the relationship between the total amount received through agreements by municipalities in each MTur category and the average annual number of jobs in lodging, similar to what was previously presented for the re-gions (Figure 11). It is clear that the uncategorized category received the largest volume of resources, despite being one of the fewest job-generating municipal-ities. Category A municipalities account for the largest number of jobs, but the volume of resources received is intermediate: equivalent to that of category B, despite having almost twice as many jobs—and only greater than that of catego-ry E. Category D presents a similar dynamic to that of the uncategorized munic-ipalities: high amounts received, despite the small number of jobs in the sector (Figure 14).
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				Figure 14. Relationship between the total amount received via agreements (2003-2024) and the annual average number of jobs in accommodation, by MTur category (2003-2022)

				Source: Prepared by the authors (2025).

				Discussion and conclusion

				Based on data from 2003 to 2024, the study analyzed nearly 25,000 agree-ments signed between the MTur and Brazilian municipalities, totaling R$22.9 bil-lion. This is a voluntary intergovernmental transfer method widely used by the Brazilian Federal Government. The distribution of agreements grew consistently in the 2000s, peaking in 2009, but declined significantly in the following decade. In the last two years of the period analyzed, an increase in the number and, espe-cially, in the value of agreements was observed.

				It was found that 86% of the country’s municipalities benefited from agree-ments with the MTur, with an average of 5.3 agreements and R$4.6 million per mu-nicipality. The Northeast region benefited the most in terms of funding, although it does not lead in tourism job creation. The North region is the least favored.

				The 2,876 municipalities not included in the 2019 and 2021 MTur classifi-cation benefited most from the agreements, accounting for 28.4% of the total amount. In fact, the average amount distributed to these municipalities is 32% higher than the equivalent for category E, the least favored in virtually all aspects assessed. Category D also benefited significantly, accounting for 20.7% of the to-tal amount, despite not having a significant number of jobs in the sector.

				The literature indicates that the policy of intergovernmental resource trans-fers through MTur agreements to Brazilian municipalities presents opaque re-source distribution criteria and promotes actions with little potential to influence tourism development. In turn, the results of this study allow us to characterize 
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				this policy as costly and overly broad. Taken together, this evidence indicates that there is a relatively ample supply of resources for municipalities, but these re-sources do not appear to be used efficiently.

				Studies on the use of agreements in other ministries of the Federal Govern-ment indicated the political use of this instrument and the prevalence of political distribution criteria to the detriment of technical criteria, in addition to the lack of coordination with public policies planned for the area (Lui & Miquelino, 2023; Lui & Sales, 2023; Silva & Lui, 2024). Specifically in the context of tourism, par-liamentary influence has already been observed in the allocation of resources to the MTur and to the agreements between this ministry and the municipalities (Lima & Costa, 2020; Silva & Fonseca, 2017, 2023, 2023; Yamamoto et al., 2022) , as well as the deficient application of technical criteria in the definition of munic-ipalities and projects contemplated (Amaral et al., 2023; Miranda Júnior & Silva, 2022; Silva et al., 2021; Silva & Fonseca, 2017, 2021, 2023).

				Some positive aspects of this resource distribution policy can be mentioned. First, the number of municipalities covered can be considered a strength of these actions, given that these municipalities had the opportunity to develop projects with MTur resources, although this observation does not take into account the frequency of resource allocations to municipalities and aspects related to the quality of investments made. Along the same lines, these intergovernmental transfers reach municipalities in all regions of the country, with the notable ex-ception of the North. Likewise, the most important categories of tourism munic-ipalities were also extensively covered.

				On the other hand, some negative characteristics are notable. Among these, we can mention the fluctuation in the number of agreements and the amounts distributed over the years, which possibly generates uncertainty among munici-palities regarding the available support from the MTur. Another negative aspect is that the large number of agreements requires effort from the MTur structure in managing these initiatives, which becomes even more relevant when the funded projects fail to deliver results for municipal tourism development. A particularly negative factor is the large number of resources distributed to municipalities not categorized by the MTur. Although the categorization reflects the situation dur-ing a specific period, it is concerning that municipalities not categorized by the MTur in 2019 benefited most from agreements with the agency throughout the analyzed period, suggesting a marked lack of prioritization.

				The main solution to the problems highlighted, aiming at tourism develop-ment and the efficient use of public resources, is a more rigorous selection of municipalities and projects financed by intergovernmental transfers from the MTur. A very broad group of municipalities receives federal funds under the pretense that they would be useful for supporting tourism development. These funds end up being diluted across a large number of municipalities and projects, which reduces the potential for truly initiating a cycle of stimulus for the sector. The suggested reduction in the geographic scope of investments would be offset by better planned and targeted actions, focusing on a smaller but more qualified set of destinations and, ideally, with higher average amounts per agreement or municipality, which would allow for actions with greater potential impact.

				However, the existing institutional context not only determines a significant portion of current problems but also hinders the achievement of feasible solu-
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				tions. The dynamics of these agreements are permeated by political and elector-al interests, which prevail over technical criteria when it comes to selecting the municipalities involved and the specific actions to be undertaken. This is primar-ily due to the power wielded by the National Congress through parliamentary amendments to the federal budget, coupled with the institutional weakness of the MTur to counter this trend and more autonomously lead the technical evalu-ation of projects. It should be emphasized that this scenario is possible due to the ease with which tourism is used as a justification for local investments, even if the link between such investments and the activity or their potential to promote development is fragile.

				Support for tourism development in Brazilian municipalities should follow a comprehensive tourism development plan for the country, including the selec-tion of priority regions and destinations to stimulate the sector. Furthermore, technical criteria should be applied in the evaluation of projects for funding. These measures would significantly increase the chances of investments made by the MTur generating positive effects in the targeted areas and on Brazilian tourism as a whole.

				This research is fundamentally based on a general and comprehensive analy-sis of the agreements in question. It does not address the investigation of particu-lar cases, specific projects, specific locations, or restricted periods. The lack of focus on specific cases prevents the identification and understanding of positive examples in which MTur investments through agreements were well planned and executed with the aim of promoting municipal tourism development, which is the most significant limitation of this work.

				Future research could explore the scope of the agreements by refining the analysis to incorporate the themes of the implemented projects. It would be worthwhile to investigate the reasons behind the lesser attention given to mu-nicipalities in the North region and, conversely, the favoritism of municipalities not categorized by the MTur. It is essential to conduct an assessment of the im-pacts of intergovernmental transfers on tourism. Such research would be feasi-ble through the use of robust econometric methods capable of accurately cap-turing the effects of the agreements, supporting decision-making regarding this important public policy.
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Abstract

The primary policy instrument used by Brazil's Ministry of Tourism (MTur) is the
intergovernmental transfer of funds through agreements and similar mechanisms.
These agreements are established with various entities, most notably municipal
governments. Between 2003 and 2024, MTur allocated 39.2% (R$22.9 billion) of its
budget to municipal agreements. Despite the significance of this policy, there is a lack
of comprehensive national studies with broad temporal coverage that provide a holistic
view and support critical evaluations of its outcomes and impacts. This study aims to
analyze the distribution of MTur funds to Brazilian municipalities through agreements
and related instruments. Specifically, it explores the dynamics of these intergovernmental
transfers by examining (i) their evolution over time, (ii) their geographic distribution,
and (iii) their association with the MTur’s municipal classification. The literature
indicates that the allocation criteria for transfers from MTur to Brazilian municipalities
through intergovernmental agreements are opaque and tend to fund actions with limited
potential to influence tourism development. The results of this study allow this policy to
be characterized as costly and overly broad. Taken together, these findings suggest that
while a relatively large volume of resources is made available to municipalities, they do
not appear to be used efficiently.

Keywords: Brazil’s Ministry of Tourism; Intergovernmental transfers; Public policies;
Parliamentary amendments; Agreements.

INTRODUCTION

The Brazilian Ministry of Tourism (MTur) adopts various policies to achieve
its objectives. The main instrument used by the MTur is intergovernmental
transfers of resources through agreements and similar instruments, accounting
for 57.6% of the amount committed by the MTur throughout its history, from its
creation in 2003 until the end of 2024. The MTur is the fifth ministry that utilizes
this type of instrument the most, despite having, historically, one of the smallest
budgets of all ministries (Todesco & Silva, 2021) . The agreements are signed with
various types of entities, among which municipal governments stand out, which
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