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AIM 

 
The initial aim of the proposal was to analyse the relationship between the expansion of higher education 
systems and their capacity for social inclusion in Latin American countries. However, at the suggestion of 
the SRHE reviewers and due to the need for analytical rigour, we reduced our initial ambition to the first 
conceptual and methodological step of drawing up a typology of higher education institutional models that 
was appropriate to the Latin American context.  
 
Therefore, the purpose of this project, which is continuing and deepening, is to build a typology of higher 
education institutional models that is based on the actual functioning of the institutions. The aim is to 
capture the dynamics and movements of institutions in the contemporary landscape of Brazilian higher 
education. 
 
By considering five key dimensions of the higher education fabric (governance, teaching, research, third 
mission, internationalisation,), we also aim to compare the HE institutional models in 4 South American 
countries.  
 
Conceptually, the study aims to refine the institutional typologies, sophisticating the measures and 
understanding their effects through systematic comparisons between countries in the region. 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

BACKGROUND TO THE STUDY 

The expansion of the Brazilian higher education system in recent decades followed a pattern also found 
in other countries: its structure underwent profound transformation as it diversified, including the 
emergence of new institutional models and types of education, improvement of academic standards, and 
an increasing heterogeneity in the socioeconomic composition of students and professors. It has 
developed into a complex system of 2,595 institutions (Inep 2022), divided into public institutions (under 
the control of the federal, state, and municipal governments) and private institutions (non-profit and for-
profit), which have varying levels of autonomy depending on their academic organization (universities, 
university centres, or colleges). The private sector, mainly composed of small and medium-sized colleges, 
accounts for 88% of the institutions and focuses on humanities courses. Technologically demanding and 
high-cost courses are generally offered by public institutions, which are predominantly large research 
universities. The public sector is tuition-free, while the private sector charges fees. 

Private higher education institutions (HEIs) concentrate 78% of the 9,4 million students, within which three 
fourths (76%) attending for-profit institutions. Although enrolments in public HEIs have shown significant 
growth in recent decades, the expansion of the private sector has been more pronounced: while the 
former grew by 80% between 1980 and 2000 and 120% between 2000 and 2014, the rates for the latter 
were 104% and 225%. In the 1990s, the expansion of the private sector occurred through the creation of 
small and medium-sized institutions, but since the 2000s, there has been a strong movement of 
acquisitions and mergers, led by large business groups with significant foreign capital participation 
(Carvalhaes et al. 2021; Corbucci, Kubota, and Meira 2016; Sampaio 2011; 2015). 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



LITERATURE REVIEW 

 
 
The idea of HIGHER EDUCATION or a HIGHER EDUCATION SYSTEM has spread around the world 
and has brought into debate the very definition of what higher education is and what a university is. In 
addition to the general terms, there is a perennial instability or dynamic of structures, in which the degree 
of homogeneity or diversity is constantly in flux through changes in the general structure, as well as the 
repositioning of individual institutions on the general "map" of higher education.  
 
This movement can lead to greater similarity between institutions (isomorphism), which seek to better 
position themselves in the field of higher education by imitating more successful competitors. It can also 
result in greater differentiation between institutions, which can seek different alternatives for a growing 
market. In the first case, we could end up producing an academic bias that passes through the system as 
a whole. On the other hand, differentiation can result in the existence of legitimate alternative routes to 
higher education. 
 
In differentiated systems, institutional rules vary according to the field of study, types of diplomas, public 
or private governance and funding (HUISMAN et al 2015; IANELLI et al 2018)). Policies for the 
permanence and guarantying that all students finish their course are very distinct. These institutional 
differences are associated to the mode of expansion of HES. All around the world, systems expanded by 
differentiating and diversifying (TEICHLER 2004 & 2006). Differentiation, as Durkheim put it, is a process 
of “almost natural” evolution of a system that creates new functions as it expands. Diversity is related to 
the various manners of organizing the expansion (HUISMAN 2020). But, in both cases, the Tocquevillian 
question of where the difference becomes inequality is posed.  
 
Institutional agency and the strategic positioning of HEIs transform the higher education systems and their 
effects on the trajectory from social origin to social destination. The essential role of education in the 
legitim distribution of economic, social, and political rewards transform the HES in a space of disputes. It 
becomes an object of social strategies. Many actors and groups of actors compete in this arena and try 
to interfere in the definition of institutional rules. The institutions (and systems of HE) tend to express the 
constellation of social forces that were able to impose their own perspective. The notion of institutional 
agency is a connection between the structure of inequalities and the individual trajectories in social space 
(FUMASOLI & HUISMAN 2013; FUMASOLI et al 2020).  
 
From this point of view, institutional models are crucial factors in the production, maintenance, expansion, 
or reduction in social inequalities. The literature indicates that types of HEIs vary according to 
administrative sectors or field of study, inducing patterns of action that can be oriented to market demands 
or to the production of knowledge (TEICHLER 2004). Two models emerge as results of these patterns: 
one more vocational, oriented to prepare students for job market and strongly associated with teaching 
and practical activities. The other is more academic, focused on research and theoretical advancement.  
 
The analytical connection between system models and their practical functioning can be made through 
institutional logic. It results from the work of many actors, with a plethora of interests, values, desires, and 
resources. So, the research focus in each country is the characterization of actors and their patterns of 
action in the HE system. Beginning by the legal definition of HES, studies try to establish the specific 
social and historical conditions that could influence the institutional model, the main social, political, and 
economic forces driving its functioning (HUISMAN 2002). This is highlighted by Brunner (2014) who 
suggested that a distinctive feature of Latin American higher education would be a transition from elite 
systems to mass and universal systems, with significant internal differences in expansion policies and 
institutional models between countries in the region. 



Our central hypothesis, aligned with studies by Huisman and Fumasoli, posits HES models combine 
public policies, regulatory frameworks, and institutional actions to organise the processes of expansion 
and differentiation in higher education. This situation the HES at the core of social disputes concerning 
the meaning of this education, thereby creating room for potential connections between institutional types 
and the democratisation of higher education. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  



 
RESEARCH QUESTIONS  
 
 
This project aimed at building a typology of the higher education system that will enable us to comprehend 
its actual structure and inform decision-making on regulation and institutional assessment. 
 
The specific questions guiding this project are: 
 

● How can higher education institutions be categorised based on various institutional dimensions? 
 

● To what extent can we compare the Brazilian system with similar systems in Latin America and 
the Global South? 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
METHODOLOGY 
 
Conceptual definitions and choice of indicators 
 
In this study, we draw on the previous literature that emphasises the relationship between institutional 
types of higher education and institutional logics (Huisman et al., 2015; Fumasoli et al., 2020), to 
investigate how the expansion of higher education in Brazil has affected the organisational functioning of 
HEIs. 
 
We adopt a comprehensive perspective on diversity, following the tradition of studies that emphasise a 
multifunctional approach to higher education (Birnbaum 1983; Daraio et al. 2011; Huisman et al. 2015; 
Teixeira et al. 2013). This includes organisational dimensions (such as size), and those relating to the 
core functions of HEIs (teaching, research, third mission) and other theorised components of institutional 
diversity (including international orientation and socioeconomic composition). 
 
This theoretically informed choice stands in contrast with some case studies that built typologies based 
on a restricted set of variables, such as the sector and the size of the institutions (Schwartzman, Filho, 
and Coelho 2021), in some cases referring to classifications of higher education systems quite different 
from the Brazilian one (Steiner 2005; 2006). 
 
Selection of databases and variables 
 
To examine the questions set out above, we provide a case study of institutional diversity based on 
nationwide administrative data from 2010 and 2019 rounds of the Brazilian Higher Education Census 
(HEC) and tables on enrolment and academic production of postgraduate courses from the Coordination 
for the Improvement of Higher Education Personnel (CAPES). Despite having several limitations, these 
data sets offer a unique opportunity to describe the level of diversity in a mass higher education system 
such as the Brazilian one. 
 
What institutional differentiation are we talking about? What picture do we have when we consider 
different institutional dimensions, beyond the official classifications? The variables reflecting the 
theoretically expected dimensions were: 
 

1) Governance: size (staff, student, teachers, and course numbers), operating time (years of 
operation of the first course), location (proportion of enrolments in courses offered in capitals), 
and management (proportion of professors who work in management).  
 

2) Educational offer: proportion of enrolments by course shift, type of degree, type of offer, and 
field of study, and those who were participating in or receiving a scholarship for teaching or 
non-mandatory internship activities; the faculty component included the proportion of full-time 
professors or professors with a doctoral degree. 

 

3) Involvement in research: the student component was composed of the proportion of 
enrolments in master’s and doctoral degrees, undergraduate enrolments with a research 
scholarship and working in research; for the faculty side we selected proportions of 
professors working in research, with a research scholarship, working in postgraduate 
courses, and the number of publications in journals indexed in Scopus. 

 



   
4) Third mission proportion: proportion of professors working in third mission activities and 

proportions of students with a third mission scholarship or in third mission activities.  
  
5) International orientation: proportion of foreign visiting professors and students in international  

academic mobility. 
 
Data sources (Brazil): 
 
The study is based on nationwide administrative data from the Brazilian Higher Education Census (2010 
and 2019). Two other sources of data were also used: enrolment and academic production tables for 
postgraduate courses from the SCImago Journal Ranking and the Coordination for the Improvement of 
Higher Education Personnel (CAPES). 
 
Analytical Strategy 
 
Our primary empirical analysis unfolds in two stages. Initially, we used exploratory factorial analysis (EFA) 
in order to check the consistency of the chosen variables. Subsequently, we used latent profile analysis 
(LPA) to identify latent groups of HEIs based on their similarities concerning the indices predicted by the 
EFA. 
 
After identifying the latent profiles, the analysis sought to answer the following questions:  
 

• Do the dimensions found make it possible to identify institutional types?  
• What are the characteristics associated with these types?  
• To what extent do the institutional types found indicate the system's operating dynamics? 

 
. 
 
 
  



FINDINGS 

The Brazilian Case 

The method used in constructing the typology of institutional systems allowed for conceptual innovation, 
revealing dimensions that had not been previously considered and reconstructing the institutional model 
in Brazil without being constrained by the dichotomy between public and private institutions.  
 
Table1. Descriptive Statistics of clusters found in Brazilian HES  

2010 2019 

Grouping/ 
cluster 

N. 
HEI 

%. 
HEI 

N. 
Enrols 

% 
Enrols 

N. 
HEI 

% 
HEI 

N.  
Enrols 

%. 
Enrols 

1 30 1,26 835016 12,99 88 3,38 2.730.061 31,73 

2 0 0,00 0 0,00 1809 69,39 3.968.413 46,12 

3 1478 62,23 3135772 48,77 0 0,00 0 0,00 

4 53 2,23 61253 0,95 135 5,18 227771 2,65 

5 44 1,85 1479927 23,02 45 1,73 1.357.206 15,77 

6 265 11,16 189125 2,94 274 10,51 136961 1,59 

7 253 10,65 628313 9,77 0 0,00 0 0,00 

8 35 1,47 19373 0,30 65 2,49 70768 0,82 

9 217 9,14 81402 1,27 191 7,33 113346 1,32 

 

1. The clustering identified nine distinct groups of institutions based on the observed 
variables, both in the first analysis (in the link) and after excluding social inclusion 
variables (https://www.lapesbr.org/_files/ugd/2a55f7_ca7e8300e5cc49f4a5334cd7407d0c12.pdf).  

2. We also identified patterns of stability and change at the institutional level. Some clusters 
remained almost unchanged, while others disappeared,  

3. In the second round of analysis, we arrived at the same nine groupings with a slightly 
different composition. Their characteristics are shown in Table 1. 

4. Among the groups of institutions found, we highlight the group of Large private institutions 
with a high level of virtualization (cluster 1) and the public and private confessional 
universities, with low virtualization and full-time professors with doctoral degrees (cluster 
5). Although these clusters together stand for only 5,73% of HEIs, they concentrate most 
of the system's enrolments.  

5. The first cluster has the second highest average enrolment per institution (30.213) and 
contains private institutions almost exclusively and predominantly organised as colleges 
(52%). The most distinguishing feature of this group is the emphasis on distance learning 
(72%). 

6. The fifth group has the highest average enrolment per institution (31878) and is 
characterised by in-person courses, mainly offered in the evening or on a full-time basis, 
and it has a higher proportion of Ph. D qualified professors. The main form of organisation 
is as universities (77.8%), and they are mostly managed by the federal government 
(64%). 

7. The analysis on patterns of stability and change indicates two dynamics over the 
last decade: expansion without diversification (a smaller number of clusters was 
found in 2019), and a concentration of enrolments in a few clusters, with 77,85% in 
clusters 1 and 2).  



8. The public and confessional universities (cluster 5), with low virtualization and full-time 
qualified professors, constitute the most stable cluster, with 98.1% of institutions 
remaining in the same group in 2019. Even so, the grouping lost students (23,02% in 
2010 to 15,77%, a loss of about 120,000 students) 

9. One cluster emerged over the period from 2010 to 2019, concentrating 69,39% of 
institutions at the end of the decade (Cluster 2): small for-profit private colleges, 
academically oriented and focused on Health and Education courses. 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



INITIAL STEPS IN THE COMPARISON BETWEEN THE BRAZILIAN 

SYSTEM AND OTHER LATIN AMERICAN COUNTRIES 

In Latin America, higher education has undergone intense transformation. In the 1950s, there were around 
700,000 students; by1970, the number increased to 1.9 million, reaching 8.4 million in 1990, 25 million 
students in 2011, and 30 million in 2019 (BRUNNER, 2014; MARQUINA, ÁLVAREZ, et al., 2022). The 
higher education systems in these countries vary greatly. There are countries like Argentina, Chile and 
Uruguay that are universalised (with a gross enrolment rate of over 60%), while countries like Brazil and 
Peru are going through the process of massification. The participation of the private sector is very uneven. 
Argentina and Uruguay have a high share of the public sector, while Brazil, Chile and Peru, conversely, 
have a predominance of enrolments in the private sector. Brazil and Chile opted to keep a relatively small 
and closed public system and open up space for the private sector. In Argentina and Uruguay, the demand 
for higher education was met by the public sector (SCHWARTZMAN, SILVA FILHO and COELHO, 2021). 
 
Although Latin American higher education systems are organised, in general terms, into institutional types 
that distinguish university institutions from other non-university academic organisations, there are relevant 
differences in dimensions such as governance, size, selectivity and educational offer (Table 2). In 
common, the university sector tends to have greater administrative and academic autonomy than its non-
university counterpart, concentrate on offering long-term and academically oriented courses, and be more 
selective in academic and socioeconomic terms, as is the case, in particular, from Brazil, Peru, and Chile. 
On the other hand, non-university institutions concentrate on vocational or technical-professional courses, 
of short duration and teacher training, as occurs in Argentina, Chile and Uruguay, or are characterised by 
an offer focused mainly on teaching, with little involvement in research, as in Brazil. 
 
Although the detailed characterization of the systems selected to focus on in this study can be found in 
previous comparative studies (World Bank, 2017; Fanelli, 2021) or case studies of scholars and 
institutions partnering with this project (e.g. Villabolos et al., 2023), we chose to present, albeit in a 
condensed way, some of the institutional characteristics related to access and completion patterns to be 
analysed.  

 

Table 2: Higher Education Systems in five Latin American Countries 
HES Institutions Enrolment Data Sources 

Country Total University Technological Teaching 
Programs 

Private Public Total  HE CENSUS? 

Argentina 
(2022) 

2 systems SSU SSNU Total 2.275  77,4%/ 
enrolment 

SSU = 
2,730,754 
SSNU = 
1,000,544 

NO, HE Census 

112 20 901 659 Secretariat of 
University Policies 
(SPU). 

Brazil (2020) 2587      8 million Inep / HE Census + 

Chile (2022) 140 + 
Higher Education 
Establishments of 
the Armed Forces 

58 (40 private) 
with an 
enrolment of 
772,462 

PI  
= 32 
397,705 

TTC 
= 50 
131,758 

NO 
INFORMATION  

80% 
Enrolment 

 1,2 million Undersecretariat of 
Higher Education of 
the Ministry of 
Education 
NO, HE Census 

Peru (2020) 2 systems University Non-University   2,1 million No centralized data 
production 

 + 1803 productive 
technical 
education 
centres. 

132 (42 public) 834 184    

Uruguay 
(2021) 

 6 universities 
and 7 colleges 

   86,8% 
enrolment 

280,000 No centralized data 
production 

Source: The authors based on data produced by Latin-American colleagues to this study 

 



The Argentinian higher education system is divided into two large sectors: university and non-university 
tertiary. The former is made up of universities and university institutes, while the latter is composed mainly 
of small-size institutions focused on teaching and technical training. State-owned higher education is 
predominantly offered free of charge, with generally non-selective admissions mechanisms and more than 
half of the country's enrolment is in state universities (Ferreyra et al., 2017; Fanelli, 2021). Over the last 
decades, there has been a great institutional expansion, with the creation of new national universities, 
especially on the outskirts of Buenos Aires. This growth expanded the supply of places and contributed 
to the deconcentration of enrolments, especially in regions with young people belonging to vulnerable 
sectors. There is evidence that different institutional actors (mainly the State and universities, but also 
others such as professional schools or business chambers) generate mechanisms to direct income for 
careers and their specialties (Sharpe & Durand, in press). 
 
In Chile, the higher education system includes the university sector, professional institutes and technical 
training centres. In the university sector, state and private universities are part of the Council of Rectors 
of Chilean Universities (CRUCH), an extremely selective sector both in terms of admission criteria and 
tuition costs (Ferreyra et al., 2017; Fanelli, 2021). Unlike the Brazilian and Argentine systems, the public 
higher education system is not free of charge in Chile. To improve equity of access, the Chilean 
government implemented policies such as the Program for Monitoring and Effective Access to Higher 
Education (PACE) and the free policy. Villalobos and co-authors (in press) analyse the Chilean higher 
education system since the second half of the 20th century and argue that the massification process 
produced a segregated democratisation that configured a differentiated system of tertiary education 
provision. 
 
The tertiary education system in Uruguay is mainly concentrated at the University of the Republic 
(UDELAR), which has constituted a near-monopoly in the public sector since its foundation in 1849. Over 
the decades, other types of institutions have emerged, such as private universities, starting in 1995, albeit 
in a well-controlled manner, and the Technological University (UTEC) in 2012. Despite this, most 
enrolments remain concentrated at UDELAR (Errandonea, in press). Another point of attention in Uruguay 
is that there is a significant concentration of students in the interior of the country, standing for around 
56.3% of new entrants to UDELAR in 2019 (UNESCO, 2021). For this reason, the country created public 
policies that facilitate access for this population, especially considering the challenge of the distance in 
relation to Montevideo, where UDELAR is located. The main solution has been to create a regionalization 
of the academic offer through the Regional University Centres (CENURES). The University Solidarity 
Fund (FSU) finances scholarships for low-income students, helping to cover indirect costs, such as 
housing and living expenses, as well as support and monitoring services for beneficiaries, contributing to 
retention and academic progress. 
 
The Peruvian system was characterised in 2021 by having 94 institutions, 46 of which were public, 29 
private associations and 19 private companies. Most institutions, especially private ones, are in Lima. In 
other regions, higher education is predominantly public (Sunedu, 2021). In recent years, the expansion of 
the system has given way to the emergence of an educational market that puts at risk advances achieved 
in the last university reform, with the political capture of the regulatory entity of educational quality 
(González & Irigoyen, in press). One of Peru’s main permanence programs is National Scholarship and 
Educational Credit Program (PRONABEC), which is a public policy that aims to promote equity and social 
inclusion in higher education, offering scholarships and educational credit to low-income students with 
good academic performance. PRONABEC seeks to expand study opportunities for young people with low 
income and extreme poverty, eliminating financial barriers that could impede access to and continuation 
of studies.  
 
 



CONCLUSIONS  

 
1. Besides the opposition between public and private HEIs, institutional size played a role 

in defining the dynamics of expansion. Brazilian system of HE expanded reducing 
institutional diversity and concentrating enrolments.  

2. Concentration of enrolments (88 private institutions get 2.730.061 of students) and high 
virtualization define the firs grouping of HEIs.  

3. The significant expansion of enrolments in the first group was opposed by the equally 
significant reduction of enrolments at the traditional and elite institutions. 

 
 

Overall, our findings indicate the constitution of institutional types in the other Latin American 

countries analysed that replicate some patterns found in the Brazilian case.  

4. The segmentation of the system between a group of institutions, mainly universities, 

which are more selective in socioeconomic and academic terms, and other institutions 

focused on low-prestige or short-term careers, of a non-university nature. 

5. The institutional models chosen for teacher training proved to be an essential point of 

differences among countries.  

6. Universities play an organising role in higher education, and always have a high degree 

of legally established autonomy. 

7. The role played by the private sector distinguishes Brazil, Chile, and Peru from Argentina 

and Uruguay.  

8. This distinction is not absolute, and the differences among the more privatised countries 

can be linked to the impact of stronger/weaker regulatory institutions.  

9. The institutional space and role given to distance education differ greatly between the 

countries analysed. The Brazilian system, characterized by the concentration and 

oligopolisation of the higher education market, mostly private and offered through 

distance courses, poses challenges to research on institutional diversification. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  



NEXT STEPS 

 
1. Complete the analyses of the formal/normative structure and aspects of the functioning of Higher 

Education in each country. 
2. Identification of institutional typologies based on the aspects of how Higher Education Institutions 

(HEIs) operate, by means of statistical analyses of existing official data. 
3. Comparisons between countries involving the structures and aspects of higher education 

provided for in the legal system. 
4. Comparisons within each country involving the institutional typologies identified on the basis of 

empirical data and the structure and operating aspects of higher education provided for in the 
legal system. 

5. Comparison between the countries on the results of the analyses on the themes defined for the 
project, looking for similarities and specificities of each HES. 

6. Deepen the conceptualisation of a higher education system and the measurement of the effects 
of the technical division of labour and professional groups on the structure of this system and on 
the functioning of HEIs. 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



INSTITUTIONAL RESULTS & DIVULGATION  

The commitment to publicise the research work was made through the Lapes website 
(https://www.lapesbr.org/), whose blog attracted a lot of attention (https://www.lapesbr.org/blog).  
In order to give them greater visibility, we've posted the academic articles written by our researchers on 
the Lapes website. (https://www.lapesbr.org/artigos). At the end of 2023, we were able to build a new 
website ( https://www.celapes.org/) that includes the activities, debates, and publications of the group of 
researchers who are partners in our study. It will become trilingual very soon. The full report of divulgation 
activities can be found in the annex.  
From the point of view of institutionalising the relationship between the researchers, we have made 
progress, which can be seen in four joint initiatives: 

1. Proposal to create a chair on Higher Education in Latin America (the CeLapes) at the Brazilian 
Centre for Higher Studies (CBAE) at UFRJ. 

2. Publication of a book co-edited with CLACSO including the texts of the researchers from the five 
countries who presented at the November seminar. 

3. Organisation of a postgraduate and extension course, bringing together PPGSA/UFRJ and 
NESUB/UnB, with the participation of researchers from the five countries. 

4. Technical co-operation agreement with Inep/Ministry of Education of Brazil for the creation and 
application of social indicators of the flow of students in the higher education system. 

 

INSTITUTIONAL ORGANISATION OF CeLapes – Latin American 

Centre for Research into Higher Education 

The centre is part of UFRJ and include researchers from 9 universities and research centres in South 
America.  

Coordinator:  

Dr Maria Ligia de Oliveira Barbosa (UFRJ)  

Researchers: Invited Researchers 

Dr Ana Maria Albuquerque Moreira (UnB) Dr Carlos Benedito Martins (UnB) 

Dr André Pires (UNISO) Dr Clarissa Baeta Neves (UFRGS) 

Dr André Vieira (UFF) Dr Elizabeth Balbachevsky (USP) 

Dr Andrés Santos Sharpe (IGG & UBA) Dr Fatima Suleman (ISCTE) 

Dr Carolina Zuccarelli (UFF) Dr Helena Sampaio (UNICAMP) 

Dr Cristóbal Villalobos (PUC Chile) Dr Helena Troiano (UAB) 

Dr Eduardo Borges (UERJ) Dr Jean-Jacques Paul (U Bourgogne) 

Dr Gabriel Errandonea (UDELAR) Dr Simon Schwartzman (ABC) 

Dr Julio Durand (U Austral)  

Dr Leonardo Rodrigues (IFNMG)  

Dr Luma Doné (UFRJ)  

Dr Marcelo Scudeler (UNIVAS)  

Dr Renato Augusto Santos (Inep & UFRJ)  

Dr Yolanda Rodriguez (PUC Peru)  

  

TI Claudia Oliveira  

  

Research Assistants:  

Adriane Gouvea (UFRJ)  

Bruno Marão Raposo (UnB)  

Graça Helena Squarça Sanches (UNISO)  

Larissa Luisa Castilho Ventura Gomes (UNISO)  

Maria Clara Silva Cesar Carrijo (UnB)   

Nathália Silveira Werneck Tavares (UFF)  

Rafael Ribeiro Santiago (UFF)   

https://www.lapesbr.org/
https://www.lapesbr.org/blog
https://www.lapesbr.org/artigos
https://www.celapes.org/
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ANNEX – DIVULGATION ACTIVITIES 

By Claudia Oliveira 

 

Note: The divulgation is done in Portuguese and Spanish. 

Projeto Divulgado em Congressos e Seminários: 

 

 

 21º Congresso Brasileiro de Sociologia com o tema “Sociologias para pensar o contemporâneo“, 

de 11 a 14 de julho de 2023, a Universidade Federal do Pará. 

 

 Vídeo de divulgação da SBS  

Posts de Instagram e de Facebook publicado pelos pesquisadores e grupos de pesquisa do 

Lapes/CeLapes 

  

 

https://institucional.ufrrj.br/portalcpda/21o-congresso-brasileiro-de-sociologia-sbs-tem-submissao-de-trabalhos-ate-6-de-fevereiro-ate-31-de-janeiro-para-mestrandos/#:~:text=21%C2%BA%20Congresso%20Brasileiro%20de%20Sociologia,a%20Universidade%20Federal%20do%20Par%C3%A1.
https://institucional.ufrrj.br/portalcpda/21o-congresso-brasileiro-de-sociologia-sbs-tem-submissao-de-trabalhos-ate-6-de-fevereiro-ate-31-de-janeiro-para-mestrandos/#:~:text=21%C2%BA%20Congresso%20Brasileiro%20de%20Sociologia,a%20Universidade%20Federal%20do%20Par%C3%A1.
https://www.instagram.com/reel/CwDIRvosPAB/
https://www.instagram.com/p/CuoyE00NK4g/
https://www.instagram.com/p/CunSAhBNOvw/


Story para Instagram e Facebook distribuído pelos pesquisadores  

 

 

 

 

  



Newsletter  

 

  



O professor André Vieira, UFF, foi convidado pelo Centre for Global Higher Education (CGHE) para 

apresentar o estudo "Social Origin, Skills and Graduates’ Outcomes in Employment in Brazil: How Does 

it Vary across Fields of Study and Institutions?", escrito em coautoria com Carlos Antonio Costa Ribeiro 

(IESP-UERJ), Flavio Carvalhaes (UFRJ) e Rogerio Barbosa (IESP-UERJ). 

 

Posts de Instagram e de Facebook publicado pelos pesquisadores e grupos de pesquisa do 

Lapes/CeLapes 

 

 

 

 

  

https://www.instagram.com/p/CwxbpGUOFXk/
https://www.instagram.com/p/CxQa2HcN7Pi/


Newsletter 

  



 

 

 Encuentro Anual de Investigación, Innovación y Creación PUCP 

2023  

 (Os pesquisadores André Pires e Leonardo Rodrigues participaram do 

encontro para divulgar a pesquisa) 

 

 Vídeo de Divulgação do Evento da PUCP 

 

Posts de Instagram e de Facebook publicado pelos pesquisadores e grupos de pesquisa do 

Lapes/CeLapes 

 

  
 

  

https://encuentro-iic.pucp.edu.pe/
https://encuentro-iic.pucp.edu.pe/
https://www.google.com/search?q=Encuentro+Anual+de+Investigaci%C3%B3n%2C+Innovaci%C3%B3n+y+Creaci%C3%B3n%E2%80%9D&oq=Encuentro+Anual+de+Investigaci%C3%B3n%2C+Innovaci%C3%B3n+y+Creaci%C3%B3n%E2%80%9D&gs_lcrp=EgZjaHJvbWUyBggAEEUYOTIICAEQABgWGB7SAQgxMDAzajBqOagCALACAQ&sourceid=chrome&ie=UTF-8#fpstate=ive&vld=cid:5f61834b,vid:Rpx4HgLXtYY,st:0
https://www.instagram.com/p/CxJO-4QM8GO/
https://www.instagram.com/p/CxJO-4QM8GO/


 

 X ENCONTRO INTERNACIONAL DE INVESTIGADORES DE POLÍTICAS EDUCACIONAIS – 

NEPI-AUGM  

(participação de Maria Lígia de Oliveira Barbosa) 

 

Posts de Instagram e de Facebook publicado pelos pesquisadores e grupos de pesquisa do 

Lapes/CeLapes 

  

 

"EDUCAÇÃO SUPERIOR NA AMÉRICA LATINA: EXPANSÃO, DIVERSIFICAÇÃO E 

DESIGUALDADES" (participação de André Vieira) 

 

  

http://grupomontevideo.org/site/x-encuentro-internacional-de-investigadores-en-politicas-educativas/
http://grupomontevideo.org/site/x-encuentro-internacional-de-investigadores-en-politicas-educativas/
https://www.instagram.com/p/CxY4fz2NPqZ/
https://www.instagram.com/p/CxY4fz2NPqZ/
https://www.instagram.com/p/CyLsm_MM3Ep/


 

 Centro para Estudo da Riqueza e da Estratificação Social 

Posts de Instagram e de Facebook publicado pelos pesquisadores e grupos de pesquisa do 

Lapes/CeLapes 

 

Seminário YouTube 

 

 

 

 

 

https://www.uerj.br/uerj_tags/centro-para-estudo-da-riqueza-e-da-estratificacao-social/
https://www.instagram.com/p/Cy0TZj4xpPU/
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=n0qWGMbm5-g&t=274s


Encontro do Grupo de Estudo e Pesquisa de Educação Superior - Gepes.Palestra Online " Measuring 

Change in Institutional Diversity in Higher Education in Brazil" com o Professor André Vieira, da UFF. 

Posts de Instagram e de Facebook publicado pelos pesquisadores e grupos de pesquisa do 

Lapes/CeLapes 

 

 

Participação da professora Maria Lígia de Oliveira Barbosa (UFRJ), no Ciclo de Seminários "Seres em 

Diálogo"(Ministério da Educação), com a palestra "Políticas de Educação Superior na América Latina: 

Expansão, Diferenciação e Equidade". 

Posts de Instagram e de Facebook publicado pelos pesquisadores e grupos de pesquisa do 

Lapes/CeLapes 

 

 

  

https://www.instagram.com/p/CzZW5-lyPg4/
https://www.instagram.com/p/Cz_LsamMzCV/
https://www.instagram.com/p/C0BzyK0ss5D/


Participação do professor André Vieira, da UFF, no Seminário organizado pelo "Centre for Global 
Higher Education". O tema da apresentação é : "Origem social, competências e resultados dos 
graduados no emprego no Brasil. 

Posts de Instagram e de Facebook publicado pelos pesquisadores e grupos de pesquisa do 

Lapes/CeLapes 

 

 

Seminário no Centro de Estudios de Políticas y Prácticas en Educación - CEPPE UC   
Participação de André Pires, Uniso 

 

 

 

https://www.facebook.com/ceppeuc?__cft__%5b0%5d=AZXvrBSvpaTh7U9OKyVMvmjIDIldS6Brk4EyYX0ljC66A6XHKLOuSNxW939oiJUBKBRtxcXxE6x2JcDzRgXpcga0WGBGVx-8Ca1EWe6DEWMHcA6qQUphIiswHY-IxKXL_s_G55jO15Xb9JWAW6IYP9HxXrB3MoodzyN12XA_MHhDB9Wo7ScAOQQQMH0wHOr7XhQ&__tn__=-UC%2CP-R
https://www.instagram.com/p/C2NuJ4ryI4R/
https://www.instagram.com/p/C1epaKCOzQI/


Palestras  do Grupo de Estudos e Pesquisa sobre Políticas de Educação Superior,da Uniso. 

Participação da professora Maria Lígia de Oliveira Barbosa 

 

 
 

 

Outras  palestras e seminários: 

 

  

 

 

 

https://drive.google.com/file/d/1l6g9xatHnMmAsDLlxIoiPZu7jnMIGZ7h/view?usp=sharing
https://www.instagram.com/p/C4qN4jaxMPH/
https://www.instagram.com/p/C4_BTN-sq-B/
https://www.instagram.com/p/CxtJEC4PrT1/
https://www.instagram.com/p/CuUfsE3NVUZ/


Seminários realizados pelo CeLapes/Lapes 

 

 

 

  

 

 

  

https://www.instagram.com/p/C0Msuasv_Uh/
https://www.instagram.com/p/C0PBrtXtyTL/
https://www.instagram.com/p/Cz_NXo6smau/
https://www.instagram.com/p/C0bs2Z_R-nE/


Newsletter 

 

  



 

 

Seminários  

Educação Superior: avanços e desafios em países da América Latina (IFCS-UFRJ) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=vujj_VbIVsI&t=8s


 

Educação Superior: avanços e desafios em países da América Latina"(Parte 2) 

 

 

Seminário:Políticas de Educação Superior na América Latina: Expansão Diferenciação e Equidade, 

organizado pelo Desestrutura, da UFF e pelo Lapes, do IFCS-UFRJ.  

 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=VNeRb1yezbc&t=6250s
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=xqaw-ndXnQE&t=25s


 

 

 

 

 

 

 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=e-YO7LewF_0&t=1034s
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=eqXekDSB0Tc


 

 

Ciclo de Formação e Desenvolvimento para os docente da PUC-SS; Inst.promotora/financiadora: 

Pontifícia Universidade Católica de São Paulo 

 PROUNI: Trajetória, Transformações e Desafios no Contexto da Educação Superior no Brasil, 2024. 

   

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=e9BR8apy1vo&t=426s
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=_Vte3tTqd8M


Seminário " A Formação nas Licenciaturas: Para quem, para quê, com que resultados? 

  

 

Newsletter e Youtube 

 

 

 

 

  

https://www.instagram.com/p/CwFmx-JMHxM/
https://www.instagram.com/p/CwFmx-JMHxM/
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=z_iOWEejEsw


O Seminário “Diferenciação Institucional e Expansão Desigual do Ensino Superior: Estudos Cariocas e 

Brasileiros” 

Post redes sociais e Newsletter 

 

 
YouTube 

 

 
 

 

BORGES, Eduardo H. N..  Permanência estudantil na 
educação superior brasileira: percepções e práticas de gestores 
universitários. 2023.  

 
 

 

 

http://lattes.cnpq.br/4431587439655475
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=97-uLVVRPCo
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=97-uLVVRPCo
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=97-uLVVRPCo
https://www.instagram.com/p/Cqdb4kgN09u/
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=xWmEkIlYj_0
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=97-uLVVRPCo&t=2s


 

 

Cursos  

Formas Institucionais do Ensino Superior na América Latina (aulas disponíveis mediante solicitação) 

 

 

 

Curso “Modelos Institucionais do Ensino Superior na América Latina” (em andamento – aulas 

disponíveis mediante solicitação) 

 

 

https://www.instagram.com/p/CpQqz7ivGNC/
https://www.instagram.com/p/C37L7JetEjs/


Newsletter 

 

 

 

 

 

 


