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A word from the president

Please allow me to plagiarize my own words. In a different piece, which I am simultaneously drafting, I wrote 

an introduction that fits this occasion perfectly.

Why do we rely on statistics? A rather reductionist answer is that we make use of this approach to deepen our compre-

hension of a given phenomenon, allowing to identify its parameters, divisions and highlights. Other thoughts: to reduce 

the possible ambiguity when dealing with words alone; to support our persuasive arguments, written or spoken, before 

others; to question the subjective arguments of others, which we consider misguided; to confirm our belief that what we 

can measure, we can manage.

There must be other reasons, of course. Thus, I invite you to dive into the data presented herein, collected 

by the Brazilian Association for Distance Education ABED team, of which I am enormously proud. Although I 

personally dislike the idea of seeing the world in terms of “winners” and “losers”, as some cultures tend to do, 

I must admit that Brazil’s distance learning scenario in 2016 as shown quantitatively here was not bad at all.

The figures attest to the increase in positive complexity, the expansion and maturing of the offer and oper-

ation of learning initiatives through technology in the country – a scenario the entire educational community 

can be proud of.

We might, once again, be near the distance learning quality and quantity standard that Brazil set in the 

1970’s as a global reference. But we will let others decide whether we have gotten there yet. This is why our 

bilingual editions are so important.

Those in charge of planning and producing the Brazilian Census for Distance Learning are waiting for you 

feedback, so that future editions can have the highest possible quality to the community.

Happy reading!

Fredric M. Litto
President, ABED

Professor Emeritus of the University of São Paulo
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The role of 

open courses in 

continuing education

Cristiana Mattos Assumpção

Open courses are classified into corporate and non-cor-

porate, and are not accredited by any educational reg-

ulatory body. The difference is that corporate courses 

are designed to meet the specific needs of employees 

or clients of a given company, while non-corporate 

courses are offered to the general public, and their 

students can be enrolled or not in an educational 

institution.

While most corporate courses are targeted at opera-

tional training, the majority of non-corporate courses 

are update courses, according to the 2016 Brazilian 

Census for Distance Learning. Another area with a 

considerable offer of open non-corporate courses is 

professional initiation, where students seek to expand 

their educational horizons.

Non-open courses also have a high demand in 

improvement training and university extension. It 

is worth noting that there is a significant demand 

for training in social/behavioral skills, indicating a 

growing demand for professionals with social and 

emotional skills. This is an important indicator of the 

trend of including practices in active methodologies, 

which provide students with a chance to practice 

the use and acquisition of these skills within formal 

education.

The fact that companies are taking a considerable 

responsibility for the instruction of their employees 

through distance learning presents a significant chal-

lenge to higher education institutions, both distance 

and on-site.

The appearance of so many open courses questions 

how adequate are university courses to their purpose 

of preparing students to enter the market properly 

qualified to their roles. Today, only technical skills 

do not meet the demands of companies. New profes-

sions arrive with the need for skills like teamwork, 

initiative, self-regulation and proactivity, among other 

21st century skills (Rotherham and Willingham, 2010).

Distance learning gave access to continuing educa-

tion on all professional levels, providing an important 

complement to academia.  The highest demand for 

open courses are in the technician, teaching degree 

and professional initiation levels. Corporations often 

encourage students to seek these courses, but many 

are sought spontaneously by students looking to move 

forward in their careers. Improvement training and 

extension courses tend to attract students looking for 

professional growth, more than students encouraged 

by companies.

 ■ Profile of students
We observed that in open non-corporate courses, 

the female presence is significantly higher, while 

in open corporate courses the male presence is just 

slightly more prominent. Most students are 31 to 40 

years old (27%), which reinforces the importance of 

distance learning to meet the demands of a market 

where professionals seek to continue their studies 

while working, aiming to advance in their careers.

It is worth noting the gender difference in these 

two types of courses. These data reveal an advance 

in Brazilian society, where women are increasingly 

investing in their professional lives, due to both finan-

cial demands and the new societal roles women are 

assuming.

 ■ Types of materials
An interesting phenomenon seen with the growth 

of distance learning open courses is the use of free 

materials. The use of teleclasses, videos, digital texts 

and e-books is prevalent. Open courses have also 

adopted the latest technologies, such as simulations, 

video games and accessible resources.

There is a higher preference for proprietary tele-

classes and digital texts developed by supplying 

institutions.

In open courses, the data show a trend for inno-

vation in non-corporate courses, probably due to 

the fact that these courses must seek ways to attract 

the personal interest of their students, as they are 

not required by companies. This type of demand 

encourages the search for better teaching and learning 
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methodologies and stimulates the development of 

courses that use the best tools and practices available.

 ■ Infrastructure and pedagogical strategies
Accredited full distance learning courses and open 

non-corporate courses are the heaviest users of vir-

tual learning environments, according to the 2016 

Brazilian Census for Distance Learning. These are 

courses that strongly seek out resources available 

online. Unfortunately, what we notice is that open 

courses fall behind full distance learning and blended 

courses when it comes to the availability of an internet 

connection and computers, depending on the students’ 

own resources.

The preferred tool in these virtual environments 

to promote interaction among students are message 

boards. Second come chat rooms, used for synchro-

nous discussions and interaction with the tutor, offer-

ing the possibility of real-time support. Companies 

tend to personalize their environments and identify 

them with their logo and identity.

Information security is also a big concern for deci-

sion making regarding the hosting service for the vir-

tual learning environment. This informs the choice 

for cloud or on-site hosting. It was observed that most 

institutions choose to keep information on-site, or a 

blended on-site/cloud model.

The number of courses in cloud-only hosting is 

significant. With the appearance of the information 

security technology Blockchain, which is just start-

ing to be studied for its application to education, dis-

tance learning courses became increasingly safer, 

and companies and institutions offering distance 

learning courses became more confident to invest 

in a cloud model.

Open non-corporate courses tend to automate client 

support, since their target audience seeks courses 

which offer support tailored to their time and needs. 

It would not be feasible to have a teacher available 

at all times.

Many open courses use discussions and case 

studies, with less practical activities that need fol-

low-up. This is shown in the type of evaluation and 

feedback offered. Formative evaluation is less pres-

ent in open courses, since they are more automated 

for independent studies. To take this type of course, 

the student must have a more autonomous profile, in 

order to persevere and finish the course on their own.

 ■ Conclusion
Open courses offer an opportunity that benefits 

both professionals and companies, since they offer 

the opportunity for continuing and customized train-

ing, raising the quality of professionals in the market 

today and contributing to the offer of qualified labor, 

crucial for the development of the nation.
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Active methodologies 

and distance learning

João Mattar

As has happened before with topics such as constructivism and skills/competencies, the theme of active meth-

odologies is a strong trend in education, and now also in distance learning. “Active methodologies and distance 

learning” is the main topic of the 2016 Brazilian Census for Distance Learning, and “Active methodologies 

applied to education” was the main topic of the 23rd CIAED – ABED International Congress of Distance Education. 

First, it is worth noting that there are many types of active methodologies: case study, problem-based learn-

ing, project-based learning, game-based learning and gamification, flipped classroom, design thinking and 

peer instruction, among others (Mattar, 2017). Their use in distance learning naturally became a noble theme 

for theoretical and empirical research.

The questions posed by the 2016 Brazilian Census for Distance Learning, however, did not differentiate these 

methodologies, and therefore it is not the ideal tool to evaluate their specific applications to distance learning. 

It is possible, however, to make some interesting observations.

First, most educational institutions agree that active methodologies are productive, according to Chart 7.13 

of this Census, regardless of the modality or type of course offered.

Chart 7.13 – Institutions that agree with the statement “I believe active methodologies are productive” in 

regards to each type of course, in percentage
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Most institutions also agree that distance learning requires innovation in pedagogical approaches, as per 

Chart 7.12.
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Chart 7.12 – Agreement rate with the statement “Distance learning requires innovation in pedagogical 

approaches”, in percentage, in 1-5 Likert scale
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Because active methodologies are considered pedagogical innovations, their use in distance learning would 

naturally be justified. But how have they actually been used in our country? Although the 2016 Brazilian Census 

for Distance Learning does not give us these answers sorted by type of active methodology, it does allow us to 

indirectly reach a few broad conclusions.

Regarding the activities proposed in distance learning, for example, it is possible to observe the importance 

of discussions (which encourage collaboration and peer learning), problem solving (a type of active methodol-

ogy; see Berbel, 1998; Cyrino and Toralles-Pereira, 2004) and multimedia production (which places the student 

in the role of creator), both in open (Chart 7.17) and accredited courses (Chart 7.16).

Chart 7.17 – Activities requested from students in open courses, in percentage
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The 2016 Census also shows a high usage in distance learning of mobile apps (such as WhatsApp) and social 

networks (usually informal learning environments, not designed primarily for education) for distributing 

content to the students (Charts 6.4 and 6.5).

Chart 7.16 – Activities requested from students in accredited courses, in percentage
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Chart 6.4 – Resources used in content distribution in accredited courses, in percentage
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Chart 6.5 – Resources used in content distribution in open courses, in percentage

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80

67
71

38
45

28
25

18
6

16
8

2
8

Open corporate courses Open non-corporate courses

Virtual learning environment

Email, email listings or groups

Social network groups (Facebook, Google+ etc.)

Blogs

Chat groups (WhatsApp, Telegram etc.)

Virtual drives (Google Drive, Dropbox, etc.)

However, despite the high rate of more active practices proposed to students and the use of informal learning 

environments for content distribution, which would favor the application of more active (or less one-sided) 

methodologies, when we analyze the responses to the 2016 Brazilian Census for Distance Learning regarding 

the types of interaction favored in distance learning, from an evaluation standpoint, we find a predominance 

of teacher-student interactions over other types of interaction, such as student-student (Moore, 2014). 

Regarding the feedback offered to students (Charts 7.19 and 7.20), for example, we noticed a clear predom-

inance of teacher-student (or tutor-student) interaction, including grades by discipline, over peer feedback, 

even in open courses, which is even less justifiable.

Chart 7.19 – Types of feedback offered to students in accredited courses, in percentage

20

10

30

0

40

50

60
53 53

25
20 22 22

18 20

11
6 4 2

15

3 1 2 3 1

Full distance learning courses Blended courses On-site courses

Individual 
feedback from 
tutor/teacher

Up to 3 grades 
per discipline

More than 3 
grades per 
discipline

Peer feedback Audio or video 
notes

Learning notes

12

2016 Brazilian Census for Distance Learning

12



Chart 7.20 – Types of feedback offered to students in open courses, in percentage
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It looks like even though Brazilian educational 

institutions recognize that active methodologies 

are productive and that distance learning requires 

innovation in pedagogical approaches, and although 

these same institutions began applying more active 

practices and less formal virtual learning environ-

ments, they still feel insecure in encouraging stu-

dent-student interaction as an evaluation tool, even 

if this is one of the main active methodologies (Mazur, 

2015).

Therefore, institutions recognize (at least in theory) 

the importance of active methodologies for distance 

learning, and this is already reflected in the adoption 

of these more active practices and less formal virtual 

learning environments, but this change is still not 

obvious from the standpoint of validating learning. 

The change in technologies, therefore, appears to 

have come before the change in methodologies, at 

least from an evaluation standpoint.

What the 2016 Brazilian Census for Distance 

Learning allows us to conclude, therefore, is that 

active methodologies are still not incorporated into 

distance learning as a feedback and evaluation strat-

egy. In this sense, a broad and sensible field of research 

opens before us: evaluation in distance learning, 

which is the topic of the 2017 ABED National Seminar 

on Distance Education (SENAED).
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The many meanings 

of quality in 

distance learning

Rita Maria Lino Tarcia, Karen Diana Macedo Arsenovicz, Adriana 

Domingues Freitas, Cristiane Machado

Historically, quality education in Brazil has always 

been available to few. With the increase in the number 

of offers in higher education and distance learning 

courses, quality takes on a central spot due to the 

impact of technologies and new educational para-

digms. Given the democratization of information and 

knowledge, quality right now cannot be dissociated 

from the number of offers and opportunities of pro-

fessional training. 

According to Gadotti (2010, p. 7), 

we must build a new quality, as per educator Paulo 

Freire (1921-1997), one which can embrace all. Quality 

means improving people’s lives, for everyone. In edu-

cation, quality is directly related to the well-being of all 

our communities.

In this sense, discussing quality requires a wide, 

systemic view that considers its multiple meanings 

and aspects. 

Quality in distance learning is established from a 

set of factors which, articulated amongst themselves, 

define the conditions favorable to learning. Thus, to 

analyze quality in distance learning, it is necessary 

to consider a set of elements or aspects that make 

up educational actions. The whole distance learning 

process and products must be studied in order to 

identify and define the common elements that are 

significant to increase quality in educational practices 

(Dourado, 2007).

From a legal standpoint, the current Brazilian 

Constitution (1988) establishes the right to quality 

education, as its article 206, sub-paragraph VII states 

that education is to be based on the principle of a 

guaranteed quality standard.

From an educational standpoint, for Imbernón 

(2004), quality has been analyzed from a student’s 

point of view, and it is seen as a trajectory, a con-

tinuous process. The author points out that quality is 

not only in the content, but also in the interactivity of 

the process, the group dynamic, the use of activities, 

the teacher’s style and the materials used. Imbernón 

highlights a few ideas to foster the discussion on 

quality, among them the need for solidary action to 

develop a new organizational culture based on a new 

practice, not only educational, but also social.

Quality in education is also presented in a Unesco 

(2003) document as a means to promote equity. The 

document highlights the impact of educational expe-

riences on people’s lives and on the increase in equal 

opportunities.

In Brazil, specifically, the first draft of the Distance 

Learning Quality Standards (Brasil, 2007) was created 

in 2003. However, due to the new laws and regulations 

regarding the increasing offer of the distance learn-

ing modality, a new document defining the Quality 

Standards was published in 2007. Although not legally 

enforced, this document is considered a guiding stan-

dard that informs government laws in regards to 

specific processes for regulating, supervising and 

evaluating the distance learning modality.

According to this document, published by the 

Ministry of Education, the political and pedagogical 

project of a distance learning course must include 

categories that involve pedagogical aspects, human 

resources and infrastructure according to these topics: 

communication systems; learning materials; evalua-

tion; multidisciplinary team; support infrastructure; 

academic and administrative management; and finan-

cial sustainability.

 It is also noteworthy that Decree n. 9057, of May 

25th 2017, considered a milestone in distance learn-

ing regulation, mentions the term quality only once, 

in its article 19. Given this mention and considering 

this degree the guiding stone of the regulation and 

supervision processes of the Ministry of Education, 

we flag the need to revise the document defining the 

Distance Learning Quality Standards from an innova-

tive, inclusive, transparent and systemic perspective. 

Finally, this article sought to motivate and encour-

age discussions about quality in distance learning, as 
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it is considered of paramount importance. It is cru-

cial to hold an advanced debate on the elements that 

compose and define quality, taking it as a dynamic 

concept that responds to the transformations through 

which humanity and, consequently, education are 

going through. We must contemplate the possibility 

of building criteria and guidelines that consider the 

innovative and active character of distance learn-

ing in the face of technological advances. The leap of 

quality, given this challenge, necessarily lies with a 

multiprofessional and truly collaborative work.

Given these new opportunities, it will be possible to 

advance with quality education that prepares profes-

sionals to transform their lives and the lives of their 

communities, so that, moving away from distortion 

and manipulation, they can be free and whole to 

transform also our country. 
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Distance learning 

regulation and 

quality: opinion data

Carlos Longo

We live in a disruptive world, where new products 

and services are breaking paradigms and established 

business models. Hotel chains and travel agencies are 

being replaced by online platforms such as Airbnb. 

Taxi services now face the competition of Uber. 

Electric and driverless cars are becoming popular 

in cities of the Northern Hemisphere.

In higher education, platforms such as MOOCs (mas-

sive online open courses) and tools such as open edu-

cational resources (OER) are gaining strength, while 

nanodegrees promise to turn higher education upside 

down. Blended learning, using flipped classroom 

concepts and active methodologies, is promoting an 

unprecedented wave of change and innovation in 

education.

Meanwhile, in Brazil, we have been living for over 

ten years with obsolete regulations for distance learn-

ing in higher education, regulations which restrict the 

use of digital libraries, requires presence in distance 

learning courses, and only allows on-site courses 

to have up to 20% of their workload in the distance 

learning modality. 

These delays in terms of regulation in Brazil have, 

in the first two decades of the 21st century, concen-

trated the offer of distance learning courses in a few 

large institutions, which is not desirable for society. 

In addition to creating a bottleneck in the authoriza-

tion process of on-site hubs by the Office of Regulation 

and Supervision for Higher Education (Seres) and 

the Anísio Teixeira National Institute for Research 

and Studies (INEP), many small and medium higher 

education institutions with grade 4 or higher in the 

Institutional Concept (CI) and General Course Index 

(IGC) were not authorized to offer distance learning 

courses.

National and international quality ratings have 

shown that there is no difference in the quality of 

teaching and learning between the on-site and dis-

tance modalities. Thus, blended learning appears 

as the future of education on every level, especially 

higher education.

If we look at the data from the Brazilian Census 

for Distance Learning, we can attest that the ten larg-

est higher education institutions hold 80% of on-site 

hubs and 73% of distance learning students, mostly 

obtained by acquisition rather than organically. In 

practice, instead of promoting innovation and quality, 

the current regulation only further concentrated the 

students within the big private educational groups 

in Brazil.

This scenario highlights the lack of a regulation 

that allows for quicker and more flexible regula-

tory bodies. Within this context, it is worth noting 

that the Ministry of Education (MEC), throughout 

its many administrations over the past 12 years, has 

taken actions such as the creation of the Council of 

the Improvement Program for Higher Education 

Regulation and Supervision Processes (CC-Pares) in 

2008, and the National Education Council (CNE) in 2012, 

among others. Although these initiatives involved 

several segments of society, including ABED, they 

were not able to advance in terms of effective regu-

latory innovation.

In every commission which had the participation 

of ABED and other representatives of the academic 

community, the tone was always towards a more flex-

ible and modern regulation, giving higher education 

institutions a more effective voice in the offer of high 

quality distance learning courses throughout the 

nation. However, some bottlenecks from the start of 

this century were not accounted for in terms of regu-

lation, such as digital libraries, percentage of distance 

learning workload in on-site courses, use and role of 

the on-site support hub, role of the tutor etc.

 At a time when the most important universities in 

the world are discussing applications for virtual real-

ity software – such as IBM’s Watson – and augmented 

reality labs, in Brazil we are still not allowed to carry 

more than 20% of the on-site workload in the dis-

tance learning modality. Moreover, we are required 

to install physical libraries in hubs which the students 
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only attend to take an on-site test – required by law – once a month or semester, depending on the pedagogical 

model proposed by the institution.

Finally, in 2017 the MEC issued Decree n. 9057 (Brasil, 2017), establishing new regulatory structures for 

offering distance learning in the country. The decree will be complemented by a new ruling to be issued in 

June 2017. MEC representatives have also indicated that changes to Decree n. 5773/2006 and Ruling n. 40/2007, 

the most important regulations in the industry, will also outgo changes towards a more flexible regulation.

Below is a table based on a study by Santander Bank with the changes that are expected to cause the highest 

impact in the offer of distance learning courses in the coming years.

Table 1 – Changes with Decree n. 9057

Before Decree n. 9057 After Decree n. 9057 ABED analysis

On-site vs. distance learning The institution can 
only be accredited in 
the distance learning 
modality if on-site 
courses are offered.

The institution can be 
accredited for distance 
learning only.

Regulatory advance. 
We are waiting on an 
additional ruling to check 
the scope of the change.

Public higher education 
institutions

Public institutions had 
to request distance 
learning accreditation 
just like private 
institutions.

Public institutions are 
automatically authorized 
to offer distance learning.

We believe this should 
be allowed to all higher 
education institutions, 
both public and private, 
as long as they have a 
high IGC grade.

Accreditation process The process involves 
visiting the headquarters 
and requested hubs. The 
whole process takes 3 to 
4 years.

The process will be 
centered on the visit 
to the institution’s 
headquarters, without 
visits to the hubs. Each 
institution will have the 
right to open a certain 
number of hubs per 
year based on their CI 
and IGC rankings. To be 
announced in additional 
ruling.

Regulatory advance 
establishing merit as the 
criteria for expansion 
and accelerating the 
implementation of hubs 
by regional institutions 
with continuous CI and 
IGC greater than or equal 
to 4.

CI and IGC quality indexes 
as criteria

The quality of higher 
educational institutions 
as measured by the MEC 
in official evaluations was 
not very relevant to the 
accreditation process 
and the number of 
on-site support hubs.

The number of hubs 
allowed for each 
institution will be driven 
by a regulatory bonus 
based on Institutional 
Concept (CI). The General 
Course Index (IGC) can 
also be used.

A regulatory advance, 
as it highlights the 
importance of academic 
merit measured and 
consolidated by the 
MEC through its official 
regulations. This measure 
is expected to drive 
quality and accelerate 
the expansion of distance 
learning.

(continues)
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Before Decree n. 9057 After Decree n. 9057 ABED analysis

On-site support hubs Strict requirements 
for the infrastructure 
of the hubs and their 
educational and 
pedagogical role.

Requirements will 
become less strict. For 
example, a digital library 
will be allowed to replace 
a physical one. The 
institution will be able to 
define the role of the hub 
based on its Institutional 
Pedagogical Project (PPI).

Regulatory advance. The 
academic autonomy 
of the institution 
prevails over regulatory 
bureaucracies that 
paralyzed educational 
and pedagogical 
strategies and innovation.

Source: Adapted from Giardino; Olmos, 2017. 

Despite these advances, we still have much to debate 

on a national level. The regulation of on-site learn-

ing must also move forward. We should no longer be 

restricted to a 20% of distance learning workload in 

on-site courses. We must advance in distance learning 

stricto sensu graduate programs, as other countries 

such as the United States, England and Spain have 

high quality programs in the first positions of the 

best international rankings, while in Brazil we are 

still assessing what to do.

We believe the new regulatory structure of dis-

tance learning, whose bases have been established 

by Decree n. 9057, will assertively change distance 

learning in Brazil. However, this will only be true 

after the publication of an additional ruling by the 

Ministry of Education. From what we have seen so far, 

we believe the new regulation could drive quality and 

stimulate higher education institutions with CI and 

IGC higher than 4 to join this modality, increasing 

the quality of courses offered to society.
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Profile of institutions 

offering distance 

learning in Brazil

Janes Fidélis Tomelin

The census held by ABED was designed to organize 

relevant data about distance learning in Brazil. It is a 

reference and research material for institutions, man-

agers, teachers, researchers and all those interested 

in distance learning. It is also a tool for compiling the 

information shared by the institutions into annual 

reports distributed in print and online.

The sample is significant and represents a reliable 

overview of distance learning in Brazil. Information 

such as geographical location, administrative cate-

gories, courses offered and the main challenges for 

institutions are some of the issues investigated yearly.

In this text, we will seek to understand, based on 

the data raised by censuses held by ABED and the 

Anísio Teixeira National Institute for Research and 

Studies (INEP), the evolution of the profile of insti-

tutions over the last few years in Brazil. We will use 

data from the 2010 to 2016 ABED censuses in order to 

observe changes in the Brazilian distance learning 

scenario, and will trace a comparison with INEP data 

from 2011 to 2015.

In this regard, a few questions guide the reflections 

that follow:

 ■ Is the concentration of institutions in the Southeast 

a constant that remains a strong trend?

 ■ What are the rates of market growth and the con-

centration of public and private institutions that 

offer distance learning?

 ■ What courses have the highest demand in the insti-

tutions participating in the censuses?

 ■ Do the challenges of institutions offering distance 

learning remain the same over the years?

Is the concentration of institutions in the 
Southeast a constant that remains a strong trend?

Most respondents of the last seven years are located 

in the Brazilian Southeast, with an average 42% rep-

resentation. We have noticed a decrease, in 2013, to 

40% and, in 2016, to 37%. According to the 2015 INEP 

census, the Southeast concentrates 42% of institutions 

offering distance learning.

In the South, the historical average is 23%, and in 

2016 there was an important increase in participation, 

reaching 27%. According to the 2015 INEP census, 24% 

of institutions are located in the South.

The Central-West has an average 13% represen-

tation, which decreased in 2016 to 11%. To INEP, the 

region has a 7% participation.

The North region, which represented 3% in 2010, 

grew to 7% in 2016, very close to the 6% reported by 

INEP.

The Northeast also had a slight growth in the last 

two years, going from a 16% to an 18% average. To 

INEP, the Northeast concentrates 21% of institutions.

Together, the South and Southeast regions concen-

trate 64% of institutions participating in the ABED 

census. Regarding the INEP census, representation 

is almost equivalent at 66%. As we can see, the ABED 

and INEP data are very similar when comparing the 

representation of institutions by region.
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Table 1 – Comparison of ABED and INEP censuses regarding the percentage of institutions by region, in 

percentage

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016

ABED INEP ABED INEP ABED INEP ABED INEP ABED INEP ABED INEP

North 5 7 6 8 5 7 5 6 6 6 7 -

Northeast 14 22 14 21 17 20 15 21 18 21 18 -

Central-West 14 8 12 8 16 7 14 7 13 7 11 -

Southeast 45 39 46 40 40 41 41 42 42 42 37 -

South 22 24 22 22 22 24 25 24 21 24 27 -

What are the rates of market growth and concentration of public and private institutions that offer 
distance learning? 

In every edition of the ABED census, institutions have declared their administrative categories, and we 

noticed a predominance of private institutions. We have identified, in the last three years (2014 to 2016), the 

involvement of an average 65% private institutions and 35% public institutions, whereas private ones have 

increased participation in the census.

As for the proportion of public and private institutions according to the INEP census, it comes to 44% and 

56%, respectively. We have noticed a growing offer of distance learning in private institutions from 2011 to 

2015, representing an additional 51%.

However, when we compare the number of students in the public and private systems, proportions are very 

different. Based on INEP data from 2015, we observed that public institutions respond for 9% of total enroll-

ments, while 91% of students are enrolled in private institutions. When analyzing the ten biggest institutions 

in number of enrollments, we observed that they represent 72.5% of the market, four of them being located 

in the South and six in Southeast.

Table 2 – Comparison of ABED and INEP censuses regarding the percentage of private and public 

institutions, in percentage

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016

ABED INEP ABED INEP ABED INEP ABED INEP ABED INEP ABED INEP

N/A 9 - 17 - 20 - 0 - 0 - 0 -

Private 62 49 58 48 53 48 62 54 66 56 68 -

Public 29 51 25 52 28 52 38 46 34 44 32 -

What courses have the highest demand in the institutions participating in the Census?
We observed that the ten courses with the highest demand correspond to practically 75% of total enroll-

ments. Education alone represents 25%, followed by Management at 13.7%. Among the new additions is Physical 

Education, already in sixth with 3.5% of enrollments.
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Table 3 – Courses with the highest demand, in 

percentage

Ranking of courses Percentage (%)

Education 25

Management 13.7

Social Service 7.4

Accounting 7.2

Human Resources Management 6.9

Physical Education 3.5

Management Processes 3.5

Logistics 2.8

Language and Literature 2.5

Public Management 2.4

Do the challenges of institutions offering distance 
learning remain the same over the years?

Throughout the years, the issues considered chal-

lenges and obstacles for distance learning have been 

gaining new dimensions. One curious fact is that, 

from 2010 to 2014, dropouts have been at the center 

of attention for the institutions participating in the 

ABED census, but in 2015 they are no longer seen as 

the biggest concern.

Two other issues, until 2014, were related to the 

staffing challenges for distance learning and the resis-

tance of students and teachers to the modality.

In 2015, technological innovation and infrastructure 

take the lead as the biggest concerns. In 2016, a new 

point is presented and institutions declare as main 

challenge the innovation in pedagogical approaches. 

Moreover, the issue of teacher resistance changes, 

in the last two years, to a positive perception that 

distance learning reaches audiences that would not 

otherwise be able to study in a fully on-site format. 

Below, we present the ranking of the five biggest dif-

ficulties pointed out by institutions from 2010 to 2016.

Table 4 – Biggest difficulties pointed out by 

institutions, by year

20
16

Offering distance learning requires innovation 
in pedagogical approaches

Offering distance learning requires constant 
technological innovation

The teachers in my institution believe distance 
learning reaches audiences that would not be 
able to study in a traditional on-site setting

Offering distance learning requires constant 
innovation in administrative processes

Offering distance learning requires a high 
infrastructure standard

20
15

Offering distance learning requires constant 
technological innovation

Offering distance learning requires a more 
complex technological infrastructure than 
on-site courses

The teachers in my institution believe distance 
learning reaches audiences that would not be 
able to study in a traditional on-site setting

Offering distance learning requires constant 
innovation in administrative processes

Offering distance learning requires developing a 
complex student support structure

20
14

Student dropout

Teacher resistance to the distance learning 
modality

Organizational challenges of an on-site 
institution that starts offering distance learning

Student resistance to the distance learning 
modality

IT support for teachers 

Demand of students interested in the courses

20
13

Student dropout

Organizational challenges of an on-site 
institution that starts offering distance learning

Teacher resistance to the distance learning 
modality

Course production costs

IT support for teachers
(continues)
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20
12

Student dropout

Organizational challenges of an on-site 
institution that starts offering distance learning

Teacher resistance to the distance learning 
modality

Course production costs

IT support for teachers

Student resistance to the distance learning 
modality

20
11

Student dropout

Organizational challenges of an on-site 
institution that starts offering distance learning

Course production costs

Teacher resistance to the distance learning 
modality

Demand of students interested in the courses

20
10

Student dropout

Organizational challenges of an on-site  
institution that starts offering distance learning

Teacher resistance to the distance learning 
modality

Student resistance to the distance learning 
modality

Legal restrictions (educational rules, safety rules 
etc.)

 ■ Conclusion
Finally, observing the changes and behaviors 

related to distance learning allows us to reflect on 

strategies, trends and challenges of this educational 

industry for the years to come. The focus of discussion 

in this text was to observe institutional growth in the 

offer of distance learning in the country.

Comparisons between the ABED and INEP censuses 

have allowed us to notice similarities in most of the 

data analyzed. This shows that the ABED census has 

a significant sample, and represents a reliable over-

view of distance learning.

Among the data analyzed, we can see that in the 

last six years the increase in higher education insti-

tutions offering distance learning in Brazil has kept 

a stable pattern, presenting a higher concentration in 

the Southeast and South regions. The participation of 

private institutions in the offer of distance learning 

courses is absolute.

Without a question, the growth of the distance 

learning industry corresponds to the changes in the 

biggest challenges faced by the institutions. The matu-

rity of institutions, the increase in quality of life and 

society’s perception of the modality are some of the 

variables that can be considered. Thus, concerns that 

were previously concentrated on dropout rates and 

resistance to the modality are replaced by attention 

to technological and pedagogical innovation. This 

concern is important, as it reveals the commitment 

of institutions towards the quality of the education 

they offer. Therefore, we see a trend of a consoli-

dated distance learning, which researches and uses 

new technologies, applies new methodologies and is 

established as an innovative way to learn.
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Supplying 

institutions

Margarete Lazzaris Kleis

With the expansion of the distance learning modality 

and technological advances in education, the number 

of institutions that supply products for distance learn-

ing is growing, both in number of new companies 

throughout Brazil and in innovation of solutions (see 

Chart 9.2 of the 2016 Brazilian Census for Distance 

Learning). 

The job market demands professionals that are 

increasingly more connected to the latest technology. 

In this sense, the distance learning modality has been 

growing to meet the need to present innovative solu-

tions to ever more demanding students.

Most higher education institutions offering dis-

tance learning are realizing that traditional models 

no longer captivate students. Thus, they seek compa-

nies specialized in educational technology to help 

them in the offer of courses with technological and 

pedagogical quality.

There are several types of supplying institutions, 

as shown in the 2016 Brazilian Census for Distance 

Learning. They all have different kinds of solutions 

that can meet specific or broader needs. These solu-

tions can also be generic or customized, depending 

on what the institution is looking for.

Just as in the corporate world, where companies feel 

the need to reflect their mission, vision and values, 

higher education institutions are also seeking solu-

tions that represent their quality, exclusive pedagogy 

and teacher knowledge. Supplying institutions are 

increasingly more aware of this need, offering prod-

ucts that can be customized according to the demands 

of each educational institution. 

The demands of educational institutions – in the 

sense of strengthening their brand and offering the 

best to their students – caused supplying institutions 

to review the way their solutions were being created. 

Some reported difficulties renewing contracts and 

reduced number of clients (see Chart 9.7).

Some suppliers, however, in addition to seeing 

an increase in the number of new clients, became 

long-term partners of educational institutions, due to 

their personalized attention and their offer of a team 

of professionals specific to each client. This partner-

ship process allows teachers from the institutions to 

work as content producers or reviewers, preserving 

the educational institution’s brand.

The solutions created to meet the demands of edu-

cational institutions are quite complex, and some sup-

plying institutions are blocked by the requirements 

of the Ministry of Education, teachers and students of 

higher education. The clients that use these solutions 

have high expectations regarding quality, innovation, 

customization, deadlines and costs. This is why com-

panies have listed a number of difficulties they found 

to provide their products, as we can see in Chart 9.9.

Although Chart 9.10 presents a high rate of supply-

ing institutions that agree that there was a decrease 

in demand, for many companies the demand grew. 

We can see that in Part 8, more specifically in Chart 

8.1, which presents enrollments in distance learn-

ing courses and shows that this number has grown, 

despite the economic crisis in the country.

Educational institutions are still resistant to seek-

ing external alternatives and educational solutions, 

and some still do not trust the quality of supplying 

institutions. However, if higher education institutions 

get to know the production processes of these compa-

nies, their investments in research and technological 

and pedagogical innovation, their experience in the 

academic field and their flexibility to provide a cus-

tomized service to clients, they will certainly find in 

supplying institutions a great help to develop high 

quality educational processes for distance learning. 

After all, quality, innovation and pedagogical con-

sistency are the drivers of education, specifically 

distance learning.
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Distance learning 

investments and 

financial health 

in Brazil

Benhur Etelberto Gaio

Amidst a scenario of political and economic uncer-

tainty in the country, the profits of the education 

industry felt the impact of the high unemployment 

rates and economic recession. The Central Bank’s 

inflation forecasts reaffirm that, in 2017, the moder-

ate reduction in the cut back pace of interest rated 

is consistent with the unstable scenario, leveraging 

investments in business and development.

The current turbulence uncovers challenges such 

as offering pedagogical approaches that effectively 

respond to the needs of students of the digital gener-

ation and create less passive and more active college 

students.

For the last ten years, the distance learning mar-

ket has been witnessing a concentration of mergers. 

According to a government report on education, 80% 

of mergers and acquisitions in the industry happened 

from 2008 to 2013. Although this movement has seen 

a reduction in the last four years, the education mar-

ket still requires deeper and more complex analyses 

on the impacts of these mergers, which are directly 

related to entry barriers and the level of competition 

in the industry.

The 2016 Brazilian Census for Distance Learning 

presents data regarding the state of distance learn-

ing businesses in Brazil, including the number of 

enrollments, course profitability, investments made 

and forecast, as well as dropout rates and reasons. 

In general, the data show that, despite the increase 

in number of enrollments, following every trend 

forecast for this market, profits did not increase in 

comparison to the previous year.

Investments were reduced in comparison to both 

the previous year and the forecasts. In 2015, 41.17% 

of institutions forecast an increase in investments 

for 2016, however, in 2016, only 29% of institutions 

effectively increased investments in distance learning.

The number of hubs also shows signs of reduced 

investments – in 2015, participants reported 7,463 

on-site support hubs, while in 2016 this number 

dropped to 5,746. This can represent, on one hand, 

the omission of information by some participants or, 

on the other hand, an actual reduction in investments 

in expansion. This contradicts the expansion trend 

foreseen by technicians of the Office of Regulation 

and Supervision for Higher Education (Seres) of the 

Ministry of Education, who indicated an increase 

in the number of hub accreditation requests, caus-

ing the Ministry of Education to update its distance 

learning policies.

Another information that shows a reduction in 

distance learning investments is the number of pro-

fessionals reported, which dropped from 62,990 in 

2015 to 53,378 in 2016. The areas most affected by this 

reduction were teaching and tutoring, while invest-

ments in material production and student support 

remained stable.

Although the numbers reveal the impact of a turbu-

lent economic moment, enrollments have increased 

and profitability remained stable, which reflects a cer-

tain optimism for growth and investments in distance 

learning. Of the institutions surveyed, 31% intend to 

increase investments in full distance learning accred-

ited courses in 2017. This percentage is followed by 

institutions that intend to increase funds for blended 

(23%) and open non-corporate (20%) courses.

This optimism reveals the industry’s possibility 

to expand and develop, but its success will certainly 

depend on how institutions will deal with a series of 

challenges that have been frequently discussed in 

the distance learning community.

One of these challenges is analyzing the perfor-

mance of students and seeking to develop methodol-

ogies that favor learning and increase engagement 

and motivation, reducing dropout rates. Although the 

2016 Brazilian Census for Distance Learning indicated 

financial issues as the main reason for dropouts, lack 

of time and lack of adaptation to the modality also 

have high rates.
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This shows that there is still much to invest in the 

innovation of active methodologies and pedagogical 

approaches more in line with the digital generation, 

placing the students and their learning styles as a 

point of reference. Some trends that are constantly 

mentioned in the educational market and which 

could be the focus of investments in this sense are 

m-learning technologies, gamification, blended learn-

ing, flipped classroom, social networks, accessible 

learning and big data software. 
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Distance learning 

inclusive character

João Vianney

The profile of distance learning students in Brazil 

is a safe indicator of the inclusive character of this 

modality. These are “workers that study”, rather than 

“students that work”. In other words, these students 

are older than their colleagues in traditional on-site 

learning, and a higher percentage of them is already 

in the workforce. Additionally, another dominant 

characteristic of distance learning is the higher pro-

portion of women among students.

 ■ Age range
Regarding the average age of students, the 2016 

Brazilian Census for Distance Learning data show 

that students in higher education distance learning 

courses are concentrated mainly in the age ranges of 

26-30 and 31-40 years old. Charts 4.6, 4.7 and 4.8 show 

these data more clearly.

These age ranges differ substantially from the pro-

file of students enrolled in traditional higher educa-

tion at the time of the survey – these are concentrated 

in the range up to 25 years old. This fundamental 

difference reinforces the distance learning modality 

as the ultimate opportunity to meet the needs of the 

population that did not have access to college imme-

diately upon completing high school.

The data of the 2016 Brazilian Census for Distance 

Learning are consistent with the annual survey held 

by the Anísio Teixeira National Institute for Research 

and Surveys (INEP), an agency linked to the Ministry 

of Education that collects data from higher education 

institutions in the country. INEP shows that the aver-

age age in higher education in 2016 was 26 for on-site 

students, and 33 for distance learning students. 

This seven year difference recorded late 2015, how-

ever, has been decreasing. In the early 2000s, the 

predominant student profile in distance learning 

undergraduate courses was that of teachers who were 

about to retire and did not have a specific teaching 

degree.  The courses with the most students were 

teaching degree programs, which had up to 85% of 

enrollments at the time.

This profile brought the age average up in dis-

tance learning, to above 40 years old. In the middle 

of the decade, from 2004 to 2007, institutions started 

including distance learning bachelor’s degree pro-

grams, especially Management, Accounting and Social 

Service.  With younger candidates participating in 

selection processes, the age range of students started 

to fall.

Another cycle of changes happened from 2008 to 

2012, with technological undergraduate courses gain-

ing strength in the market, offering two- to three-year 

programs. Courses such as Multimedia Production, 

Marketing, Design and Video Games attracted younger 

students, and the age range kept on falling.

In 2016 and 2017, in the midst of the economic crisis 

that intensified in the country, a new profile of stu-

dents began to enter distance learning: high school 

graduates started to consider distance learning a 

natural option to continue on into college. With this, 

the historical notion that distance learning is directed 

only at those outside the normal schooling cycle was 

broken.

This phenomenon is still new, but it already points 

to an approximation between the profile of students in 

distance learning and the traditional on-site modality.

 ■ Workers that study
The evidence that distance learning students are 

“workers that study” is not only in the age range 

distinction, which would be sufficient indication 

if crossed with data from the Brazilian Institute of 

Geography and Statistics (IBGE) or the Institute for 

Applied Economic Research (IPEA). It is possible to 

extract, from the 2016 Brazilian Census for Distance 

Learning alone, that there is a higher proportion of 

students that work in distance learning than in tra-

ditional on-site learning. Charts 4.9 and 4.10 present 

these data. Chart 4.11, in turn, illustrates the inclu-

sive characteristic of distance learning, showing that 

courses offered by NGOs have a higher incidence of 

students who study and work.

The 2016 Brazilian Census for Distance Learning 

also supports the statement that on-site students from 

federal institutions could be identified as “students 
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that work”. These institutions have younger students, 

and among them the incidence of workers is lower.

Students of private institutions, in turn, could be 

identified as “workers that study” for their more 

advanced age range and the highest rate of employ-

ment. This is yet another evidence of the inclusive 

character of distance learning.

 ■ Women are the majority in distance learning
This edition of the Brazilian Census for Distance 

Learning confirms the fact, shown in previous surveys, 

that women are the majority among the students in 

this modality. Just as in traditional on-site learning, 

the highest the education level, the highest the rate 

of women in the class.

This phenomenon does not yet have a clear socio-

logical explanation. The universal rate of birth is 

balanced between boys and girls, with slightly more 

boys. In primary education, Brazilian schools record 

a slightly higher rate of boys in the class. But from 

secondary education on, especially higher education, 

the rate of women increases progressively.

The survey of the Brazilian Census for Distance 

Learning reveals this phenomenon, at the rate of 55% 

of women against 45% of men in private institutions. 

In public institutions, this difference is even higher, 

reaching 59% of women in federal public institutions, 

64% in state public institutions, and 66% in municipal 

public institutions.

Explanations for this discrepancy are still merely 

speculation. It is said that young males enter the work-

force earlier, abandoning their studies. On the other 

hand, they could resume their education later on 

through distance learning, but this scenario is not 

seen in the surveys. On the contrary, the difference 

is even more significant above 50.

Another possible explanation is that the mortality 

rate among young people is higher for men, and this 

would impact educational results. Such an assumption 

is not confirmed by the numbers either. Although 

young men are the majority among victims of traffic 

accidents or violence, there is an absolute balance 

between genders until the age of 25.
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Innovation in 

distance learning: 

administrative, 

pedagogical and 

technological 

processes

 Luciano Sathler

“The crisis in Brazilian education is not a crisis: it is a 

project.” – Darcy Ribeiro

Official statistics on Brazilian education reveal the 

roots of the country’s persistent economic and insti-

tutional failures. Inequality, injustice, violence, pat-

rimonialism and corruption add on other factors to 

preclude the full development of children and youth, 

who cannot find in school, and consequently in society, 

the conditions to advance, creating strong negative 

impacts on the social tissue.

In order to compare to other Latin American coun-

tries, we would need a population of university stu-

dents of over 15 million. In 2015, we still had less than 

8 million enrollments. 

In basic education, ever since the recent universal-

ity of access, the biggest challenge is to seek a higher 

quality and, especially, fight the tragic dropout rates 

observed in secondary education. 

Distance learning in Brazil follows the scope of 

the situation seen until now in the rest of the world, 

especially as an inclusive modality that allows the 

advancement of the democratization of higher edu-

cation access. 

There are already distance learning experiments in 

basic education, especially at youth and adult educa-

tion and the so called blended learning, where meth-

odologies and technologies common to the modality 

are applied in on-site schools as forms of educational 

innovation.

Brazilian distance learning provided a set of inno-

vations, as it allowed for more flexibility in regards 

to time (when to study), space (where to study) and 

flow (what to study and at what pace). Other advances 

include incorporating internet tools and, in many 

cases, satellite communication, which widened the 

possibilities of content propagation and interaction 

among educational agents – students, teachers and 

management teams. However, we still see a predom-

inance of expository lessons, both broadcast live and 

made into teleclasses, and a high load of required 

individual reading, with little to no possibility of 

customizing learning tracks.

Even more concerning are the actions of some com-

panies in the education field, which place excessive 

emphasis on the search for scale, which leads to mod-

els centered around previously-made contents and lit-

tle to no contextualized interaction between students 

and teachers. In these cases, as much as technologies 

may bring apparent innovation, it is hard to differen-

tiate this approach from a digital library.

The Organization for Economic Co-operation and 

Development (OECD, 2014, p. 23) points out that edu-

cational innovation can improve educational quality 

and learning results. The adoption of active method-

ologies that collaborate with customized learning 

depends heavily on new forms of school and univer-

sity organizations.

If education really is a means to reduce economic 

disparity and inequality of opportunities, educa-

tional innovation must help advance towards these 

democratic objectives. Schools and higher education 

institutions are under pressure to improve their effi-

ciency and effectiveness in a world that is witness-

ing profound changes in its economic matrix, social 

relations and, especially, the need to reconcile with 

nature, under risk of compromising the conditions for 

the survival of humanity in the near future. 

By recognizing the importance and inevitability 

of innovation, the question that arises is this: what 

are some successful strategies to attain significant 

changes? There are two types of approaches in edu-

cational innovation that can be differentiated: substi-

tution and transformation. 
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Innovation by substitution happens in incremental steps. 

On the other hand, the transformative approach defends a dramatic leap, a discontinuity based on technolog-

ical advances, as well as new perspectives on what to teach and on respecting the students’ profile. It suggests a 

set of strategies that embody emerging technologies, pedagogical changes and organizational transformation, 

even in the physical spaces dedicated to learning. 

In education, agents of the substitution approach are more numerous than those of the transformative 

approach. It can be observed that most educational innovations are still restricted to sometimes heroic class-

room practices, with little to no organizational support. 

Therefore, in order to bring on transformative and structural innovation in distance learning, without 

becoming dependent on technology or precepts based mainly on the maximization of profits over quality, it 

is essential to review the categories of analysis presented by Mizukami (2011), in their assumptions and con-

sequences, to create the foundations for change.

The conceptions related to each category presented will guide educational innovation, whether incremental 

or radical.

Figure 1 – Categories of analysis for educational change

School

Knowledge

Teaching-Learning

Human Being

Education 
Society – World 

Culture

Evaluation

Technology

Methodology

04

06

05

03

01

02

Source: Adapted from Mizukami, 2011.

Innovate to transform. The world has changed, 

and so have the societal demands on educational 

institutions. The next leap is still on the horizon, but, 

whatever its direction, it will be essential to perform 

a self-critical evaluation on the assumptions related 

to each of the categories presented herein. Otherwise, 

we risk the emptiness of cyberspace and the machine, 

deepening crises instead of collaborating in over-

coming them.
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Corporate distance 

learning and 

continuing education

Luciano Sathler Rosa Guimarães

Corporate learning includes a diverse set of practices, 

from brief periods of observation of a structured 

work process to long-term internships that lead to a 

specific degree. 

There are also courses, lectures, workshops and 

experiences on the job or at external spaces des-

ignated by the organization. With varied durations 

and methodologies, these initiatives are usually less 

effective than learning through informal relation-

ships, or relationships promoted in more participa-

tory communities.

Today, coaching, mentoring and teaching are tasks 

that are no longer the exclusive responsibility of 

career development teams, but require the attention 

of leaders from the entire organization. Companies 

are facing new and unpredictable challenges. Each 

day, leadership means creating a context of innovation 

and critical participation in the face of ambiguity and 

the unexpected.

In order to work in a world where planning is no 

longer sufficient to handle constant transformations, 

the job of teaching is equally or more important than 

the job of controlling, both in formal learning and in 

the informal opportunities of daily encounters, where 

most of the significant learning occurs.

When leaders act as teachers, they not only provide 

direction and clarify the context, they also care about 

the development of individuals and groups under their 

lead. Never has it been so crucial for the success of 

organizations to be able to count on qualified man-

agers, capable of collaborating with the continuing 

education of their employees.

For leaders, fulfilling this role requires commitment, 

skill, and time. Once organizations determine that 

this is a role every manager should assume, Human 

Resources can establish performance requirements 

that include learning and personal development as 

items to be observed – not as a panoptical vigilance 

system as described by Foucault, but prioritizing criti-

cal thinking, freedom and participatory management.  

Teaching must become a part of the mental will-

ingness of every leader, and this includes their will-

ingness to become a permanent student, capable of 

also learning with their employees and the context 

in which the organization is inserted.  In sharing 

life, work and collective development experiences, 

leaders must collaborate with a highly relevant and 

significant learning experience. And with the con-

tinuous opportunity to guide others, managers can 

improve their skills while reinforcing and growing 

their own knowledge.

The potential benefits to organizations that pro-

mote a culture of learning are huge. It is essential 

for employees to show their capacity to collaborate 

effectively. Employers expect their personnel to have 

teamwork skills, and they will seek proof of their 

ability to cooperate and complete projects with col-

leagues, including remotely. Instruction and delega-

tion activities that give employees a variety of ways to 

get mutually involved and learn together have a direct 

and immediate impact on their work performance. 

The approaches, methodologies and technologies 

that allow corporate distance learning make it easier 

for workers to familiarize with the resources and 

attitudes needed to effectively collaborate in class-

room groups or virtual learning communities. They 

also create possibilities for leaders to overcome time 

and space difficulties, reaching more employees with 

more frequent and informal interactions, similarly 

to the relationships established on social networks.

Another important factor to be taken into account 

in the adoption of corporate distance learning is the 

growing practice of remote work, motivated by the 

recent advances in Information and Communication 

Technologies (ICTs). The use of personal workstations 

in traditional office environments is being less and 

less valued, following the trend of more and more 

time spent working at home or even on the go. The 

growth in portability, interactivity and richness of 

media of new ICTs make these informal work rela-

tionships widespread. 
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The use of ICTs to work out of the office allows for 

flexible hours. Eventually, it is possible to collaborate 

in this way so that employees can better balance the 

time given to their employers and their personal 

lives, in addition to allowing new possibilities to 

improve productivity and performance. Goal-oriented 

approaches are then preferred over the strict control 

of processes.
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Executive Summary

The 2016 Brazilian Census for Distance Learning 

aims to provide quantitative and qualitative infor-

mation on the distance learning activities in Brazil, 

covering all educational levels of the formal education 

system, informal teaching initiatives and activities 

of institutions that supply products and services in 

this industry.

Because institutions have chosen to participate 

voluntarily, the survey that informs this document 

seeks to be comprehensive, but does not intend to 

establish an exhaustive map of distance learning 

in Brazil, especially regarding the total number of 

enrollments and courses offered.

Furthermore, because its analyses are based on 

an extremely wide sample, even if not correspondent 

to the total distance learning offers in the country, 

they present market trends regarding the profile of 

educational institutions, courses offered, profile of 

students and state of business.

Since in the year the chosen main topic was the 

adoption of active methodologies, we detailed how 

courses are presented in terms of content offer, infra-

structure and profile of professionals that work in the 

field, as these three factors are connected when try-

ing to understand the characteristics of the different 

types of distance learning courses in Brazil.

Information offered by supplying institutions allow 

us to understand the challenges faced by companies 

that offer products and services that can be adopted 

by different educational institutions.

A note about the total number of enrollments col-
lected in the 2016 Brazilian Census for Distance 
Learning
The 2016 Brazilian Census for Distance Learning 

stands out for being held in a year of serious eco-

nomical crisis in the country and heavy market con-

centration. This fact influenced the count of students 

enrolled, because if one or two institutions that hold 

over 15% of distance learning students in Brazil fail 

to respond to the Census, our count is significantly 

affected.

There were no signs external to the Brazilian Census 

for Distance Learning that indicate a decrease in total 

number of enrollments. Moreover, the respondents 

of this Census reported an increase in the number of 

enrollments in the section “state of business” in this 

material. Still, our total numbers have been lower 

than in previous years. We must highlight the under-

reporting of enrollments by a few large institutions in 

the country, so that this is not interpreted as distance 

learning losing students.

Below, we present some figures that compose the 

database of the 2016 Brazilian Census for Distance 

Learning and reveal its scope:

 ■ The Brazilian Census for Distance Learning was 

answered by 340 institutions, of wich 276 are exclu-

sively educational, 36 are simultaneously suppliers 

and educational e 28 are exclusively suppliers. In 

order for analysis, we count with an amount of 

312 educational institutions, wether are them sup-

pliers as well. 

 ■ In regards to educacional and supplying-educa-

cional institutions, the 2016 Brazilian Census for 

Distance Learning had the participation of 54 

federal public institutions, 26 state public institu-

tions, 6 municipal public institutions, 32 “S System” 

National Learnig System: Senai, Sesi, Senac, Senat, 

Sebrae etc. institutions, 106 for-profit private 

institutions, 64 non-profit private institutions, 14 

public bodies or government institutions, and 10 

Non-Governmental Organizations (NGOs).

 ■ The 2016 Brazilian Census for Distance Learning 

counted 561,667 students in full distance learn-

ing courses, 217,175 in accredited blended courses, 

1,675,131 in open non-corporate courses, and 

1,280,914 in open corporate courses.

On the profile of educational institutions
Institutions that offer distance learning generally 

already have a tradition in on-site learning. The major-

ity (37%) started operating in the past 6 to 10 years, and 

only 2% of them joined the market last year. Therefore, 

we currently have a market with few new companies 

in the industry. We also counted 37% of institutions 
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with up to 1,000 students, but we had institutions 

with more than 500,000 students.

Of all educational institutions that participated in 

the Census, 12% offer distance learning only, 87% also 

offer on-site courses and only 1% offer hybrid courses.

Educational institutions are distributed throughout 

the five regions of the country, in every state and the 

Federal District. These institutions offer courses in 

state capitals and inland cities. The majority has a 

centralized type of management.

Since the topic for 2016 is the adoption of active 

methodologies, we included the statement “Offering 

distance learning requires innovation in pedagog-

ical approaches” to the list of potential challenges 

the institutions might face. This new statement had 

the highest agreement rate. It is clear, therefore, that 

despite the long tradition of institutions, innovation 

in pedagogical approaches is the biggest concern of 

distance learning managers, followed by the demand 

for constant technological innovation.

On the types of courses offered
Every academic level and every knowledge area has 

distance learning offers in the country. The majority 

of offers in accredited full distance learning courses 

are lato sensu specializations, with 1,098 courses.

The 2016 Brazilian Census for Distance Learning 

registered the first 3 doctorate distance learning 

courses, as well as an increase from 84 primary edu-

cation courses to 113.

Among open courses, both corporate and non-cor-

porate, the highest incidence of students is in profes-

sional initiation, with 709,853 students.

The Census also counted 135,236 students enrolled 

in teaching degrees and 32,957 enrolled in a teaching 

and bachelor’s degree.

The massive presence of technical vocational 

courses, and even teaching degrees, reinforces 

the value of distance learning to cater to practical 

demands for education with fast and noticeable results 

on employability.

Profile of distance learning students
When it comes to gender, the full distance learning 

modality caters to the male and female audiences in 

relatively equal rates, with a slightly nigher percent-

age of the female audience. However, depending on 

the offer of courses and the institutions that offer 

them, this rate is inverted. In accredited full distance 

learning courses of public bodies, we have a female 

audience of only 30%, while in open corporate courses 

of municipal public institutions we have a female 

audience of 90%, to name a few examples.

In terms of age range, accredited full distance learn-

ing courses have a high incidence of students in the 

26-30 (29%) and 31-40 (37%) ranges. Open courses 

tend to be attended mainly by students that are 31 to 

40 years old (27%). The percentage of students over 

40 in distance learning is lower than 5%. We noticed 

that this modality still has potential to grow among 

students of more advanced age ranges, whether for 

the students’ desire to change careers or for their 

personal interests.

In the vast majority of institutions, 76%-100% of 

the student body study and work.

On the content offered to students
The 2016 Brazilian Census for Distance Learning 

revealed that distance learning institutions invest 

in their content and in the identity of their brand.

Teleclasses and digital texts other than books are 

the most frequent type of content in distance learn-

ing in Brazil (used by up to 75% of institutions). More 

innovative contents, such as video games, online sim-

ulations and accessible resources are already pres-

ent in 18%, 10% and 11% of accredited full distance 

learning courses, respectively.

Institutions prefer to produce their teleclasses and 

digital texts internally (up to 64%). There is a signif-

icant share of institutions that custom-orders tele-

classes and learning objects (among other resources) 

from third parties (up to 35%), white some purchase 

physical books and e-books in the market (up to 25%). 

As for the use of free resources, there is a preference 

for teleclasses and videos other than teleclasses (up 

to 68%).

Content repositories accessible to students tend to 

be physical libraries and repositories with content 

by the institution. Repositories with content from 

different suppliers are rarer.
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Infrastructure
Distance learning content and interaction tend to 

happen in virtual learning environments (VLEs). In 

up to 49% of institutions, these environments are 

implemented in the cloud, while in up to 61% these 

environments are integrated to their academic sys-

tems. Videos, which are so important among the types 

of content offered, tend to be distributed through 

free services (up to 88% of institutions). Up to 75% of 

institutions offer internet access and computers to 

their students, and up to 56% have fully responsive 

VLES, which can be comfortably accessed on desktop 

and mobile.

The main channels of communication with students 

are email and message board (up to 88% and 83% of 

institutions use them, respectively). Up to 42% use 

automatic notifications to interact with students, up 

to 26% offer video tutoring, and up to 22% offer video-

conferencing. Interaction among students happens 

mainly in message boards with the whole class (in 

up to 88% of institutions).

Despite the high concern for infrastructure, there 

are relatively few investments in technologies that 

provide a more efficient operation, for example, cloud 

implementation, use of automatic notifications, inte-

gration with the academic system or communication 

through internal social networks. Communication 

between teachers and students happens mainly 

through texts, message boards, emails and chat. The 

use of video, although present, is still not among the 

most frequent distance learning practices in Brazil.

Profile of professionals and use of active 
methodologies
The 2016 Brazilian Census for Distance Learning 

counted 21,312 professionals working in tutoring and 

14,942 in teaching. There are also 4,671 professionals 

involved with text production and 4,038 involved 

with audiovisual production working directly for 

educational institutions. Roles related to IT also have 

a large number of professionals.

The wages paid to teachers and tutors vary greatly 

from less than R$ 30 to more than R$ 75 an hour. Most 

tutors (in 32% of institutions) earn less than R$ 30 an 

hour, while in 4% of institutions they may earn more 

than R$ 75 an hour. We observed that administrative 

category and region have an influence in wage ranges.

As for active methodologies, 49% of institutions 

strongly agree that they are productive, and 24% 

slightly agree with this statement. In practice, up to 

69% of public institutions request discussions; up 

to 63% request problem solving; up to 75% request 

non-academic writing; up to 55% request academic 

writing; up to 63% request multimedia production; 

up to 25% request professional practices; up to 18% 

request software production; and up to 3% require 

prototyping.

Students of full distance learning and blended 

courses produce more than those of on-site courses. 

In 75% of institutions, students of full distance learn-

ing courses participate in discussions, while 57% of 

institutions request this activity in on-site courses. 

Professional practice, however, is on the same level 

in full distance learning and on-site courses: 13% of 

institutions promote this type of activity with students 

in both types of courses.

Open courses are characterized by a lower number 

of practical activities from students. A percentage 

of 46% of institutions request discussions in corpo-

rate courses and 35% request this activity in open 

courses. Professional practice activities are slightly 

more present, being requested by 22% of institutions 

in open non-corporate courses and by 17% in corpo-

rate courses.

In terms of feedback, up to 65% of institutions offer 

individual feedback to students; up to 30% evaluate 

students using up to 3 grades per discipline; up to 

26% offer more than 3 grades per discipline; and up 

to 14% use peer feedback. Audio or video notes and 

learning notes are practically not used.

The task of the distance learning teacher is not a 

simple one: he or she interacts directly with the stu-

dents through written text, with not much technolog-

ical support to increase productivity.

On content, infrastructure and the role of the 
teacher
Comparing the type of content, infrastructure and 

student support given by the teacher or tutor, it became 

clear that institutions tend to invest mainly in their 
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own content and in written direct, individual even, 

interaction between teachers and students. Regarding 

technology, although it is considered important, many 

institutions are still not using all automation and pro-

ductivity resources available in the market (such as 

systems integration, the cloud, automatic notifications 

and learning notes). Moreover, there is a preference 

for free tools in the distance learning offer. The trend 

is to have varied and well produced content, with 

text and individual support from many professionals.

The state of business in distance learning
Regarding business, in every type of course and 

administrative category the majority of institutions 

reported an increase in enrollments. However, in 

none of the scenarios studied profitability followed 

the number of enrollments. Reduction in investments 

in 2016 was significant, and the forecasts for 2017 

are similar.

Regarding the fields of investment, they were con-

centraded mainly on content production, technology 

and innovation, creation of new courses and training 

personnel. Infrastructure was the item that received 

the least investments. Accredited full distance learn-

ing and open non-corporate courses stood out as 

receptors of these funds, precisely in courses where 

students can easily give up or leave.

The dropout rates reported by respondents fall 

mainly among the 11% to 25% range. In accredited 

courses, dropouts were mostly due to financial issues. 

In open courses, lack of the time was the most fre-

quently mentioned reason.

Profile and challenges of supplying institutions
The supplying institutions that participated in the 

2016 Brazilian Census for Distance Learning are also 

present in every region of the country, with a higher 

concentration in the Southeast (52%). They can be 

micro, small, medium or large businesses.

These institutions provide or customize content 

and software and offer teacher training. Their main 

clients (66%) are for-profit private institutions. Only 

14% count with some form of access to public funding, 

and 12% received private investments.

Some supplying institutions saw an increase in the 

number of clients. However, their opinions on the 

challenges of distance learning reveal this has been 

an extremely difficult year.

Of supplying institutions, 52% agreed that lower 

demand was a challenge; 49% had difficulty beating 

the competition; 44% agreed that renewing contracts 

was a challenge; 44% agreed that delayed payments 

posed a challenge; and 29% agreed that lack of pay-

ment was a challenge.
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Part 1 

Overview of the 2016 
Brazilian Census for 

Distance Learning 2016





1.1 Objective and scope

The Brazilian Census for Distance Learning: 
Analytical Report on Distance Learning in Brazil, 
currently in its ninth edition, consists of an effort 

to understand the scenario of distance learning (DL) 

in Brazil and maps the main trends in this industry.

The 2016 Brazilian Census for Distance Learning 

aims to provide quantitative and qualitative infor-

mation on the distance learning activities in Brazil to 

all concerned, covering all educational levels of the 

formal education system, informal teaching initiatives 

and activities of institutions that supply products and 

services in this industry.

Because institutions have chosen to participate vol-

untarily, the survey that informs this document seeks 

to be comprehensive, but does not intend to establish 

an exhaustive map of distance learning in Brazil. Its 

analyses, instead, aim to present an overview of mar-

ket trends in regards to the categories of institutions 

that operate in the distance learning modality, the 

types of courses offered, the audience they reach, the 

execution of distance learning activities, their organi-

zation and even profitability, necessary investments 

and challenges inherent to this modality.

Each year, the Brazilian Association for Distance 

Education (Abed), which organizes this Census, iden-

tifies a topic of interest for the current edition. For 

the 2016 Brazilian Census for Distance Learning, the 

topic of choice was the adoption of active methodol-

ogies in distance learning. Thus, in addition to its 

traditional questions, this report included new ques-

tions regarding the activites students perform on the 

courses which, consequently, demand a specific style 

of teaching. Because this has been chosen as this year’s 

topic, this issue was thoroughly analysed.

1.2 Criteria for participation in 
the survey

Participation in the Brazilian Census for Distance 

Learning is not dependent on Abed membership, since 

the survey’s main goal is to identify distance learn-

ing trends in Brazil, making no distinction between 

member and non-member institutions. Participants 

in the 2016 Brazilian Census for Distance Learning 

included:

 ■ Institutions accredited by the Brazilian National 

Education System – Ministry of Education (Sistema 

Nacional de Educação, SNE – Ministério da Educação, 

or MEC) in all levels: primary, technical, under-

graduate and graduate.

 ■ Formal and informal educational institutions who 

offer open courses.

 ■ Institutions operating in corporate learning.

 ■ Companies that supply distance learning products 

and services.

These institutions develop direct and indirect 

actions in distance learning, as detailed below.

1.2.1 Direct actions

Direct actions specifically cater to the distance learn-

ing audience, such as full distance learning courses, 

blended or hybrid courses, open courses and corpo-

rate open courses.

 ■ Accredited full distance learning courses: These 

are distance learning courses offered by institu-

tions accredited or authorized by a federal, state 

or municipal regulatory body, in which the stu-

dent’s presence is required exclusively for learning 

assessments.

 ■ Blended courses: According to current Brazilian 

legislation (Law n. 9.394, of December 20th, 1996 – 

called the “National Education Guidelines Act”, 

art. 81 – Brasil, 1996; Decree n. 5.622, of December 

19th, 2005, – Brasil, 2005; Order n. 4.059, of December 

10th, 2004 – Brasil, 2004), a blended course must 

have up to 20% of its workload offered in distance 

learning mode.

 ■ Open non-corporate distance learning courses: 

These are distance learning courses that are not 

regulated by an educational body, are offered to 

the general public, and may or may not be linked 

to an institution.

 ■ Open corporate learning courses: These are dis-

tance learning courses that are not regulated by 

an educational body, and are designed to cater to 
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the training needs of employees or clients of an 

organization.

1.2.2 Indirect actions

Indirect actions are initiatives that result in products 

(learning objects, texts, crude content or pedagogically 

treated content, etc.) or services (website hosting, 

tutoring, content production, etc.) that enable direct 

actions or make them more effective.

1.3 Invitation to institutions and 
participation rates

Participation in the Brazilian Census for Distance 

Learning is dependent on the collaborative and volun-

tary actions of each institution surveyed. The Census 

is informed by the available sample, whose data estab-

lish the scope of the analysis.

1.3.1 Invitations sent

Abed contacted 1,303 institutions via email newslet-

ter and an open invitation published on the associa-

tion’s website, with information on the survey for all 

establishments operating in distance learning. The 

selection of establishments contacted to compose 

the 2016 Brazilian Census for Distance Learning was 

informed by a survey of the entities working in the dis-

tance learning field based on the sources listed below.

Educational institutions

 ■ List of educational institutions accredited by the 

Brazilian National Education Council (CNE) to offer 

distance learning courses at undergraduate and 

graduate levels.

 ■ List of institutions accredited by State Education 

Councils (CEE) to offer distance learning courses 

at the primary, youth and adult education, and 

vocational levels.

 ■ List of institutions cited in the Educational Census 

that offer distance learning courses.

 ■ List of institutions partnered with federal proj-

ects of the Open University of Brazil (Universidade 

Aberta do Brasil – UAB), the E-TEC Network of Brazil 

and institutions partnered with the Unified Health 

System (Sistema Único de Saúde – Unasus).

Corporate entities

 ■ Companies with notorious projects in corporate 

distance learning.

 ■ Companies cited in recent academic studies as being 

involved with the distance learning modality.

 ■ Companies listed by the Ministry of Development, 

Industry and Foreign Trade (Ministério do 

Desenvolvimento, Indústria e Comércio Exterior – 

MDIC) as having projects in corporate learning.

 ■ Companies recommended by professional associa-

tions, such as the Brazilian Association of Corporate 

Learning (Associação Brasileira de Educação 

Corporativa – AEC Brasil) and the Brazilian 

Association of Human Resources (Associação 

Brasileira de Recursos Humanos – ABRH).

Market entities

 ■ Companies that stand out in the distance learning 

market: Suppliers and service providers of institu-

tions or companies that develop distance learning 

actions.

1.3.2 Monitoring and completion of 
questionnaires

Registrations were monitored daily, as well as the 

responses obtained, in order to avoid the duplicity of 

responses. Moreover, the responses that had questions 

or inconsistencies were addressed promptly.

All questionnaire responses sent by the institu-

tions were analyzed prior to data processing for the 

coherence and consistency of information. In case of 

inconsistency, an email was sent to the respondent 

pointing out the specific issues detected and request-

ing the correction and resubmission of the question-

naire for a new verification.

The questionnaire of the 2016 Brazilian Census for 

Distance Learning was responded by 366 institutions. 

It was necessary to remove 26 blank questionnaires 

from the database. The Brazilian Census for Distance 
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Learning was answered by 340 institutions, of which 

276 are exclusively educational, 36 are simultaneously 

suppliers and educational e 28 are exclusively sup-

pliers. In order for analysis, we count with an amount 

of 312 educational institutions, wether are them sup-

pliers as well.

Chart 1.1 – Sampling of the 2016 Brazilian Census 

for Distance Learning
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64 36
Educational Supplying Supplying- 
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1.4 Survey methodology

The methodology of the 2016 Brazilian Census for 

Distance Learning is similar to that used in previous 

editions. This year’s questionnaire was based on the 

2015 questionnaire, created with Google Forms1, with 

a few changes that proved to be necessary during the 

previous year’s analysis. First, the questionnaire 

presents one block of questions regarding general 

information for supplying institutions, and another 

for educational institutions. Next, the respondents 

of both categories are invited to answer the same 

questions regarding full distance learning courses, 

blended courses, open non-corporate and open cor-

porate courses. Finally, the questionnaire presents a 

block of questions regarding distance learning modal-

ities in on-site courses. The data raised in this last 

block serve as a means of comparison with distance 

learning, and are not the main focus of this Census.

We have also included specific questions regarding 

this year’s topic. The changes in regards to 2015 were:

1  A tool for creating and applying survey forms, available for free 
with a Google account.

Adjustments to the questionnaire for easier analysis

 ■ We kept our policy of questions by categories of 

products and functionalities that support distance 

learning without mentioning specific products in 

the Census questions.

 ■ Questions regarding students who study and work 

were simplified: instead of asking whether students 

who work and study are a minority or a majority, 

we established percentage rates for these students.

 ■ In the question regarding the students’ average age 

in each course modality, we included the 21-25 age 

range. The 21-30 range from the 2015 Census was too 

broad and did not distinguish average college-age 

students from other ages.

 ■ To more easily analyse the profile of institutions 

regarding the learning modality they offer, one 

specific question was included.

Addition of questions that proved to be necessary based 
on the 2015 responses

 ■ To accomodate last year’s responses to open-ended 

questions, which showed a great concern with 

teacher training, we included the options “Offering 

distance learning requires innovation in pedagog-

ical approaches”, “Finding professionals qualified 

for distance learning is difficult”, and “Offering dis-

tance learning requires big investments in teacher 

training”. Institutions were prompted to state their 

level of accordance with each statement.

 ■ Because we had a very high abstention rate regard-

ing dropouts in 2015, we specifically asked whether 

the institution knew the reason for the number of 

dropouts before asking about such reasons.

Addition and adjustment of questions to follow-up with 
technological advances

 ■ We included a question regarding the devices that 

can be used to access the distance learning courses 

from the different institutions, given that the access 

to mobile devices is a reality for the Brazilian popu-

lation, and our intention was to check to what extent 

distance learning is using these tools to connect 

with students.
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 ■ When asking about the channels through which 

institutions interact with students, we included the 

options “Video tutoring”, which was not available 

in the 2015 Brazilian Census for Distance Learning.

Inclusion of questions regarding this year’s topic (active 
methodologies)

 ■ We included one specific question about the types 

of activities requested from the students in the 

different courses: discussions, academic writing 

(final research project, paper, etc.), multimedia pro-

duction (video, audio, animation), software devel-

opment, problem solving, professional practices 

(teaching practice, healthcare practice, use of tools, 

artistic production, etc.), prototyping. Our goal was 

to identify what institutions actually expect from 

students, without having to discuss theoretical 

concepts of active methodologies.

 ■ We also included a question about evaluation/feed-

back practices.

The data have been quantitatively and qualitatively 

arranged into tables and charts for easy identification 

of distance learning market trends and practices in 

Brazil. In 2016, whenever possible and significant, 

the option “Not available” was counted separately. In 

2015, we were more concerned with counting actual 

responses, and gave less attention to questions that 

went unanswered.

Whenever significant, we grouped the responses 

to a given question by administrative category and 

modality of the courses offered. With these compari-

sons, we can identify the behaviours and trends that 

are typical of public, private or S System institutions, 

for example, or identify more common practices in full 

distance learning or open corporate courses. Despite 

the considerable amount of data about on-site courses 

when calculating the averages of distance learning, 

we were always careful to exclude data regarding 

traditional educational categories. These data were 

only collected for comparison with distance learning 

actions, contents and services provided.

Just like in 2015, we held a series of questions about 

on-site learning, in case distance learning institutions 

also offered this modality. These responses often 

guided the analysis, which allowed to established 

significant comparisons that distinguished and high-

lighted typical distance learning practices.

When numbers indicated any peculiarities in 

response patterns, such as an irregular trend or a 

peak in responses that deviated from the average, 

we performed a more detailed cross-check analysis 

of the data for a deeper understanding of such facts.

1.4.1 Survey variables

Survey variables are presented in the different parts 

of the 2016 Brazilian Census for Distance Learning, 

listed below. We note that this year’s topic is presented 

in more detail in “Part 7 – Profile of distance learning 

professionals.”

 ■ Profile of educational institutions: Distribution 

by administrative category, location (by region and 

state, federal district or state capital or inland cities, 

same state as the headquarters or other state), years 

of operation, type of management (centralized or 

not), size (in number of students), course modalities, 

availability and infrastructure of hubs, partici-

pation in the UAB and Unasus and agreement, in 

Likert scale2, with statements about the challenges 

of distance learning.

 ■ Offer of courses: Number of courses, by level and 

knowledge area, class size and workload.

 ■ Profile of students: Age group, gender and 

occupation.

 ■ Content of distance learning courses: Types of 

content, content production and marketing.

 ■ Infrastructure for distance learning teaching: 

Type of infrastructure used for distance learning 

teaching, tools for content disribution and commu-

nication with students and among students, and 

virtual learning environment implementation.

2  Psychometric response scale described by Rensis Likert, com-
monly used in opinion surveys. Participants specify their level of 
agreement with a series of statements in varying degrees (1 to 4, 
where 1 means “strongly disagree” and 4 means “strongly agree”; 
or 1 to 5, where 1 means “strongly disagree” and 5 means “strongly 
agree”; or even 1 to 10, where 1 means “strongly disagree” and 
10 means “strongly agree”). In this Census, we used 1 to 4 and 1 
to 5 scales.
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 ■ Profile of distance learning professionals: How 

numerous, how much they earn, what are their roles 

and how they are perceived by institutions. In this 

part, we present an analysis about the adoption of 

active methodologies and different forms of evalua-

tion in distance learning.

 ■ Management and business in distance learning: 

Situation of business in distance learning, includ-

ing evolution in the number of enrollments, profit-

ability of courses, investments made and planned, 

analysis of dropout rates and reasons.

 ■ Profile of supplying institutions: Location, size, 

type of clients by administrative category, services 

provided, growth profile, importance of distance 

learning for suppliers and evaluation of challenges 

inherent to the business.

1.4.2 Presentation of the 2016 Brazilian 
Census for Distance Learning

For easier reading, analysis of the data of the 2016 

Brazilian Census for Distance Learning is presented 

with text iplated to graphic charts in the main part of 

the document. Charts aim to make data visually easier 

to read and highlight the most important data in this 

year’s Census. They show most data in percentage, 

with rounded integer values.

In this edition, we chose to present some data sep-

arating formal modalities (accredited full distance 

learning courses, accredited blended courses and 

on-site courses) from informal (open non-corporate 

and open corporate courses). The reason for this is 

simply to reduce the volume of information on the 

charts, making them more legible.

All tables informing the charts are made available 

in Annex II, which is divided into sections according to 

the main content. Most tables include absolute values 

and percentages with 1 or 2 decimal places. Whenever 

tables became too large for one-page printing, we 

excluded absolute values and kept the percentages.

This way, this Census allows for a broad overview 

of distance learning in an easy and illustrated read, 

in addition to offering every piece of data that may 

be necessary for a deeper analysis, research or com-

parison to other sources.

1.5 Commitment to participant 
privacy

An agreement was signed with all participants regard-

ing our commitment to keep the identity of each 

respondent institution confidential. Despite partici-

pants having identified themselves, no results may be 

specifically associated to any institution participating 

in the 2016 Brazilian Census for Distance Learning.
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Part 2 

Profile of educational 
institutions





In the 2016 edition of the Brazilian Census for Distance Learning, 312 educational institutions collaborated 

with their responses. Below, we detail their profile with information about the location of their headquarters 

and hubs, size, courses offered, participation in the UAB or Unasus, and their opinions on the challenges faced 

by distance learning.

2.1 Distribution of the sample by administrative category

Every administrative category consulted participated in the 2016 Brazilian Census for Distance Learning. The 

largest group of respondents are for-profit private educational institutions, with 106 respondents, which cor-

respond to 34% of the sample. Next, we have non-profit educational institutions, with 64 respondents, which 

correspond to 21% of the sample. Among public educational institutions, the majority are federal, with 54 

responses, corresponding to 17% of the sample, followed by 26 state institutions and 6 municipal institutions.

The “S System” institutions contributed with 32 responses, corresponding to 10% of the sample. We also 

received responses from 14 public bodies and 10 non-governmental organizations NGOs or third sector companies.

Chart 2.1 – Number of institutions participating in the 2016 Brazilian Census for Distance Learning, by 

administrative category
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Chart 2.2 – Composition of the sample of the 

2016 Brazilian Census for Distance Learning, in 

percentage, by administrative category
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Of public educational institutions, 70% of fed-

eral and 58% of state institutions offer UAB courses. 

Regarding Unasus, 30% of federal and 8% of state 

institutions offer courses in the program.

Chart 2.3 – Institutions offering UAB courses, in 

percentage, by administrative category
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Chart 2.4 – Institutions offering Unasus courses, in 

percentage, by administrative category
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2.2 Location of educational 
distance learning institutions

Just like in past years, the 2016 Brazilian Census for 

Distance Learning had the participation of institu-

tions from all regions of the country, evenly distrib-

uted according to the population of each region. This 

shows how the distance learning industry is evenly 

distributed throughout the country: 37% of respon-

dents have headquarters in the Southeast, 27% in the 

South, 18% in the Northeast, 11% in the Central-West 

and 7% in the North.

Chart 2.5 – Location of the headquarters of 

educational institutions, by region
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As for the distribution by state, the 2016 Brazilian 

Census for Distance Learning counted at least 1 rep-

resentative of each federative unit, whereas the vast 

majority of participants of the Census are based in São 

Paulo (58), Paraná (33), Rio de Janeiro (31), Rio Grande 

do Sul (29) and Minas Gerais (27). This confirms that 

distance learning is present in every state.

Chart 2.6 – Number of educational institutions 

participating in the Census, by state
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The distribution of the headquarters of educa-

tional institutions, in terms of location in state capi-

tals or inland cities, is also more balanced than other 

segments: 65% are located in state capitals or the 

Federal District, and 35% are located in inland cities.

Chart 2.7 – Location of headquarters of educational 

institutions, in state capitals or the Federal District 

and inland cities
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The location of on-site hubs also reveals a strong 

trend to bring distance learning to inland cities 

throughout the country. Among respondents, 64% 

of the institutions that offer distance learning have 

on-site hubs to support their students. The total num-

ber of hubs raised by the 2016 Brazilian Census for 

Distance Learning is 5,746, of which 992 are located in 

state capitals and 3,661 in inland cities. No informa-

tion is available for 1,093 facilities. The total number 

of hubs is smaller than that of 2015. Cross-checking 

historical data, we noticed that one institution who 

claimed to have more than 800 hubs in 2015 did not 

respond to the 2016 Census. Therefore, we can attest 

that no reduction of on-site support hubs in Brazil 

has been observed.

Chart 2.8 – Institutions with on-site hubs, in percentage
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Chart 2.9 – Location of on-site hubs, in state capitals or the Federal District and inland cities
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Among the administrative categories most present in inland cities, we have federal public educational 

institutions, of which 81% have on-site hubs in inland cities; followed by “S System” institutions, of which 75% 

have hubs in inland cities; and state public educational institutions, of which 62% have hubs in inland cities.

Chart 2.10 – Institutions with hubs in inland cities, in percentage, by administrative category
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Crossing state lines seems more difficult than bringing distance learning to inland cities. Of the 5,746 hubs, 

2,678 are located in the same state as the headquarters and 1,988 are located in different states. No informa-

tion is available for 1,080 hubs.
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Chart 2.11 – Location of on-site hubs, in the same state of the headquarters or different states, in integers
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The administrative categories who had the least difficulty crossing state lines are public bodies (36%), fed-

eral public institutions (31%) and non-profit private institutions.

Chart 2.12 – Institutions with hubs in different states as their headquarters, in percentage, by 

administrative category
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2.3 Type of management of educational institutions

Most educational institutions (66%) have centralized management, which shows a need to organize adminis-

trative processes to cater to different departments of the same institution.
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Chart 2.13 – Type of management of educational institutions, in percentage
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Chart 2.14 – Institutions with centralized management, in percentage, by administrative category
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2.4 Years of operation in the market

Tradition is palpable when we analyze how long distance learning institutions have been operating in the 

market. Of our sample, 64% of institutions have been in the broader education market for over 20 years. In 

the distance learning modality, 37% of institutions have entered the market 6 to 10 years ago. For 15 years, 

new distance learning institutions have been more numerous than new institutions in the broader education 

market. From 11 to 15 years ago, 24% of distance learning institutions and 14% of institutions in the education 

market were created. From 6 to 10 years ago, 37% of institutions offering and 7% of institutions in the broader 

education market were created. In the past 5 years, 22% of distance learning institutions and 4% of institutions 

in the broader education market were created. In the past year, all new institutions were distance learning 

institutions, consisting of 2% of the sample.
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Chart 2.15 – Years of operation of institutions in the education market and in distance learning, in percentage
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2.5 Size of institutions, by number of students

When we analyze the size of institutions in terms of number of students, we observe that 37% have up to 1,000 

students, 31% have 1,000 to 4,999 students, 11% have 5,000 to 9,999 students, and 10% have 10,000 to 49,000 

students. Of our sample, 3% have 50,000 to 100,000 students, and 3% have 100,000 to 500,000.

Chart 2.16 – Number of students by institution, in percentage
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2.6 Courses offered

Most institutions of the sample (52%) offer on-site and distance learning courses. The ones that offer distance 

learning, blended and on-site modalities represent 30%. Entities offering only distance learning are 12%; those 

offering blended and on-site courses are 5%; and those offering only blended courses are 1%.

Chart 2.17 – Types of courses offered by institutions, in percentage
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If we divide this information by types of courses, we observe that most institutions offer on-site courses. 

Among distance learning courses, the most common are accredited full distance learning courses – 67% of 

federal and municipal public institutions, and 64% of non-profit private institutions offer this type of course.

Blended courses are offered by 50% of “S System” institutions and 43% of federal public institutions. Open 

non-corporate courses are offered by 90% of NGOs, 78% of “S System” institutions and 54% of state public 

institutions. Open corporate courses are offered by 79% of public bodies and 44% of “S System” institutions.
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Chart 2.18 – Types of courses offered, in percentage, by administrative category
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2.7 Challenges faced by distance learning

When we asked the respondents’ opinions about the challenges faced by distance learning, it was noteworthy 

that 8 out of the 9 statements with the highest agreement rate are regarding attention towards distance learn-

ing. At the top of the list is the statement that distance learning requires innovation in pedagogical approaches. 

This is a new addition that has been included in the 2016 Brazilian Census for Distance Learning after we 

observed, in 2015, that pedagogical issues were a concern for distance learning managers. In fact, this is their 

biggest concern of all. It is followed by technological innovation, innovation of administrative processes, high 

standards for infrastructure, hiring qualified professionals, continuing teacher training, developing a student 

support structure and having a complex administrative structure, in the order.
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Another statement with a very high agreement rate is that distance learning reaches students that would 

otherwise not be able to study. With lower, almost neutral, agreement rates, we have statements regarding 

resistance to distance learning by teachers and students. Statements regarding the difficulties in complying to 

current laws and union concessions did not have a very high agreement rate, and the only statement whose agree-

ment rate is below average is the one that states that union concessions protect distance learning professionals.

Chart 2.19 – Opinion of educational institutions regarding distance learning, in 1-5 Likert scale
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C. The teachers in my institution believe distance learning reaches audiences that would not be able to study in a 

traditional on-site setting
D. Offering distance learning requires big investments in teacher training
E. Offering distance learning requires a more complex technological infrastructure than on-site courses
F. Finding professionals qualified for distance learning is difficult
G. Offering distance learning requires big investments in teacher training
H. Offering distance learning requires developing a complex student support structure
I. Offering distance learning requires a more complex administrative infrastructure than on-site courses
J. The current laws regarding special needs students are more demanding than the real needs of my institution’s 

audience
K. Government requirements for accrediting full distance learning courses hinder further investments in the field.
L. Government requirements for accrediting full distance learning courses limit possibilities of pedagogical and/or 

technological innovation
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offers higher quality education
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O. Union agreements make distance learning offers significantly harder
P. Union agreements protect distance learning professionals
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In this section, we present the courses offered in dis-

tance learning sorted by academic level and knowl-

edge area. We also raised data on the number of enroll-

ments, class size and course workload.

3.1 Course offer by academic level

All academic levels offer distance learning in the 

country. The vast majority of the courses offered in 

accredited full distance learning courses are lato 

sensu specializations (1,098 courses). Far behind them 

are the 235 offers of technological courses, the 219 

technical vocational courses and the 210 teaching 

degree courses.

The significant presence of technical vocational 

courses and teaching degrees reinforces the value 

of distance learning to cater to practical demands 

for education with fast and noticeable results on 

employability.

The least frequent offers are in the stricto sensu 

graduate level (master’s degree and doctorate), with 

a total of 25 courses, compared to 7 in 2015. In 2016, 

we saw the appearance of the first 3 distance learning 

courses in the doctorate level. The different levels 

of elementary education also presented few courses, 

with a total of 113 compared to 84 in 2015.

Despite the small sample in these initial and final 

levels of formal education, this is exactly where we 

are seeing the expansion of distance learning. In pre-

vious years, there were much fewer distance learning 

courses catering to the stricto sensu graduate level and 

primary education, especially in the formal graduate 

and primary levels, on the other hand, the number 

of offers in youth and adult education did not vary as 

much as in regular primary education.

The difference in the offer of full distance learning 

and blended courses is noteworthy in the lato sensu 

graduate level – with only 109 blended courses against 

1,098 full distance learning courses – and in the doctor-

ate level, which has no offer of blended courses. We 

can infer that courses in these two academic levels 

prefer to clearly distinguish whether they follow 

on-site or distance learning modalities, which leaves 

little space for blended courses.

Chart 3.1 – Offer of accredited full distance learning and blended courses, in absolute numbers, by academic 
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Chart 3.2 – Growth of the offer of courses in the primary education and stricto sensu graduate levels
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The offer of open distance learning courses, both corporate and non-corporate, reinforces the practical 

use of distance learning, with 1,233 open corporate courses in the field of operational training. Among open 

non-corporate courses, the largest offer is in update courses (1,202). It can be observed that companies empha-

size training for their specific needs, and update courses seem like a good option for those seeking to expand 

their educational horizon, regardless of the demands of organizations. Professional initiation also has an 

expressive course offer (1,073), especially of open non-corporate courses.

Chart 3.3 – Offer of open corporate and non-corporate courses, by type of course
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In terms of knowledge areas, the offer of courses is concentrated in the Humanities (250 courses) and Exact 

Applied Social Sciences (218) but there are offers in practically every traditional knowledge area. There seems 

to be no reason for a knowledge area not to be served by distance learning. Only the Military Studies area does 

not have any full distance learning courses, but it does have blended courses.
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Chart 3.4 – Offer of full distance learning and blended courses, in absolute numbers, by knowledge area
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3.2 Enrollments

Course offer is not always proportional to the number of enrollments. In this section, we show in which courses 

the distance learning students are concentrated. In terms of academic level, undoubtedly the highest concentra-

tion is in teaching degrees, with 135,236 students enrolled in a teaching degree and 32,957 enrolled in a double 

teaching and bachelor’s degree. Bachelor’s degrees have 105,622 students, and technological courses have 91,086.

The lato sensu specialization, the largest in number of courses, has 49,400 students. This is due to the fact 

that specialization courses have a much wider variety than teaching degrees or technological courses there-

fore, they attract a smaller and more specific audience.
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Chart 3.5 – Enrollments in accredited courses, in absolute numbers, by academic level
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When we analyze enrollments in distance learning courses divided by knowledge area, the largest con-

centration is in the Humanities and Applied Social Sciences, with 61,316 and 58,584 students, respectively. 

Regardless of this high concentration, once again it is worth noting that all knowledge areas defined by the 

Ministry of Education are represented, showing that distance learning has the potential to serve students of 

all knowledge areas.
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Chart 3.6 – Enrollments in accredited courses, in absolute numbers, by knowledge area
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Observing corporate open courses, we can see that the highest concentration of students is in professional 

initiation, with 709,853 students; this category also has a very significant number in open non-corporate, with 

643,409 enrollments. This shows that companies are taking a considerable responsibility for training their 

employees and using the distance learning modality to do so.
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Chart 3.7 – Enrollments in open courses, in absolute numbers, by type of course
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In sum, distance learning can cater to all academic levels and knowledge areas. There are offers for numerous 

continuing education needs, with a significant variety of offers in specialization, improvement and update 

courses. On the other hand, the majority of students are concentrated in courses that offer opportunities to 

enter new professions that require training: technological courses, teaching degrees and professional initia-

tion are the courses with the highest number of students in distance learning in Brazil. Training for a new 

profession may be stimulated by corporations or chosen freely by students in accredited and open courses. 

However, improvement, update and specialization courses, both open non-corporate and accredited, tend to 

be chosen without so much incentive from corporations, but by the student’s free will.
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3.3 On the total number of enrollments collected in the 2016 Brazilian 
Census for Distance Learning

The number of students reached by distance learning is huge. The 2016 Brazilian Census for Distance Learning 

counted 561,667 students in full distance learning courses, 217,175 in accredited blended courses, 1,675,131 in 

open non-corporate courses, and 1,280,914 in open corporate courses. These figures are impressive and reveal 

the potential of distance learning to meet the demands of regular and continuing education.

Chart 3.8 – Quantity of students counted by the 

2016 Brazilian Census for Distance Learning in full 
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Chart 3.9 – Quantity of students counted by the 

2016 Brazilian Census for Distance Learning in 

open corporate and non-corporate courses
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Regarding the enrollment count of the Brazilian Census for Distance Learning, it is worth noting that these 

numbers are certainly underreported, which only shows that, in reality, there are much more students bene-

fiting from this teaching and learning modality. The numbers presented here reveal the data that institutions 

participating in the Brazilian Census for Distance Learning choose to divulge, and their most relevant informa-

tion are academic levels and knowledge areas where distance learning is present, as well as their proportion 

in the educacional field. The numbers of students enrolled in each type of course on a national level are not 

precise, and may vary greatly according to the set of respondents that participate each year. That said, let’s 

observe the numbers.

The 2016 Brazilian Census for Distance Learning collected a number of enrollments of around 561,667 in 

accredited full distance learning courses. This number is similar, although a little higher, to that of the past 

two years. Among blended courses, the institutions reported a total of 217,175 students, a much smaller figure 

than in previous years. It is worth noting that the method for raising these data in 2014 did not distinguish 

enrollments in blended courses or disciplines. Still, the 2015 and 2016 methodology was the same, and the 

decrease in the notification of enrollments in blended courses was significant this past year.

Open courses are responsible for 3 to 4 times more enrollments than accredited courses. Regarding these, the 

2016 Brazilian Census for Distance Learning also showed a significant decrease in the number of enrollments 

informed. We cannot infer that there has been an effective decrease in the number of enrollments in the dis-

tance learning market, since in 2016 the institutions who reported an increase in the number of enrollments 

were more numerous than those who reported a decrease (see Part 7). The team of the Brazilian Census for 

Distance Learning will develop new strategies to reduce underreporting in the next years.
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Chart 3.10 – Quantity of students counted by the 2016 Brazilian Census for Distance Learning in accredited 

and open courses
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3.4 Workload of the courses offered

The analysis of the workload of the courses offered reveals that they can have any workload. Among accredited 

courses, there can be courses with less than 360 or more than 700 hours. We did not analyze the workload of 

open courses in 2016, but in 2015 the total workload of a course ranged from 2 hours to more than 700 hours. 

The majority were 40-hour courses.

Chart 3.11 – Workload of accredited full distance learning courses, in percentage, by administrative 

category
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Chart 3.12 – Workload of accredited blended courses, in percentage, by administrative category
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3.5 Class size

Because they are not restricted by physical space, in theory distance learning courses do not need to limit the 

number of students in each class, as long as there are enough teachers and tutors to accommodate everyone. 

Still, most educational institutions organize their students into groups of up to 30 students, or 31 to 50 stu-

dents. There are classes with more than 100 students, more than 500 students, with no limit of students, and 

others. Classes with more than 500 students only occur on for-profit and non-profit private institutions and 

on “S System” institutions.
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Chart 3.13 – Class size, in percentage, by type of course
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Chart 3.14 – Class size, in percentage, by administrative category
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In this section, we present the profile of distance learning students in Brazil in terms of gender, age, and con-

ciliation of study and work.

4.1 Gender

For the 2016 Brazilian Census for Distance Learning, we analyzed the frequency of the female and male 

audiences in the distance learning modality, by administrative category of the institutions and type of course.

Regarding full distance learning courses, we observed that the female audience was slightly higher. Women 

are 54% in for-profit private educational institutions, and 55% in non-profits. In public institutions, the rate 

of the female audience is even higher: 59% in federal public institutions, 64% in state public institutions and 

66% in municipal institutions.

Among the “S System”, NGOs and third sector, and public bodies and government institutions, the rate of 

male students is higher: 55%, 65% and 70%, respectively.

The full distance learning modality, therefore, caters to the male and female audiences in relatively equal 

rates, with a slightly higher female audience. However, depending on the offer of courses and the institutions 

that offer them, this rate is inverted.

Chart 4.1 – Gender distribution in accredited full distance learning courses, in percentage, by 

administrative category
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The female presence remained slightly higher on accredited blended courses of for-profit and non-profit 

private educational institutions and state public institutions. On federal public institutions and “S System” 

institutions, the male presence is higher, with 58% and 60% of male participation, respectively. Municipal 

public institutions and NGOs did not provide this information for this modality.
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Chart 4.2 – Gender distribution in accredited blended courses, in percentage, by administrative category
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This pattern of a larger female audience is maintained on the on-site courses of for-profit and non-profit 

private institutions (54%), and of state and municipal public institutions (60%). The female audience also rep-

resents a vast majority among NGOs and the third sector (72%). In federal public institutions, public bodies 

and government, and “S System” institutions, the majority of students in this course modality are male, with 

a 55%, 61% and 63% representation, respectively.

Chart 4.3 – Gender distribution in accredited on-site courses, in percentage, by administrative category
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In open non-corporate courses, the female presence is significantly higher, with an 88% representation in 

municipal public institutions, and varying from 60% to 32% among NGOs and other educational institutions. 

In “S System” institutions and public bodies, the male presence in this course modality remains higher, at 53% 

and 68%, respectively.

Chart 4.4 – Gender distribution in open non-corporate courses, in percentage, by administrative category
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In open corporate courses, the male presence is higher in NGOs (66%), public bodies (60%), the “S System” 

(54%) and federal public institutions (54%). In for-profit private institutions, the proportion is balanced. The 

female presence is higher in this modality in non-profit private institutions (65%), state public educational 

institutions (68%) and municipal public institutions (90%).

Chart 4.5 – Gender distribution in open corporate courses, in percentage, by administrative category
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4.2 Age range

The highest concentration of students in distance learning courses falls in the 26 to 30 and 31 to 40 age ranges. 

We noticed that 29% of accredited full distance learning courses and 33% of blended courses have students 

with an average age of 26 to 30; and that 37% of accredited full distance learning courses and 16% of blended 

courses have students with an average age of 31 to 40. This high incidence of students past the typical college 

age is significantly higher in distance learning than in on-site courses. A share of 20% of these courses have 

students in the range of 21 to 25, and 20% in the range of 26 to 30.

Chart 4.6 – Age range of students in accredited full distance learning, blended and on-site courses, in 

percentage
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Among open courses, both corporate and non-corporate, the highest incidence of students is in the age range 

of 31 to 40 (27%). These figures reinforce the potential of distance learning for continuing education.

Chart 4.7 – Age range of students in open non-corporate and corporate courses, in percentage
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Organizing the data by administrative categories, we see that the institutions with the most distance learn-

ing students in the 31 to 40 age range are municipal public institutions (50%), followed by public bodies (42%) 

and non-profit private institutions (33%). Those with the most students in the 26 to 30 age range are NGOs and 

the third sector (44%), for-profit private institutions (32%) and “S System” institutions (26%).

Chart 4.8 – Age range of students, by administrative category
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4.3 Study and work conciliation

The 2016 Brazilian Census for Distance Learning reveals that most students in all course modalities study 

and work, a very strong characteristic in distance learning. In 30% of institutions, more than 75% of students 

in accredited full distance learning courses study and work. On blended and on-site courses, this percentage 

drops to 24%.

In the range where 51% to 75% of students study and work, 12% of institutions offer accredited full distance 

learning courses, 10% offer blended courses and 3% offer on-site courses.

These data do not add up to 100% because many institutions did not answer this question.
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Chart 4.9 – Rate of students in accredited courses that study and work, in percentage
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Chart 4.10 – Rate of students in open courses that study and work, in percentage
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Analyzing by administrative category, in the rate of 76% to 100% of students who study and work, the most 

represented institutions are NGOs (50%) followed by for-profit private educational institutions (37%) and 

non-profit private educational institutions (31%). Practically no institutions offering distance learning reported 

that less than 25% of their students study and work. In this category, we find 6% of the students of non-profit 

private institutions.

2016 Brazilian Census for Distance Learning
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Chart 4.11 – Rate of students  in open courses that study and work, in percentage, by administrative category

40

50

60

30

20

10

0
0 1

6
0 2 3 0 0 0

7
10

0

10 11

5

13

0

22

11

0

11
15

27

0

50

37

31

25 23
19 18

13

“S System” institution

Government or public body

Federal public educational institution

Non-profit private educational institution

For-profit private educational institution

Municipal public educational institution

State public educational institution

Non-governmental organization (NGO) and third sector

0%-25% 
study and work

26%-50% 
study and work

51%-75%
study and work 

76%-100% 
study and work

91

Profile of distance learning students





Part 5 

Course content





Content is certainly an essential component of a distance learning offer. There are several types of content that 

can be offered, as well as several ways to produce it and deliver it. This is the topic of this section.

5.1 Types of content offered in distance learning1

Teleclasses and digital texts other than books are the most frequent type of content in distance learning in 

Brazil. We noticed that 75% of municipal public institutions and non-profit private institutions, 74% of public 

bodies and 71% of for-profit private institutions offer teleclasses. The administrative category that least uses 

this resource are the “S System” institutions (45%).

These institutions stand out from the remaining administrative categories for their offer of digital texts 

(47%), videos other than teleclasses and digital learning objects (41%), physical books (31%) and online simu-

lations (24%).

Non-governmental organizations (NGOs) and the third sector stand out for their use of video games (37%); 

and public bodies, for their use of printouts other than books (65%).

Chart 5.1 – Content offered, in percentage, by administrative category
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If we compare the content offer among accredited courses, we see that the modality that offers the widest 

variety of content are full distance learning courses. In 73% of these courses were offered teleclasses; and in 

65%, there are digital texts other than books were made available. The offer of videos other than teleclasses 

1  See erratum regarding the content offered in 2015, published on the Abed website. This erratum contains important information should the 
reader wish to compare the contents offered in distance learning over the years.
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occured on 57% of these courses, and physical books, in 56%. This figures were higher than the offer in on-site 

courses (43%).

Full distance learning courses also stood out for the offer of innovative resources coming to the education 

market, such as video games (18%), online simulations (10%) and accessible resources (11%). The first place in 

content innovation and variety, therefore, goes to accredited full distance learning courses.

Chart 5.2 – Content offered by accredited courses, in percentage, by type of course
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Among open courses, the highest diversity in the offer of contents is in open non-corporate courses, probably 

because they compete for the interest of their students and hence have to work even harder on the quality of 

the content their students will have access to.

2016 Brazilian Census for Distance Learning

96



Chart 5.3 – Content offered by open courses, in percentage, by type of course
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5.2 Content repositories

The educational process may include content that is freely available to students rather than attached to a 

specific class. This is content the students can research to advance their knowledge and go beyond what was 

presented by the class or teacher. Making content repositories available to students is important for their 

education as a whole.

The 2016 Brazilian Census for Distance Learning identified that 31% to 3% of institutions do not offer this 

type of resource on their distance learning courses. Physical libraries are the most frequently available, pres-

ent in 63% of the distance learning offers of municipal public institutions, 51% of public bodies and 50% of 

non-profit private institutions.

Digital repositories with contents by the institution are offered by 61% of public bodies, 47% of non-profit 

private institutions, 38% of state public institutions and 40% of for-profit private institutions.

The richest repositories, aggregating different contents, are present in 21% of for-profit private institutions, 

19% of non-profit private institutions and 16% of “S System” institutions.
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Chart 5.4 – Content repositories, in percentage, by administrative category
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When detailing the offer of content repositories by type of course, once again we observed that full distance 

learning courses and open courses have the largest offer. Full distance learning courses offer more access to 

physical libraries (58%) than on-site courses (44%). Regarding digital repositories with contents by the insti-

tution (43%), the situation is the same: a prevalence of  full distance learning courses (34%).

Chart 5.5 – Content repositories offered in accredited courses, in percentage, by type of course
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Open non-corporate courses stand out over corporate courses for their offer of digital repositories with con-

tents by the institution (48%, compared to 31%, respectively) and repositories that aggregate different contents 

(21%, compared to 11%).

2016 Brazilian Census for Distance Learning
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Chart 5.6 – Content repositories offered in open courses, in percentage, by type of course
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5.3 Content production

The 2016 Brazilian Census for Distance Learning investigated who were the producers of the contents used in 

distance learning. This information allows us to infer to whom educational institutions attribute the respons-

ability for creating a core component of their course offers, which may define the quality of their brand.

The charts below present this information in detail. In general, what we observe is that institutions prefer 

to create their own teleclasses and digital texts. Teleclasses, learning objects and videos other than teleclasses 

are also frequently custom-ordered from third parties.

Chart 5.7 – Content produced within the institution, in percentage, by administrative category
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Chart 5.8 – Content produced within the institution for accredited courses, in percentage, by type of course
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Chart 5.9 – Content produced within the institution for open courses, in percentage, by type of course
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Chart 5.10 – Customized content produced by third parties, in percentage, by administrative category
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Chart 5.11 – Customized content produced by third parties for accredited courses, in percentage, by type of 

course

2520100 5 15

2314 16
1713

11
13

6

1
1196

6 75
931

1
8

8
2

1
1 4

4 7
42 11

1
10

Digital texts other than books

Teleclasses

Videos other than teleclasses

Audios 

Digital learning objects

Printouts other than books

Physical books

E-books

Online simulations

Video games

Accessible resources

Full distance learning courses Blended courses On-site courses

101

Course content



Chart 5.12 – Customized content produced by third parties for open courses, in percentage, by type of course
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The types of content the institutions purchase without much customization are physical books, e-books and 

digital texts, in this order, but at a much smaller percentage than customized content (25% or less). There is 

also a small percentage of institutions that purchase more complex content without any customization, such 

as online simulations, accessible resources and video games, but in the case of online simulations, the prefer-

ence is still with customized content.

Chart 5.13 – Content purchased in the market, in percentage, by administrative category
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When observing content purchased in the market by type of course, accredited full distance learning courses 

take the lead in the adoption of e-books (17%), online simulations (13%), video games (13%) and accessible 

resources (8%), while open courses take the lead in the adoption of physical books (17%).

Chart 5.14 – Content purchased in the market for accredited courses, in percentage, by type of course
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Chart 5.15 – Content purchased in the market for open courses, in percentage, by type of course
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As for free resources, they follow the overall trend. They are probably not the biggest portion of content 

offers, but are adopted as a complement to materials more frequently used in distance learning. Up to 68% of 

institutions adopt free content, especially regarding teleclasses and digital texts and videos.

Chart 5.16 – Free content, in percentage, by administrative category
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It is worth noting that it is the blended courses that stand out in the adoption of free content. We observe that 

39% of blended courses offer free teleclasses, 34% offer free videos, and 32% offer free digital texts.

Chart 5.17 – Free content in accredited courses, in percentage, by type of course
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Open non-corporate courses, on the other hand, adopt free accessible resources and online simulations very 

frequently: 42% and 40%, respectively.

Chart 5.18 – Free content in open courses, in percentage, by type of course
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The analysis of the content adopted and its form of production reveals much about what institutions, and 

probably their students, value in distance learning courses. We observed a significant preference for tele-

classes and digital texts, which are used very frequently. We also noticed that institutions tend to value the 

customization of these types of content.

Accredited full distance learning courses take the lead in terms of content innovation and variety. In the 

open courses category, non-corporate courses seem to be the most innovative. Blended and corporate courses 

invest relatively less on variety, customization and innovation, probably due to the fact that they are not com-

pletely dependent on student acceptance of their digital contents.

Full distance learning courses and open non-corporate courses depend on a captivating content and online 

interaction to engage students. Blended and corporate courses, on the other hand, can count on commodity, 

conclusion of the on-site course or a career path as motivators that go beyond the quality of the content and 

interaction.
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Part 6 

Infrastructure for 
distance learning 

teaching





In this section, we present the infrastructure institutions count on for their teaching activities in distance 

learning. We know this modalityalso needs resources for management, marketing and sales, physical structure, 

among others. These demands are outside of the scope of the 2016 Brazilian Census for Distance Learning. The 

focus of this census is the infrastructure destined for content distribution and student interaction.

6.1 Opinion of institutions on the distance learning infrastructure 
demand

Two statements presented in the question on the opinion of institutions regarding the challenges of distance 

learning deserve attention in this section. In Likert scale, we have 58% of informants who strongly agree that 

“Offering distance learning requires a more complex technological infrastructure than on-site courses”, and 

68% strongly agree that “Offering distance learning requires constant technological innovation”.

Chart 6.1 – Agreement rate with the statement “Offering distance learning requires a more complex 

technological infrastructure than on-site courses”, and percentage, in 1-5 Likert scale
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Chart 6.2 – Agreement rate with the statement “Offering distance learning requires constant technological 

innovation”, in percentage, and 1-5 Likert scale
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This is a big challenge, and institutions are fully aware of it. Next, we will see how the available infrastructure 

is presented in distance learning throughout Brazil.

6.2 Content distribution

The content of distance learning courses is distributed mainly through virtual learning environments (VLEs). 

We noticed that 91% of public bodies, 88% of municipal public institutions, 78% of for-profit private institutions 

and 76% of non-profit private institutions make use of this resource.

Other tools adopted for distributing content include email, social networks, chat groups, virtual drives and 

blogs.

Chart 6.3 – Resources used in content distribution, in percentage, by administrative category
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Accredited full distance learning courses and open non-corporate courses are the heaviest VLE users (79% 

and 71%, respectively).

Chart 6.4 – Resources used in content distribution in accredited courses, in percentage
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Chart 6.5 – Resources used in content distribution in open courses, in percentage
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6.2.1 Video distribution

With a considerable offer of teleclasses and videos on distance learning courses, as seen in Part 5, it is important 

to identify to what kind of service institutions entrust their video distribution. The vast majority of institutions, 

from 88% to 44%, uses free services to share this type of content.

The administrative category that uses paid services the most are for-profit private institutions (31%). There 

are also institutions that store and distribute their own videos – this approach is used by 43% of public bodies 

and 31% of non-profit private institutions.

Chart 6.6 – Resources used in video distribution, in percentage, by administrative category
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Chart 6.7 – Resources used in video distribution in accredited courses, in percentage
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Chart 6.8 – Resources used in video distribution in open courses, in percentage
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6.3 Technology resources available to students

Different technologies are needed so that students can attend distance learning courses. The vast majority of 

institutions offer internet access and computers to students. We observed that 75% of municipal public insti-

tutions, 74% of public bodies, 69% of non-provite private institutions and 63% of “S System” institutions offer 

internet access to their distance learning students. Among those that offer computers are 75% of municipal pub-

lic institutions, 70% of public bodies, 68% of non-profit private institutions and 62% of “S System” institutions.

There are relatively few institutions that offer TVs or tablets, and almost none offer smartphones or e-readers.
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Chart 6.9 – Technology resources available to students at the headquarters or hubs, in percentage, by 

administrative category
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Students of accredited full distance learning courses have the most access to the internet and computers at 

headquarters or hubs (in 84% of institutions). They are also the majority that has access to tablets (12%) and 

smartphones (14%), and the only ones who have access to e-readers (1%).

Although students in open non-corporate courses in general receive a richer offer of contents, when it comes 

to the availability of internet access and computers, the proportion of institutions offering these resources in 

this modality is much smaller (38% and 31%, respectively).

Chart 6.10 – Technology resources available to students at the headquarters or hubs, in percentage, by type 

of course
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6.4 Responsiveness of the virtual learning environment (VLE)

Although many institutions offer internet access and computers to their students, there are different kinds of 

devices that can be used to attend distance learning courses, such as tablets and smartphones.

This reality is taken into account by institutions. Only between 6% and 14% of institutions offer VLEs that 

cannot be accessed comfortably from mobile devices. A percentage of 56% of municipal public institutions, 49% 

of state public institutions, 46% of for-profit private institutions and 45% of non-profit private institutions use 

fully responsive VLEs, which can be comfortably accessed from either desktop or mobile platforms.

There are a few experiments in mobile first, which are environments made specifically to be accessed 

on mobile devices, but which can also be accessed on a desktop. These technologies are being used by 8% of 

non-profit private institutions.

Partially responsive VLEs (that is, which do not offer all of their functionalities on both desktop and mobile) 

are used by 70% of public bodies and between 17% and 31% of the remaining administrative categories.

Chart 6.11 – VLE responsiveness, in percentage, by administrative category
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Chart 6.12 – VLE responsiveness, in percentage, by type of course
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6.5 Communication channels

VLEs offer many different channels of communication with students. When asked about the communication 

channels in these environments that are effectively used, institutions highlighted email, message boards and 

chat. Between 88% and 44% of institutions use email to communicate with students, 88% to 35% use message 

boards, and 57% to 38% use chat.

Newsboards are used by 69% of for-profit private institutions, and automatic notifications are used mainly 

by state public institutions (42%), but on average much less than other tools that are not automatic at all.

Videos are apparently a tool used mainly for content distribution, but not for interaction. Between 25% and 

5% of institutions adopt video tutoring, and 22% to 5% use videoconferencing in distance learning, especially 

in accredited full distance learning courses (24%). SMS and internal social networks are used even less.
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Chart 6.13 – VLE communication channels, in percentage, by administrative category
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Chart 6.14 – VLE communication channels in accredited courses, in percentage
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Chart 6.15 – VLE communication channels in open courses, in percentage
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6.6 Resources available for interaction among students

The tools offered for students to interact among themselves in distance learning are mainly common message 

boards, chat and email.

Students of full distance learning courses have a relatively higher offer of chat, message boards in small 

groups, videoconferencing and collaborative editing tools: 48%, 46%, 18% and 17%, respectively.

A significant share of institutions leave this choice up to the students.

The most used tools are rather simple, which reveals that institutions are more concerned with institu-

tion-student and teacher-student interaction than with interaction among the students.
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Chart 6.16 – Student interaction resources, in percentage, by administrative category
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Chart 6.17 – Student interaction resources in accredited courses, in percentage
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Chart 6.18 – Student interaction resources in open courses, in percentage
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6.7 Virtual learning environment (VLE) implementation

The VLE is a fundamental resource for both content distribution and student interaction. In this section, we 

detail how these environments are implemented in the different administrative categories and the different 

types of courses.

6.7.1 Type of VLE

The vast majority of administrative categories uses an open source VLE which is customized within the insti-

tution – 58% of state public institutions, 54% of public bodies, 53% of municipal public institutions, 48% of 

federal public institutions and 47% of non-profit private institutions choose this model. Within the open source 

option, there is another 20% to 9% of institutions that custom-order a VLE from third parties, and 11% to 2% 

that do not customize their VLE.

Among the institutions that created their own VLE, for-profit private institutions stand out (17%). They 

are also among the heaviest users of proprietary VLEs (22%), along with municipal public institutions (20%), 

non-profit private institutions (18%) and “S System” institutions.

Chart 6.19 – Type of VLE, in percentage, by administrative category
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We highlight the difference in VLE customization between full distance learning courses and blended courses 

(55% and 43%, respectively). Once again, we observe a higher investment in accredited full distance learning 

courses in regards to user experience, compared to blended courses, which do not receive that much attention.
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Chart 6.20 – Type of VLE in accredited courses, in percentage
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We can see that 40% of institutions customize their own open corporate courses, and 13% leave this custom-

ization to third parties. Companies tend to prefer to present their own identity in their courses.

Chart 6.21 – Type of VLE in open courses, in percentage
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6.7.2 Cloud implementation

We still did not identify a clear preference for implementing the VLE in the cloud, on premise or with a hybrid 

implementation. A share of 49% of non-governmental organizations (NGOs) prefer the cloud, followed by 41% 

of for-profit private institutions and 37% of “S System” institutions. The preference for the on premise model 

remains mostly with federal public institutions (45%), followed by 35% of state public institutions and public 
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bodies, probably because the law imposes the most difficulties on these institutions to hire services. The hybrid 

model is the choice of 50% of municipal public institutions.

Chart 6.22 – VLE cloud implementation, in percentage, by administrative category
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The amount of 40% of institutions that implement their blended courses in cloud is due to the NGOs, that 

has 100% (see table) of their courses in this type of implementation. Despising the NGOs, the average go to 31%, 

similarly to full distance learning courses.

Chart 6.23 – VLE cloud implementation in accredited courses, in percentage
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Chart 6.24 – VLE cloud implementation in open courses, in percentage
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6.7.3 Academic system integration

Integrating the VLE with the academic system that helps manage the business seems to be a bigger concern 

for non-profit private institutions (61%), for-profit private institutions (57%) and NGOs (44%). Public institutions, 

in general, do not follow that practice.

Chart 6.25 – Institutions that integrate their VLE to their academic system, in percentage, by administrative 

category
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Regarding types of courses, institutions integrate to their academic systems mainly the VLEs of full distance 

learning courses (55%) and blended courses (49%).
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Chart 6.26 – Institutions that integrate their VLE to their academic system, in percentage, by type of course
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6.8 Thoughts on infrastructure investment

Despite the statement that a complex infrastructure and technological innovation are among the biggest chal-

lenges faced by distance learning, when detailing the highest investments in infrastructure for educational 

activities, we noticed they are more concentrated in the visible part of the VLE (the point of contact with the 

student) than in the infrastructure that allows it to operate more efficiently, such as cloud implementation, the 

use of automatic notifications, integration with the academic system, internal social networks, etc.

Institutions reveal low investments in VLEs, as well as in video sharing resources, which are invisible to the 

end user when working properly. On the other hand, they show a higher investment in customization, which 

promotes the identity of each institution and is immediately perceivable by the student.

Investments in responsive environments also show a big concern with the point of contact between insti-

tution and student. Communication channels, in turn, are mostly written, and communication with students 

is practically never automated.

When analyzing investments on student communication tools by type of course, once again we observe 

that full distance learning courses receive more investments than blended and on-site courses, and that open 

non-corporate courses are more automated than corporate ones. The exception lies on the customization of 

these tools, which gets higher investments in open corporate courses for promoting more brand awareness.

2016 Brazilian Census for Distance Learning
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Part 7 

Profile of professionals





In this section, we present distance learning professionals in terms of how they support students, how numerous 

they are, how much they earn and what they do. Finally, we detail our study about the adoption of active meth-

odologies in distance learning.

7.1 Student support

There is a significant notion among educational institutions that “Offering distance learning requires devel-

oping a complex student support structure”. These structures can be online or on-site, and they always involve 

the work of many distance learning professionals.

Chart 7.1 – Agreement rate with the statement “Offering distance learning requires developing a complex 

student support structure”, in percentage, and 1-5 Likert scale
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In practice, this concern translates into the fact that more than half of institutions  – 88% of municipal pub-

lic institutions, 15% of NGOs, and 56% to 48% of the remaining administrative categories – offer on-site and 

online support to their students.

Chart 7.2 – Type of student support, in percentage, by administrative category
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Most institutions offer online and on-site support in accredited full distance learning courses and blended 

courses. Open courses, especially corporate, tend to offer online support only, possibly because these courses 

are not required by law to have student support hubs.

Chart 7.3 – Institutions that offer online and on-site support, in percentage, by type of course
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Chart 7.4 – Institutions that offer online support only, in percentage, by type of course
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On-site only support happens only for students of blended courses of state and municipal public institutions 

and for-profit private institutions, in 18%, 50% and 5% of institutions, respectively.

The absence of student support is reported in only 9% of blended courses of state public institutions, 11% of 

open corporate courses of federal public institutions, and 18% of public bodies. However, in open courses, this 

2016 Brazilian Census for Distance Learning
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situation happens more frequently: 25% of public bodies, 11% of NGOs and 9% of federal public institutions 

do not offer this type of support in open non-corporate courses.

Chart 7.5 – Institutions that do not offer student support, in percentage, by administrative category
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Most institutions, especially in accredited full distance learning courses, do invest in complex student sup-

port structures. However, in open non-corporate courses, there are cases where students have no support at 

all, which means that their entire interaction is limited to the course content.

7.2 How numerous are distance learning professionals and how much 
they earn

Distance learning professionals are also among the biggest concerns of managers. In the 2016 Brazilian Census 

for Distance Learning, 28% strongly agreed that “Finding professionals qualified for distance learning is dif-

ficult” and 32% somewhat agree with this statement. Also, 26% of respondents strongly agreed that “Offering 

distance learning requires big investments in teacher training”, and 32% somewhat agreed with this statement.

Chart 7.6 – Agreement rate with the statement “Finding professionals qualified for distance learning is 

difficult”, in percentage, and 1-5 Likert scale
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Chart 7.7 – Agreement rate with the statement “Offering distance learning requires big investments in 

teacher training”, in percentage, and 1-5 Likert scale
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Regardless of how difficult it is to find them, the professionals qualified for distance learning are numerous. 

The 2016 Brazilian Census for Distance Learning counted 21,312 professionals working in tutoring and 14,942 

in teaching. There are also 4,671 professionals involved with text production and 4,038 involved with audio-

visual production working directly for educational institutions. Roles related to IT also have a large number 

of professionals.

Similar to the total number of enrollments, the number of distance learning professionals in 2016 is lower 

than in 2015, which may be due both to staff reduction and underreporting.

Chart 7.8 – Distance learning professionals counted by the 2016 Brazilian Census for Distance Learning, in 

absolute numbers, by role
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The wages paid to these hard-to-find professionals, who require a lot of continuing education, vary from 

less than R$ 30 to more than R$ 75 an hour.

2016 Brazilian Census for Distance Learning
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For tutors, 32% of institutions pay less than R$ 30 an hour, and this proportion decreases to the 1% rate, pay-

ing R$ 66 to R$ 75 an hour. An interesting fact is that 4% of institutions pay more than R$ 75 an hour to their 

tutors. The wages paid to content producers also decrease on a regular scale, from 16% of institutions paying 

less than R$ 30 an hour to 2% paying R$ 66 to R$ 75, whereas 11% of institutions pay these professionals more 

than R$ 75 an hour.

It is worth noting that teachers and pedagogical coordinators have the highest incidence of institutions 

paying R$ 31 to R$ 45 an hour (23% and 20% of institutions, respectively). This proportion decreases to reach 

the R$ 66 to R$ 75 rate (3% and 4% of institutions, respectively). However, a considerable share of institutions 

pay their teachers less than R$ 30 (13%) or more than R$ 75 (10%) an hour. Regarding pedagogical coordinators, 

17% of institutions pay less than R$ 30 and 8%, more than R$ 75 an hour.

Chart 7.9 – Hourly wages paid to different distance learning professionals, in percentage of institutions
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When we analyze these sums by administrative category, we see that the highest incidence of institutions 

that pay less than R$ 30 an hour to their teachers is in the “S System” (41%), and the highest incidence of insti-

tutions that pay more than R$ 75 is among public bodies.
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Chart 7.10 – Institutions that pay their teachers less than R$ 30 or more than R$ 75 an hour, in percentage, by 

administrative category
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Variance between wages paid to teachers may also have a geographical explanation. If we compare the pro-

portion of institutions by region that pay less than R$ 30 or more than R$ 75 an hour, we see that the highest 

sums are concentrated in the Southeast (41% of institutions that pay more than R$ 75) and the lowest sums 

are concentrated in the South (33% of institutions that pay less than R$ 30). In the North region, there are no 

institutions that pay their teachers more than R$ 75.

Chart 7.11 – Institutions that pay their teachers less than R$ 30 or more than R$ 75 an hour, in percentage, by 

region
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7.3 Active methodologies in distance learning

The main topic of the 2016 Brazilian Census for Distance Learning were active methodologies. To analyze 

this issue, we included among the question about distance learning challenges a statement about the need for 

innovation in pedagogical approaches. Moreover, we directly asked respondents whether they believe active 

methodologies are important for each type of course.

Finally, we asked what students actually accomplish in the courses and how they are evaluated, in order to 

infer whether active methodologies are in fact adopted, and what kind of work is expected from teachers in 

the different types of courses.

7.3.1 Opinion of institutions on active methodologies in distance learning

As we mentioned in Part 2, the biggest challenge of educational institutions is translated into the statement 

that “Distance learning requires innovation in pedagogical approaches”. Respondents that agree with this 

statement are 68%. Pedagogical innovation, therefore, represents a very sensitive aspect for distance learning. 

However, the meaning of “pedagogical innovation” is not quite clear.

Chart 7.12 – Agreement rate with the statement “Distance learning requires innovation in pedagogical 

approaches”, in percentage, and 1-5 Likert scale
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In another question of the Census, we asked respondents to indicate their agreement rate with the statement 

“I believe active methodologies are productive in accredited full distance learning courses”. This statement was 

repeated for accredited blended, open non-corporate, open corporate and on-site courses.

The agreement rate revealed a trend of agreeing, to a greater or lesser extent, with the statement that active 

methodologies are productive, whereas the agreement rate for accredited blended and full distance learning 

courses was higher than for on-site courses. The lowest agreement rate concentrated in open corporate courses.
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Chart 7.13 – Institutions that agree with the statement “I believe active methodologies are productive” in 

regards to each type of course, in percentage
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Organizing the data by administrative category, we saw that the firmest believers in active methodologies 

are public bodies (100% strongly agree), state public institutions (73%), non-profit private institutions (56%), 

for-profit private institutions (54%) and municipal public institutions (50%). Possibly, active methodologies 

are among the pedagogical innovations considered essential to distance learning development.

Chart 7.14 – Institutions that strongly agree with the statement “I believe active methodologies are 

productive in accredited full distance learning courses”, in percentage, by administrative category
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7.3.2 Activities requested from students

To get an idea of what is effectively accomplished in terms of active methodologies in the different types of 

courses, in the Brazilian Census for Distance Learning we asked what activities are requested from students. 

The most requested activity are discussions, followed by problem solving, non-academic writing and academic 

writing.

2016 Brazilian Census for Distance Learning
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A share of 69% of municipal public institutions requested discussions, while 63% of them requested prob-

lem solving, 75% requested non-academic writing and 63% requested multimedia production. Public bodies 

requested academic writing (55%). Non-profit private institutions request academic writing the most (53%).

Chart 7.15 – Activities requested from students, in percentage, by administrative category

80

70

60

50

40

30

20

10

0

69
65 65 64

61
59

63

47 44
50

53
41

45 44
75

59
30

25
14

31
43

53 55
44

31

27
0

35
22

28
21

40
13

21
25

14
17

5
15

18
13

8
4

7
4

0
2

0 0
3 1 0
3

00

18
13

63

45
39

57
12

26

Discussions Problem 
solving

Non-
academic 

writing

Academic 
writing

Multimedia 
production

Professional 
practice

Software 
production

Prototyping 

Government or public body

State public educational institution

Federal public educational institution

For-profit private educational institution

Non-profit private educational institution

Municipal public educational institution

Non-governmental organization (NGO) and third sector“S System” institution

Observing activity requests by type of course, once again it is evident that students of full distance learn-

ing and blended courses produce more than those of on-site courses. In 75% of institutions, students of full 

distance learning courses participate in discussions, while 57% of institutions request this activity in on-site 

courses. Professional practice, however, is on the same level in full distance learning and on-site courses: 13% 

of institutions promote this type of activity with students in both types of courses.
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Chart 7.16 – Activities requested from students in accredited courses, in percentage
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Open courses requested less practical activities from students. 46% of institutions requested discussions in 

corporate courses and 35% requested this activity in open non-corporate courses. Professional practice activ-

ities are slightly more present, being requested by 22% of institutions in open non-corporate courses and by 

17% in corporate courses.

Chart 7.17 – Activities requested from students in open courses, in percentage
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When these types of activities are requested from students, certainly teachers and tutors have a lot of work 

to follow-up with students and evaluate them. The data of the 2016 Brazilian Census for Distance Learning 

revealed that, at least in accredited courses, institutions tend to request more active work from students than 

2016 Brazilian Census for Distance Learning
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in on-site courses, which means they need teachers and tutors that can handle this type of production and 

dedicate their time to it.

7.3.3 Feedback and assessment

When we examine the types of feedback and assessment that institutions perform with students, we can also 

infer whether they adopt a more formative evaluation, in which the student sees their progress throughout 

the course, or a summative evaluation, in which they discover at the end of the process whether their goals 

were met. Analyzing the type of feedback and evaluation offered also reveals the profile of tutors and teachers 

appropriate to distance learning.

In distance learning, individual feedback is the most frequent – 65% of public bodies, 51% of non-profit 

private institutions, 50% of municipal public institutions and 47% of “S System” institutions offer this treat-

ment. 53% of institutions offer this service in full distance learning and blended courses, whereas only 25% 

of institutions offer this service in on-site courses.

In open courses, this is less frequent: 39% of institutions offer individual feedback in open non-corporate 

and 28% in open corporate courses.

This is an important contact between the student and the institution, and is certainly costly in terms of 

teachers’ work hours.

Similar to virtual learning environments and video sharing technologies, investments are concentrated on 

the immediate interface between student and course, in this case, through the interaction between the student 

and their tutors and teachers, which we already mentioned happen primarily on message boards, email or 

chat (see Parts 5 and 6). Institutions practically do not have resources that could increase the productivity of 

their tutors and teachers when giving individual feedback, such as audio and video notes and learning notes.

In addition, there are institutions that offer up to 3 grades per discipline, in a more summative approach, 

and other that offer more than 3 grades per discipline, in a more formative approach. Because 26% to 6% of 

institutions offer an evaluation with more grades per discipline, we understand that student support is not 

found on frequent evaluations, which could very well be automated, but on the direct interaction with teach-

ers and tutors.

Chart 7.18 – Types of feedback offered to students, in percentage, by administrative category
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Chart 7.19 – Types of feedback offered to students in accredited courses, in percentage
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Chart 7.20 – Types of feedback offered to students in open courses, in percentage
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The task of the distance learning teacher is not a simple one: in order to meet the demands for a more inno-

vative pedagogy, requesting more activities from the student, he or she interacts directly with the students 

through written text, with not much technological support, such as evaluations and automatic notifications, 

videoconferencing, learning notes or audio or video notes. Interaction among students (see Part 6) and peer 

feedback are also not very common.

Institutions must count on professionals that master their work and their knowledge area, are responsible 

with deadlines and capable of interacting and motivating in writing or in presence, in a group or individually. 

It comes as no surprise that these professionals are hard to find.

2016 Brazilian Census for Distance Learning
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Part 8 

State of business





In this section, we present the state of distance learning business, making comparisons with on-site learning. 

We discuss the increase or decrease in enrollments, profitability and investments made in 2016 and forecast 

for 2017, as well as the fields that received the most funds. At the end of this section, we included a discussion 

on student dropout in distance learning, including dropout rates and possible reasons.

8.1 State of business by administrative category

When observing the state of distance learning business in general, we see an increasing trend in the number 

of enrollments in all fields, without a corresponding increase in profitability. On average, 66% of public bodies, 

36% of non-profit private institutions and 35% of state public educational institutions saw an increase in the 

number of enrollments in their distance learning courses.

Chart 8.1 – Institutions that saw an increase or decrease in enrollments, in percentage, by administrative 

category
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Profitability has increased for 24% of non-profit private institutions and 17% of for-profit private institu-

tions. State and federal public educational institutions presented a lower increase in profitability (4% and 2%, 

respectively). Among NGOs, none presented an increase, and 19% had a decrease in profitability.
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Chart 8.2 – Institutions that saw an increase or decrease in profitability, in percentage, by administrative 

category
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Despite this discouraging scenario, investments did not stop. 53% of public bodies, 32% of for-profit private 

institutions and 29% of non-profit private institutions increased their investments in 2016, and 35% and 34% 

of them, respectively, plan to increase investments in distance learning in 2017. 59% of public bodies also 

plan to increase investments and, in general, public and “S System” institutions are more conservative when 

it comes to their intention of increasing investments. 17% of state public institutions, 8% of federal public and 

“S System” institutions and 6% of municipal public institutions plan to increase investments.

Chart 8.3 – Institutions that saw an increase or decrease in distance learning investments in 2016, in 

percentage, by administrative category
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Chart 8.4 – Institutions that plan to increase or decrease distance learning investments in 2017, in 

percentage, by administrative category
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8.2 State of business by type of course

When analyzing data by type of course, we see that 46% of institutions that offer accredited full distance 

learning courses had an increase in enrollments, but only 16% of them saw an increase in profitability. Still, 

37% of them increased investments in 2016, and 31% plan to increase investments in accredited full distance 

learning courses in 2017.

Chart 8.5 – State of business of accredited full distance learning courses, in percentage of institutions
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The state of business in blended courses is a little worse, with only 15% of institutions presenting an increase 

in enrollments and 10% seeing an increase in profitability. A share of 15% increased investments in 2016 and 

23% intend to increase them in 2017, revealing a little more optimism for the next year.

Chart 8.6 – State of business of accredited blended courses, in percentage of institutions
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On-site courses, in comparison, present an even more critical situation, with 20% of institutions reporting an 

increase in enrollments and 5% reporting an increase in profitability. Institutions that offer this type of course 

do not seem more optimistic for 2017: 14% increased investments in 2016, and 15% plan on doing so in 2017.

Chart 8.7 – State of business of accredited on-site courses, in percentage of institutions
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Of the institutions that offer open non-corporate courses, 32% had an increase in enrollments, but only 9% 

had an increase in profitability. They do not seem optimistic towards the future. 17% of institutions increased 

investments in open non-corporate courses in 2016 and 16% plan on doing so in 2017.

Chart 8.8 – State of business of open non-corporate courses, in percentage of institutions
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Open corporate courses also presented an increase in enrollments in 35% of institutions, and an increase 

in profitability in 7%. The forecast of investments for 2017 seems more optimistic, as 20% of institutions plan 

to increase investments in 2017 compared to the 15% that did so in 2016.

Chart 8.9 – State of business of open corporate courses, in percentage of institutions
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8.3 Fields of investment

Regarding the fields of investment, in 2016 they consisted mainly of content production, technology and 

innovation, creation of new courses and training personnel. Infrastructure was the item that received the 

least investments. Once again, accredited full distance learning courses and open non-corporate stood out as 

receptors of these investments.

Chart 8.10 – Fields that received investments, in percentage, by administrative category
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Chart 8.11 – Fields that received investments in accredited courses, in percentage
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Chart 8.12 – Fields that received investments in open courses, in percentage
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Among institutions that did not invest in any field, public institutions stand out. Organizing the data by type 

of course, 18% of institutions that offer open non-corporate courses did not make any investiments.
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Chart 8.13 – Institutions that did not invest in any field, in percentage, by administrative category
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Chart 8.14 – Institutions that did not invest in any field, in percentage, by type of course
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8.4 Issues related to dropouts

Because dropouts are an important issue for the distance learning business as a whole, we analyzed the dropout 

rates that have been observed in distance learning, what institutions know about dropout reasons, and what 

are these reasons.

8.4.1 Dropout rates

The dropout rates reported by respondents fall among the 11% to 25% range.
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Chart 8.15 – Ranges of dropout rates, in percentage, by administrative category
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Among institutions offering accredited full distance learning courses and those offering open non-corpo-

rate courses, 32% and 26%, respectively, reported being in the 11%-25% range. Blended, on-site and corporate 

courses have a smaller share of institutions with this dropout rate, and are better represented in the 6% to 

10% range than full distance learning courses.

Chart 8.16 – Ranges of dropout rates in accredited courses, in percentage
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Chart 8.17 – Ranges of dropout rates in open courses, in percentage
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8.4.2 Dropout reasons

Not all institutions reported knowing the reasons for student dropouts. 63% of NGOs, 60% of for-profit private 

institutions and 58% of non-profit private institutions report being aware of them. Public institutions are the 

least aware of such reasons (from 41% to 46%).

Chart 8.18 – Institutions that reported knowing the dropout reasons of their students, in percentage, by 

administrative category
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Regarding the data referring to accredited courses, institutions that offer accredited full distance learning 

courses report being more aware of dropout reasons than those offering blended and on-site courses. Among 

open courses, on the other hand, institutions offering corporate courses seem to be more aware than those 

offering non-corporate courses.

Chart 8.19 – Institutions offering accredited courses that reported knowing the dropout reasons of their 

students, in percentage, by administrative category
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Chart 8.20 – Institutions offering open courses that reported knowing the dropout reasons of their students, 

in percentage, by administrative category
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Among the dropout reasons reported by respondents in a 1-4 Likert scale, there is a high rate of agreement 

regarding financial and time reasons causing dropouts. There is a considerable share of respondents that 

believe dropouts are not a problem for students of accredited full distance learning courses, as they can resume 

the course at any time.

Among open courses, respondents believe the main reason for dropping out is the lack of time, and there is 

also a high percentage of institutions that agree that students in open non-corporate courses can resume the 

course at any time.

Chart 8.21 – Agreement rate regarding dropout reasons in accredited courses, in 1-4 Likert scale, in 

percentage of institutions
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Chart 8.22 – Agreement rate regarding dropout reasons in open courses, in 1-4 Likert scale, and percentage 

of institutions
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We observed that the largest share of investments is concentrated precisely in courses where students can 

easily give up or leave. On-site, blended and corporate courses count on mechanisms that go beyond content and 

online interaction with teachers and colleagues to attract students and engage them. Accredited full distance 

learning and open non-corporate courses, on the other hand, depend completely on the student’s experience 

with the content and their teachers and tutors. Investments in the quality and variety of content and in tools 

for sharing content and connecting with teachers or tutors must be much higher than when the student has 

other reasons to stay in the course.
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Part 9 

Profile of supplying 
institutions





The 2016 Brazilian Census for Distance Learning 

counted the voluntary participation of 64 supply-

ing institutions, of which 36 are also educational. 

In some questions of this Census, we distinguished 

the responses of supplying institutions and supply-

ing-educational institutions in order to identify the 

particularities of each of these groups.

9.1 Location

Unlike the geographical distribution of educational 

institutions, supplying institutions do not have such 

a balanced distribution throughout the regions of the 

country. The Southeast concentrates 52% of these insti-

tutions. However, we observed an increased presence 

of supplying institutions in the Central-West region, 

which in 2015 was of 13%, and in 2016 is of 17%. The 

Northeast also grew its representation from 9% to 

12% of the sample.

Chart 9.1 – Location of supplying institutions, in 

percentage, by region
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Detailing the states of origin of supplying institu-

tions that participated in the 2016 Brazilian Census 

for Distance Learning, we see the inclusion of 6 states 

that were not present in 2015: Bahia, Goiás, Ceará 

and Espírito Santo. Pernambuco, Roraima, Paraíba 

and Mato Grosso do Sul, which were represented in 

2015, have no supplying institutions that responded 

to the 2016 Brazilian Census for Distance Learning.

Chart 9.2 – Location of supplying institutions, in 

absolute numbers, by state
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9.2 Size

The sample of the 2016 Brazilian Census for Distance 

Learning is balanced between large businesses (31%), 

small businesses (30%) and micro businesses (28%).

According to the criteria used in this Census, com-

pany size is defined as:

 ■ Micro business: Up to 9 employees for services and 

commerce; up to 19 for industry.

 ■ Small business: 10 to 49 employees for services and 

commerce; 20 to 99 for industry.

 ■ Medium business: 50 to 99 employees for services 

and commerce; 100 to 499 for industry.

 ■ Medium business: More than 100 employees for 

services and commerce; more than 500 for industry.
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Chart 9.3 – Size of supplying institutions, in 

percentage
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9.3 Services provided

The main services provided by supplying institutions 

involve course content and training – 78% of institu-

tions offer full distance learning courses and educa-

tional materials such as books, videos and audios, as 

well as customized materials supplied by third parties. 

75% offer training.

Other services demanded from supplying institu-

tions are consulting (47%) and activities related to 

technology implementation and maintenance: soft-

ware implementation (33%), software development 

(30%), systems maintenance (28%), equipment main-

tenance (6%) and website management (3%).

Supplying-educational institutions stand out pre-

cisely for the provision of services related to content 

and training – 92% provide full distance learning 

courses, 83% provide educational materials and cus-

tomized content by other suppliers and 78% provide 

training.

Chart 9.4 – Services provided by supplying institutions, in percentage
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9.4 Access to funds and investments

Supplying companies have little access to financial resources and investments. 14% report having received 

support from tenders or public funding, and 13% received private investments. As source of funds, approxi-

mately 2% of respondents also mentioned scholarships, the National Fund for Student Financial Aid (Fies), and 

their participation in a federal network.

Chart 9.5 – Source of funds and investments of supplying institutions, in percentage
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9.5 Clients

The main clients of supplying institutions are for-profit private institutions, served by 66% of the Census sam-

ple, and public bodies, who hire services from 41% of supplying institutions.

Next come “S System” institutions, which demand services from supplying institutions, and NGOs and third 

sector (31%). Federal public institutions demand services of 23% of supplying institutions, state institutions 

demand it from 20%, and municipal institutions from 16%. Non-profit private institutions demand services 

from 14% of supplying institutions.

If we compare supplying-educational institutions to the total sample, we will see that they have some advantage 

in serving public bodies, which demand services from 44% of them. Comparatively, they also serve the private 

educational segment less than the average. Only 53% compared to 66% serve for-profit private educational clients.

Chart 9.6 – Clients of supplying institutions, in percentage
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The growth of supplying institutions was relatively modest: 19% did not have any new clients in 2016; 33% 

had up to 25% growth; 22% had a 26% to 50% growth; 8% had a 50% to 75% growth; and 14% had a 76% to 

100% growth. It is worth noting that the share of supplying-educational institutions with the largest range of 

growth had a slight advantage over supplying institutions: 17% had a 76% to 100% growth. This figure is 3% 

higher than that of the total sample.

Chart 9.7 – Growth ranges of supplying institutions in terms of number of clients, in percentage
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Distance learning is responsible for over 76% of the income of 38% of supplying institutions. On the other 

hand, 9% of supplying institutions depend on distance learning for less than 25% of their income.

Chart 9.8 – Importance of distance learning to supplying institutions, in percentage
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9.6 Challenges faced by supplying institutions

The perception of supplying institutions regarding the challenges they face is not one of strong agreemente nor 

disagreement with the statements presented. In a 1-5 Likert scale, the highest agreement rate was 2.7, regard-

ing the statement that production cost is high.
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The five biggest concerns of supplying institutions in 2016 were related to business: production cost, lower 

demand, difficulty beating the competition, difficulty renewing contracts and delayed payments. When we 

compare these concerns with those of 2015, it is worth noting the fact that concern regarding delayed pay-

ments hase risen significantly. In 2015, the agreement rate was of 2.01, below average, and in 2016 it is almost 

the average, at 2.44. This indicates that approximately half the supplying institutions have worried about this 

type of problem. Lack of payment was not a big concern in 2015, rated at 1.78, but it started challenging some 

institutions, presenting a 2.1 rate.

Another concern that has risen is regarding the difficulty renewing contracts, which went from 2.4, below 

average, to 2.53, above average.

Aspects linked to client relationship, such as difficulty in implementation, meeting the demand, adapting to 

the client’s technological infrastructure and tech support, remain outside the scope of concern.

Chart 9.9 – Agreement rate with statements in the question “What were the challenges faced by your 

company in producing and supplying distance learning products to clients in 2016?”, in 1-5 Likert scale
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Detailing the opinions of supplying institutions on the difficulties in conducting business, we have: 52% 

agreed that lower demand was a challenge; 49% had difficulty beating the competition; 44% agreed that 

renewing contracts was a challenge; 44% agreed that delayed payments posed a challenge; and 29% agreed 

that lack of payment was a challenge.

Chart 9.10 – Agreement rate with the statement that “Lower demand” presented a challenge in 2016, in 

percentage of institutions
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Chart 9.11 – Agreement rate with the statement that “Difficulty beating the competition” presented a 

challenge in 2016, in percentage of institutions
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Chart 9.12 – Agreement rate with the statement that “Difficulty renewing contracts” presented a challenge 

in 2016, in percentage of institutions
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Chart 9.13 – Agreement rate with the statement that “Delayed payments” presented a challenge in 2016, in 

percentage of institutions

30

35

40

25

20

15

10

5

0

34

19
23

11 11

34

1 (Strongly 
disagree)

2 3 4 5 (Strongly 
agree)

N/A

Chart 9.14 – Agreement rate with the statement that “Lack of payment” presented a challenge in 2016, in 

percentage of institutions
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Similar to the lower profitability and investments of educational institutions (see Part 8), the economic 

impact on supplying institutions in 2016 was significant, surfacing topics such as lack of payment, delayed pay-

ments and difficulty renewing contracts, which arise more strongly in the 2016 Brazilian Census for Distance 

Learning. In 2015, difficulties were concentrated in gaining new clients.

This fact is a cause for concern, as it jeopardizes investments in technological, pedagogical and infrastructure 

innovation, which are fundamental to the distance learning offer, a very important tool for the training and 

continuing education of millions of Brazilians throughout the country.
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Annexes

Annex I – Institutions participating in the 2016 Brazilian Census of Distance Learning

Category State Institution Contact name E-mail Link

Educational AC Instituto Federal de 
Ciência e Tecnologia 
do Acre – IFAC

Silvana de 
Andrade 
Gonçalves

ead@ifac.edu.br ifac.edu.br

Educational AC Serviço Nacional 
de Aprendizagem 
Industrial – SENAI 
AC

Antoine 
Alexsandra 
Nefertiti Souza 
de Melo

senai@senaiac.org.br senaiac.org.br

Educational AL Universidade 
Federal de Alagoas

Ilson Mendonça 
Soares Prazeres

cied.ufal@gmail.com ufal.edu.br

Educational AM Centro de Educação 
Tecnológica do 
Amazonas – CETAM

Laura Vicuña 
Velasquez

gabinetecetam@
cetam.am.gov.br

cetam.am.gov.br

Educational AM Serviço Nacional 
de Aprendizagem 
Industrial – SENAI 
AM

Glória Lúcia L. 
Fernandes

ead@am.senai.br fieam.org.br/senai/
senai-ead

Educational AM Universidade 
do Estado do 
Amazonas

Marcelo 
Carvalho 
Tavares

nead@uea.edu.br uea.edu.br

Educational AP Serviço Nacional 
de Aprendizagem 
Industrial – SENAI 
AP – Centro 
de Formação 
Profissional 

Antonio Silva nead@ap.senai.br ap.senai.br

Educational AP Instituto de Ensino 
Superior do 
Amapá – IESAP

Marcos Wagner 
Queiroz 
Mendes

ead@iesapvirtual.com iesap.edu.br

Educational AP Universidade 
Federal do 
Amapá – UNIFAP

André da Costa 
Leite

reitoria@unifap.br unifap.br

Educational BA Associação Cultural 
e Beneficente 
Antonio Pereira 
Barbosa – ACAPEB 

José Jorge 
Souza

acapeb@gmail.com acapeb.blogspot.com

Educational BA Escola Estadual 
de Saúde Pública 
Professor Francisco 
Peixoto Magalhães 
Netto 

Miralva Ferraz 
Barreto

eesp.ce@gmail.com saude.ba.gov.br/eesp

(continues)
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Category State Institution Contact name E-mail Link

Educational BA Instituto Federal 
Baiano – IFBaiano

Romero 
Mendes Freire 
de Moura Júnior

gabinete@ 
ifbaiano.edu.br

ifbaiano.edu.br

Educational BA Secretaria da 
Fazenda do Estado 
da Bahia

Luciana Barone 
Leite

lleite@sefaz.ba.gov.br sefaz.ba.gov.br

Educational BA Serviço Social da 
Indústria – SESI BA

Gisele Marcia 
de Oliveira 
Freitas

giseleo@fieb.org.br sesi.fieb.org.br/sesi

Educational BA Tribunal Regional 
do Trabalho da 5ª 
Região

Cristiana 
Sarmento

ead.cdp@trt5.jus.br trt5.jus.br

Educational BA Universidade 
Estadual do 
Sudoeste da 
Bahia – UESB

Zenaide de 
Oliveira Ferraz 
Silva

uesbvirtual 
@uesb.edu.br

uesb.br

Educational BA Universidade 
Federal da 
Bahia – UFBA

Márcia Rangel sead@ufba.br sead.ufba.br

Educational CE Faculdade Ateneu Luciana 
Rodrigues 
Ramos Duarte

ead@fate.edu.br fate.edu.br

Educational CE Faculdade 
Nordeste – FANOR

Alyne Virino 
Ricarte

aricarte@fanor.edu.br devrybrasil.edu.br

Educational CE Fundação 
Demócrito Rocha

Ana Paula Costa 
Salmin

uane@fdr.org.br fdr.org.br

Educational CE Grupo Intra de 
Ensino e Pesquisa a 
Distância

Ana Carolina 
Almeida Pereira

contato 
@intra-ead.com.br

intra-ead.com.br

Educational CE Instituto Superior 
de Teologia 
Aplicada

Anaclea 
de Araujo 
Bernardo

adm@inta.edu.br inta.edu.br/site

Educational CE Serviço Nacional 
de Aprendizagem 
Industrial – SENAI 
CE

Carla Sousa 
Braga

centralderelacio 
namento@sfiec.org.br

senai-ce.org.br

Educational CE Unichristus Marcos Ricarte nead@unichristus.edu.br unichristus.edu.br

Educational CE Universidade de 
Fortaleza – UNIFOR

Denise de 
Castro Gomes

nead@unifor.br unifor.br

Educational CE Universidade 
Estadual Vale do 
Acaraú – UVA

Maria José 
Araújo Souza

souza_maria@uvanet.br uvanet.br

Educational DF Academia Nacional 
de Polícia 

Daniel Vianna 
Ottoni de 
Siqueira

secaed.anp@dpf.gov.br ead.dpf.gov.br

(continuation)

164

2016 Brazilian Census for Distance Learning

164



Category State Institution Contact name E-mail Link

Educational DF Centro Educacional 
D’Paula

Danielle Junges 
Bazzo

diretoria@ 
eadcedep.com.br

eadcedep.com.br

Educational DF Centro Universitário 
Instituto de 
Educação Superior 
de Brasília – IESB

Rodrigo 
Monteiro de 
Castro Souza

ead@iesb.br ead.iesb.br

Educational DF Departamento de 
Polícia Rodoviária 
Federal

Tatiana Ulisses 
de Carvalho 
Borges

ouvidoria@prf.gov.br prf.gov.br

Educational DF Empresa Brasileira 
de Correios e 
Telégrafos

Adriana Moreira 
Lourenço

adrianamoreira@ 
correios.com.br

correios.com.br

Educational DF Escola de 
Administração 
Fazendária – ESAF

Marina Fontes 
Borges

ead@fazenda.gov.br esaf.fazenda.gov.br

Educational DF Escola Nacional 
de Administração 
Pública

Natália Teles da 
Mota Teixeira

ead@enap.gov.br enap.gov.br

Educational DF Infraero Maurineia Alves 
de Oliveria

maurineia_oliveira@ 
infraero.gov.br

infraero.gov.br

Educational DF Mais E-duc Solução 
em EAD Ltda.

Cássio Murilo 
Alves Costa

atendimento@ 
maiseduc.com.br

maiseduc.com.br

Educational DF Serviço Nacional 
de Aprendizagem 
Industrial – SENAI 
DF

Milla Michelle 
Couto Ribeiro

milla.ribeiro@ 
sistemafibra.org.br

ead.senaidf.org.br

Educational DF Serviço Nacional 
de Aprendizagem 
Rural – SENAR DF

Larissa Arêa 
Sousa

senar.comunicacao@ 
senar.org.br

senar.org.br

Educational DF Serviço Social da 
Industria – SESI CE

Maria Luiza 
Maia Araújo

ead.sesi-ce@ 
sfiec.org.br

sesi-ce.org.br

Educational DF Serviço Social da 
Industria – SESI DF

Rosaline 
de Souza 
Rodrigues

ps.rosaline@ 
sistemafibra.org.br

sistemafibra.org.br/
sesi

Educational DF Serviço Social 
do Transporte/
Serviço Nacional de 
Aprendizagem do 
Transporte – SEST 
SENAT DF

Mayra Maciel 
Alencastro

katianebatista@ 
sestsenat.org.br

ead.sestsenat.org.br

Educational DF Supletivo Unicanto Paulo Henrique 
Saenger

supletivounicantoead 
@gmail.com

supletivounicanto.
com.br

Educational DF UniProjeção Daniel Barbosa 
Santos

uniprojecaocampus1@ 
projecao.br

projecao.br/
Faculdade
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Educational ES Associação 
Educacional 
Cultural e 
Assistencial 
Miesperanza

Zilmar Ferreira 
Freitas

miesperanza@ 
miesperanza.org.br

miesperanza.org.br

Educational ES Faculdade Unida de 
Vitória

Giovanni Lívio contato@ 
faculdadeunida.com.br

faculdadeunida.com.
br

Educational ES Fundação de 
Assistência e 
Educação – FAESA

Ligia Rubim ead@faesa.br faesa.br

Educational ES SESI/SENAI – 
Espírito Santo

Tatiana 
Ermelina 
Rodrigues 
Sousa

tsousa@findes.org.br eadsenaies.com.br

Educational GO Escola Superior 
da Magistratura 
do Estado de 
Goiás – ESMEG

Simone 
Domingues do 
Carmo Costa

esmeg@esmeg.org.br esmeg.org.br

Educational GO Instituição Charles 
Babbage – UNIOrka

Rodrigo de 
Oliveira Godoy

rodrigogo@ 
uniorka.com.br

uniorka.com.br

Educational GO IPOG – Instituto de 
Pós Graduação e 
Graduação

Ariana Ramos 
Massensini

ipog@ipog.edu.br ipog.edu.br

Educational GO Tribunal de Justiça 
do Estado de Goiás

Dayse Mysmar 
T. Rodrigues

dmtrodrigues@ 
tjgo.jus.br

tjgo.jus.br

Educational MA Ceuma Alda Leila 
Santos Baldez

alda.baldez@ 
grupoceuma.com.br

ceuma.br

Educational MA Instituto Federal do 
Maranhão – IFMA

Simone Costa 
Andrade dos 
Santos

certec@ifma.edu.br portalifma.edu.br

Educational MA Universidade 
Estadual do 
Maranhão – UEMA

Giselle 
Magalhães 
Pinto de Melo 
Ramos

ilka.serra@uema.br uema.br

Educational MA Universidade 
Federal do 
Maranhão – UFMA

Wilma dos 
Santos Eugenio

wilgenio2000@ 
yahoo.com

portais.ufma.br/
PortalUfma/index.jsf

Educational MG Centro Universitário 
de Patos de 
Minas – UNIPAM

Flávio Daniel 
Borges de 
Morais

coordenacaoead@ 
unipam.br

unipam.edu.br

Educational MG Centro Universitário 
de Sete 
Lagoas – UNIFEMM

Myrtes Buenos 
Aires

myrtes@unifemm.edu.br unifemm.edu.br

Educational MG Centro Universitário 
Newton Paiva

Raquel Mendes 
Pinto Chequer

faleconosco@ 
newtonpaiva.br

newtonpaiva.br
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Educational MG Espaço 
Psicopedagógico 
BH

Everardo José 
Magalhães

psicopedagogicobh@ 
gmail.com

espacopsico 
pedagogicobh. 
moodlelivre.com

Educational MG Fazu – Faculdades 
Associadas de 
Uberaba

Bianca Starling 
Rosauro de 
Almeida

fazuvirtual@fazu.br fazu.br

Educational MG Fundação 
Educacional 
Lucas Machado 
Pós-Graduação 
Ciências Médicas 

Nathalia 
Bernardes 
Fortes

academico.cmv@ 
feluma.org.br

cmmg.edu.br

Educational MG Inspire Gestão 
Cultural

Maria Helena 
Cunha

contato@inspirebr.com.br inspirebr.com.br

Educational MG Instituto Federal de 
Educação Ciência 
e Tecnologia do 
Sul de Minas 
Gerais Campus 
Muzambinho

Larissa Sales 
Martins 
Baquião

mail@ 
muz.ifsuldeminas.edu.br

muz.ifsuldeminas.
edu.br

Educational MG Instituto Federal do 
Sudeste de Minas 
Gerais – Campus 
Juiz de Fora

Francisco 
Clarete Pereira 
Vieira

clarete.vieira@ 
ifsudestemg.edu.br

jf.ifsudestemg.edu.br

Educational MG Instituto Federal 
do Triângulo 
Mineiro – IFTM

José Ricardo 
Gonçalves 
Manzan

dg.av.upt@iftm.edu.br iftm.edu.br/
uraparque 
tecnologico

Educational MG Martins Comércio 
e Serviços de 
Distribuição S A

Artur Tavares arturt@martins.com.br martinsdistribuidor.
com.br

Educational MG Pontifícia 
Universidade 
Católica de Minas 
Gerais – PUC Minas

Marcos André 
Silveira Kutova

ead.diretoria@ 
pucminas.br

pucminas.br

Educational MG Sankhya Gestão de 
Negócios

Jane Meire 
Boaventura 
Menezes

administrativo@ 
sankhya.com.br

sankhya.com.br

Educational MG Universidade de 
Uberaba – UNIUBE

Janete 
Aparecida 
Pereira Melo

uniube@uniube.br uniube.br

Educational MG Universidade do 
Estado de Minas 
Gerais – UEMG

Priscila Rondas 
Ramos Cordeiro 
Torres Fontes

coordenadoria.ead@ 
uemg.br

uemg.br

Educational MG Universidade 
Federal de 
Itajubá – UNIFEI 

Luciana Fátima 
de Araujo 
Gonçalves 
Ferreira

luciana.ead@ 
unifei.edu.br

unifei.edu.br
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Educational MG Universidade 
Federal de Juiz de 
Fora – UFJF

Liamara 
Scortegagna

faleconosco@ufjf.edu.br ufjf.br

Educational MG Universidade 
Federal de 
Lavras – UFLA

Warlley Ferreira 
Sahb

secretaria@dired.ufla.br dired.ufla.br

Educational MG Universidade 
Federal de Minas 
Gerais – UFMG

Wagner 
José Corradi 
Barbosa

ead@ufmg.br ead.ufmg.br

Educational MG Universidade 
Federal de São João 
del-Rei – UFSJ 

Elisa Tuler de 
Albergaria

coger@nead.ufsj.edu.br ufsj.edu.br

Educational MG Universidade 
Federal de 
Uberlândia – UFU

Maria Teresa 
Menezes Freitas

cead@cead.ufu.br cead.ufu.br

Educational MG Universidade 
Federal dos Vales 
do Jequitinhonha e 
Mucuri – UFVJM

Everton Luiz de 
Paula 

reitoria@ufvjm.edu.br ufvjm.edu.br

Educational MG Universidade 
Vale do Rio 
Doce – UNIVALE

Cristiane 
Mendes Netto

nead.extensao@univale.br univale.br

Educational MS Escola Padrão Iuri Bueno contato@ 
escolapadrao.com.br

escolapadrao.com.br

Educational MS Instituto Federal 
de Mato Grosso do 
Sul – IFSM

Flávia Regina 
Grego

flavia.grego@ifms.edu.br ifms.edu.br

Educational MS Serviço Social da 
Industria – SESI MS

Luciano Ferraz 
Servantes

luciano@ms.sesi.org.br ms.sesi.org.br

Educational MS Universidade 
Católica Dom 
Bosco – UCDB

Jeferson Pistori contato@ead.ucdb.br virtual.ucdb.br

Educational MT Universidade do 
Estado de Mato 
Grosso – UNEMAT

Estevam Marcio 
Riba de Neira 
Melgar

estevan@unemat.br portal.unemat.br

Educational PA CDC Educação Edna Regina 
Andrade 
Vilhena

cdc@cdceducacao.com.br cdceducacao.com.br

Educational PA Cidade 
Aprendizagem

Ezelildo 
Dornelas

diretor@ 
cidadeaprendizagem.com.br

cidadeaprendizagem.
com.br

Educational PA Instituto Federal de 
Educação, Ciência 
e Tecnologia do 
Pará – IFPA

Márcio Wariss 
Monteiro

ctead@ifpa.edu.br ctead.ifpa.edu.br

(continuation)

168

2016 Brazilian Census for Distance Learning

168



Category State Institution Contact name E-mail Link

Educational PA Serviço Nacional 
de Aprendizagem 
Industrial – SENAI 
PA

Davis Siqueira ead@senaipa.org.br senaipa.org.br

Educational PA Universidade 
do Estado do 
Pará – UEPA

Ruth Souza da 
Costa

uepa.necad@gmail.com uepa.br

Educational PA Universidade 
Federal do 
Pará – UFPA

Ivanete Guedes 
Pampolha

aedi@ufpa.br aedi.ufpa.br

Educational PB Escola Judiciária 
Eleitoral da Paraíba

Elci Ubarana 
Junior

elci.junior@tre-pb.jus.br tre-pb.jus.br/ 
institucional/
escola-judiciaria- 
eleitoral

Educational PB Federação das 
Indústrias do 
Estado da Paraíba – 
FIEP PB

Gilbran Kalil 
Vitalino da Silva

gilbrankalil@fiepb.org.br fiepb.org.br

Educational PB Serviço Social da 
Indústria – SESI PB

Izabel Cristina 
da Nóbrega 
Figueredo

izabel@fiepb.org.br fiepb.org.br

Educational PB União de Ensino e 
Pesquisa Integrada 
Ltda. – UNEPI 

Ingrid Pereira processos@unepi.com.br unepi.com.br

Educational PB Universidade 
Estadual da 
Paraíba – UEPB

Carolina 
Cavalcanti 
Bezerra

proead@uepb.edu.br uepb.edu.br

Educational PE ACADETEC – 
Academia 
Tecnológica do 
Brasil Ltda.

Andréa César 
Pedrosa da 
Silva

andreacesar@ 
acadetec.com.br

acadetec.com.br

Educational PE Centro Universitário 
do Vale do 
Ipojuca – UNIFAVIP

Pedro Ivo 
de Oliveira 
Rodrigues

unifavip@unifavip.edu.br unifavip.edu.br

Educational PE Escola Técnica do 
Brasil – ETEBRAS

George Bento 
Catunda

atendimento@ 
etebras.com.br

etebras.com.br

Educational PE Fundação Joaquim 
Nabuco – FUNDAJ

Verônica Danieli 
de Lima Araújo

ead.difor@fundaj.gov.br fundaj.gov.br

Educational PE Instituto Federal de 
Educação, Ciência 
e Tecnologia de 
Pernambuco – IFPE

Clayson Pereira 
da Silva

gabinete@reitoria. 
ifpe.edu.br

ifpe.edu.br

Educational PE Secretaria de 
Educação de 
Pernambuco

George Bento 
Catunda

gabinete.seep@gmail.com ead.educacao.pe.gov.
br
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Educational PE Serviço Nacional 
de Aprendizagem 
Industrial – SENAI 
PE

Ana 
Pernambuco de 
Souza

ana.pe@pe.senai.br pe.senai.br

Educational PE Serviço Social da 
Industria – SESI PE

Alessandra 
Bezerra Melo

alessandra.melo@ 
pe.sesi.org.br

pe.sesi.org.
br/produtos_
servicos/Paginas/
educacao-a-distancia.
aspx

Educational PE Universidade 
Católica de 
Pernambuco – 
UNICAP

Valter Luís de 
Avellar

ead@unicap.br unicap.br/ead

Educational PE Universidade de 
Pernambuco – UPE

Maria Vitoria 
Ribas de 
Oliveira Lima

ribas.oliveira@upe.br upe.br

Educational PE Universidade 
Federal de 
Pernambuco – UFPE

Cacilda 
Andrade

coordenacao.uab@ufpe.br ufpe.br

Educational PE Universidade 
Federal do 
Vale do São 
Francisco – SEaD/
UNIVASF

Mirele 
Rodrigues 
Feitosa

sead@univasf.edu.br sead.univasf.edu.br

Educational PE Universidade 
Federal Rural de 
Pernambuco – 
UFRPE

Juliana 
Regueira Basto 
Diniz

diretor.geral.ead@ufrpe.br ead.ufrpe.br

Educational PI Instituto de 
Ensino Superior 
do Piauí Ltda. – 
UNINOVAFAPI

Fortunato José 
de Moraes Neto 

fortunato@ 
uninovafapi.edu.br

uninovafapi.edu.br

Educational PI Serviço Nacional 
de Aprendizagem 
Industrial – SENAI PI

Alessandra 
Araujo Castelo 
Branco

jmartins@senai-pi.com.br senai-pi.com.br

Educational PI Universidade 
Federal do 
Piauí – UFPI

Gildasio guedes 
Fernandes

comunicacao@ufpi.edu.br ufpi.br

Educational PR CEBRAC Consultoria 
e Franquia Ltda.

Nancy Sípoli 
Sert Ferreira

nancy.ferreira@ 
cebrac.com.br

cebrac.com.br

Educational PR Centro de Educação 
de Jovens e Adultos 
a Distância Mathisa 
Ltda. – EPP

Alessandra 
Fabiana 
Piacentini

alessandra@ 
ceadmathisa.com.br

ceadmathisa.com.br

Educational PR Centro Universitário 
Curitiba – 
Unicuritiba

Ciro Francisco 
Burgos 
Fernandez

nead@unicuritiba.edu.br unicuritiba.edu.br
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Educational PR Centro Universitário 
Filadélfia – UniFil

Leandro 
Henrique 
Magalhães

leandro.magalhaes@ 
unifil.br

unifil.br

Educational PR Centro Universitário 
Internacional 
UNINTER

Benhur 
Etelberto Gaio

benhur.g@uninter.com uninter.com

Educational PR D’Music House Clóvis Martini 
de Barros

dmusichouse@ 
dmusichouse.com.br

dmusichouse.com.br

Educational PR Escola de 
Administração 
Tributária da 
Secretaria de 
Estado da Fazenda 
do Paraná

Mário Brito esatdigital@sefa.pr.gov.br esat.fazenda.pr.gov.br

Educational PR Faculdade 
Educacional 
Araucária – FACEAR

Osiris Manne 
Bastos

murilo@facear.edu.br facear.edu.br

Educational PR Faculdade 
Adventista 
Paranaense

Evelyn 
Damasceno 
Silva de Freitas

sec.nead@iap.org.br iap.org.br

Educational PR Faculdade do 
Norte Novo de 
Apucarana – 
FACNOPAR

Inês Aparecida 
Ferreira

ead@facnopar.com.br facnopar.com.br

Educational PR Faculdade Dom 
Bosco

Charles Dalla 
Costa Félix

charlesfelix@ 
dombosco.sebsa.com.br

dombosco.sebsa.
com.br

Educational PR Faculdade 
Educacional da 
Lapa

Miriele Kukla secretariageral@fael.edu.br fael.edu.br

Educational PR Faculdade Padre 
João Bagozzi

João Antonio 
Viesser

cleverton.oliveira@ 
faculdadebagozzi.edu.br

faculdadebagozzi.
edu.br

Educational PR Faculdade Teológica 
Sul Americana

Gedeon José 
Lidório Junior

glidorio@ftsa.edu.br ftsa.edu.br

Educational PR Faculdades Batista 
do Paraná

Robson 
Maurício 
Ghedini

ftbp@ftbp.com.br ftbp.com.br

Educational PR Faculdades OPET Norma Suely 
dos Santos 
Sanson

normasanson@ 
opet.com.br

opet.com.br

Educational PR FAE Centro 
Universitário

Vera Fatima 
Dullius

vera.dullius@fae.edu fae.edu

Educational PR Sociedade Tecnica 
Educacional da 
Lapa S/A – FAEL

Fabio Heinzen 
Fonseca

fabio.fonseca@fael.edu.br fael.edu.br
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Educational PR Fundação do Asseio 
e Conservação 
do Estado do 
Paraná – FACOP

Maria Letizia 
Marchese

atendimento@facop.org.br facop.org.br

Educational PR IBDIN Instituto 
Brasileiro 
de Desenho 
Instrucional

Silvia Mara dos 
Santos

contato@ibdin.com.br ibdin.com.br

Educational PR Instituto para o 
Desenvolvimento 
da Educação e da 
Cidadania

Argemiro 
Aluísio Karling

fainsep@fainsep.edu.br fainsep.edu.br

Educational PR Serviço Social da 
Indústria – SESI PR

Ana Paula Costa 
de Oliveira 
Kamizi

ana.kamizi@sesipr.org.br sesipr.org.br

Educational PR Unicesumar Chrystiano 
Costa Mincoff

proreitoriaead@ 
unicesumar.edu.br

unicesumar.edu.br

Educational PR Universidade 
Estadual de 
Londrina – UEL

Pedro Paulo 
Ayrosa

ayrosa@uel.br uel.br

Educational PR Universidade 
Estadual de Ponta 
Grossa – UEPG

Eliane de 
Fátima Rauski

efrauski@ead.uepg.br ead.uepg.br

Educational PR Universidade 
Estadual do Norte 
do Paraná – UENP

Silvio Tadeu de 
Oliveira

ead@uenp.edu.br uenp.edu.br

Educational PR Universidade 
Federal da 
Integração 
Latino-Americana – 
UNILA 

Jorgelina Tallei unila@unila.edu.br unila.edu.br

Educational PR Universidade 
Federal do 
Paraná – UFPR

Nathália 
Savione 
Machado

ufpr@ufpr.br ufpr.br/portalufpr

Educational PR Universidade 
Paranaense – 
UNIPAR

Ana Cristina de 
Oliveira Cirino 
Codato

degead@unipar.br unipar.br

Educational PR Universidade 
Positivo – UP

Renato Dutra pesquisador@up.edu.br up.edu.br

Educational PR Universidade 
Tecnológica Federal 
do Paraná – UTFPR

Iolanda Bueno 
de Camargo 
Cortelazzo

coted-ct@utfpr.edu.br utfpr.edu.br

Educational PR Universidade Tuiuti 
do Paraná – UTP

Marlei Gomes 
da Silva 
Malinoski

cead@utp.br utp.edu.br
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Educational RJ Aliança Francesa Roberta de 
Sousa Santos

faleconosco@ 
rioaliancafrancesa.com.br

aliancafrancesa 
adistancia.com.br/af

Educational RJ Anglo-Americano 
Escolas Integradas 
Ltda.

Janaina Ferreira 
de Paiva Alves

anamaria.rocha@ 
angloamericano.edu.br

angloamericano.edu.
br

Educational RJ Centro Federal 
de Educação 
Tecnológica Celso 
Suckow da Fonseca

Maria Esther 
Provenzano

direg@cefet-rj.br cefet-rj.br

Educational RJ Centro Municipal 
de Referência de 
Educação de Jovens 
e Adultos

Neyla Maria 
Tafakgi

creja@rioeduca.net crejarj.wixsite.com/
creja

Educational RJ Centro Universitário 
Carioca – 
UNICARIOCA

Gisele Amaral gamaral@unicarioca.edu.br unicarioca.edu.br

Educational RJ Comissão 
de Valores 
Mobiliários – CVM

Débora 
Gonçalves de 
Souza

centroeducacional@ 
cvm.gov.br

cvm.gov.br

Educational RJ Departamento de 
Educação e Cultura 
do Exército

Heider Teixeira 
de Santana

cead.decex@gmail.com decex.ensino.eb.br

Educational RJ Diretoria de Ensino 
da Marinha

Luiz Claudio 
Medeiros 
Biagiotti

biagiotti@marinha.mil.br densm.marinha.mil.br

Educational RJ ECTHOS CD Marcus Possi marcus.possi@ 
ecthos.com.br

ecthos.com.br

Educational RJ Escola de 
Administração 
Judiciária do 
Tribunal de Justiça 
do Estado do Rio de 
Janeiro

Angela Cardoso 
Pingitore

esaj@tjrj.jus.br tjrj.jus.br/web/guest/
escola-da-administrac
ao-judiciaria

Educational RJ Escola Superior de 
Guerra

Fabio Perdonati 
da Silva

neadesg@gmail.com esg.br/index.php/br

Educational RJ Escola Virtual da 
Polícia Militar do 
Estado do Rio de 
Janeiro

Carlos Eduardo 
Oliveira da 
Costa

chefe_ev@pmerj.rj.gov.br ev.pmerj.rj.gov.br

Educational RJ Faculdade Redentor Jamil Bussade 
Neto

ead.jamilbussade@ 
redentor.edu.br

redentor.edu.br

Educational RJ Fundação Centro de 
Ciências e Educação 
Superior a Distância 
do Estado do Rio de 
Janeiro

Carlos Eduardo 
Bielschowsky

faleconosco@ 
cederj.rj.gov.br

cederj.edu.br/cederj
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Educational RJ Fundação Getulio 
Vargas – FGV/EBAPE

Bernardo de 
Abreu Guelber 
Fajardo

bernardo.fajardo@fgv.br ebape.fgv.br/ 
programas/
graduacao-tecno 
logica-ead/
informacoes-gerais/
apresentacao

Educational RJ Globo 
Comunicações

Wagner Jesuino uniglobo@tvglobo.com.br globo.com

Educational RJ IBMEC Juliana Tenorio jtenorio@ibmec.edu.br ibmec.br/
ibmec-online

Educational RJ Instituto Bíblico 
Crescer

Aldo Roberto da 
Silva

institutobiblicocrescer@ 
outlook.com

ibcrescer.wixsite.com/
institutobiblcrescer

Educational RJ Instituto Brasileiro 
de Administração 
Municipal – IBAM

Márcia Costa 
Alves da Silva

ibam@ibam.org.br ibam.org.br

Educational RJ Instituto Federal de 
Educação, Ciência 
e Tecnologia do Rio 
de Janeiro – IFRJ

Aline Pinto 
Amorim

cgead@ifrj.edu.br ifrj.edu.br

Educational RJ Secretaria 
Municipal de 
Educação de Duque 
de Caxias

Keite Silva de 
Melo

p2.keitemelo@ 
smeduquede 
caxias.rj.gov.br

smeduquedecaxias.
rj.gov.br/portal/cpfpf

Educational RJ Serviço Nacional 
de Aprendizagem 
Comercial – SENAC 
RJ

Edwin Giebelen desenvolvimento. 
educacional 
@senac.br

ead.senac.br

Educational RJ Serviço Social do 
Comércio – SESC DN

Aline Vieira de 
Albuquerque

aalbuquerque@ 
sesc.com.br

sesc.com.br

Educational RJ Tribunal Regional 
do Trabalho da 1ª 
Região

Elizabeth 
Faustino da 
Silva

elizabeth.silva@trt1.jus.br trt1.jus.br

Educational RJ Universidade 
Estácio de Sá

Jeferson 
Ferreira 
Fagundes

relacionamento.ead@ 
estacio.br

estacio.br

Educational RJ Universo EAD Bruno Mello 
Ferreira

bruno.mello@ 
ead.universo.edu.br

online.universo.edu.
br

Educational RN Centro Avançado de 
Ensino

Jean Claude de 
Araújo

contato@cadern.com.br cadern.com.br

Educational RN Instituto Federal 
do Rio Grande do 
Norte – IFRN-EAD

Alberico 
Teixeira Canário 
de Souza

gabin.ead@ifrn.edu.br ead.ifrn.edu.br/portal

Educational RN Serviço Nacional 
de Aprendizagem 
Industrial – SENAI 
RN

Isis Micaela 
Colombo 
D’Almeida

isisdalmeida@rn.senai.br rn.senai.br
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Educational RN Serviço Social da 
Indústria – SESI RN

Ana Karenine 
da Luz Medina

anamedina@rn.sesi.org.br rn.sesi.org.br

Educational RO Sociedade Regional 
de Educação e 
Cultura Ltda.

Rosani Lenzi ead.coordenacao@ 
facimed.edu.br

facimed.edu.br

Educational RO Universidade 
Federal de 
Rondônia – UNIR

Neffretier 
Clasta

reitoria@unir.br unir.br

Educational RR Serviço Nacional 
de Aprendizagem 
Industrial – SENAI 
RR

Leidiane de 
Souza Lima

senai@rr.senai.br rr.senai.br

Educational RS ACP Agroconsultora 
Plus

Miguel Lazaro 
Lara Hidalgo

informes 
@agroconsultoraplus.com

agroconsultoraplus.
com

Educational RS Associação dos 
Supervisores de 
Educação do Rio 
Grande do Sul

Yolanda Pereira 
Morel

assersdigital@gmail.com assers.org.br

Educational RS Centro Educacional 
Dom Ltda. 

Kelen Cristina 
Hofmann

angelamenegolla@ 
yahoo.com.br

ejaadistancia.com.br

Educational RS Centro Universitário 
Cenecista de Osório

Joyce Munarski 
Pernigotti

cead.joyce@cnec.br cnecead.com.br

Educational RS Centro Universitário 
da Serra Gaúcha 
Ltda.

André Antonio 
Gomes da Silva

fsg@fsg.br fsg.br

Educational RS Centro Universitário 
Ritter dos Reis

Clarissa Tarragô 
Candotti

ead@uniritter.edu.br uniritter.edu.br

Educational RS Colégio Científico 
Porto Seguro

Claudio Galli cientificosl@ 
bol.com.br

portalcientifico.com.
br

Educational RS Escola Técnica 
Cristo Redentor

Carlos Milioli info@etcr.com.br etcr.com.br

Educational RS Estude Visão Sabrina Braga 
Vieira

sabrina@ 
estudevisao.com.br

estudevisao.com.br

Educational RS Faculdade 
Inedi – CESUCA

Cristiane Radde cesuca@cesuca.edu.br cesuca.edu.br

Educational RS Fundação 
Universidade de 
Caxias do Sul

Claudia Mara 
Sganzerla

eaducs@ucs.br ucs.br

Educational RS Instituto Cultural e 
Desportivo Mutirão 
Ltda.

Deise Castro deise.castro@ 
mutirao.com.br

mutirao.com.br

Educational RS Instituto Federal de 
Educação, Ciência 
e Tecnologia do 
Rio Grande do 
Sul – IFRS

Júlia Marques 
Carvalho da 
Silva

proen.ead@ifrs.edu.br ead.ifrs.edu.br
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Educational RS Pontifícia 
Universidade 
Católica do 
Rio Grande do 
Sul – PUCRS

Paulo Rech 
Wagner

ead@pucrs.br ead.pucrs.br

Educational RS Serviço Social da 
Industria – SESI RS

Andreia 
Ferreira Ramos 
e Deisy Rosa

atendimento@ 
fiergs.org.br

sesirs.org.br

Educational RS Universidade 
Regional do 
Noroeste do Estado 
do Rio Grande do 
Sul – UNIJUI

Mariane 
Martins

ead@unijui.edu.br unijui.edu.br

Educational RS Universidade 
Católica de Pelotas

Gabriela Jurak 
de Castro

ead@ucpel.edu.br ucpel.edu.br

Educational RS Universidade 
da Região da 
Campanha

Paula Lemos 
Silveira

urcamp@urcamp.edu.br urcamp.edu.br

Educational RS Universidade de 
Santa Cruz do Sul

Joice Nunes 
Lanzarini

info@unisc.br unisc.br

Educational RS Universidade do 
Vale do Rio dos 
Sinos – UNISINOS

Patricia Weber pweber@unisinos.br unisinos.br

Educational RS Universidade 
Federal de Santa 
Maria

Paulo Roberto 
Colusso

coordenacaouab@ 
cead.ufsm.br

nte.ufsm.br

Educational RS Universidade 
Federal do Pampa

Maria do 
Socorro de 
Almeida 
Farias-Marques

ead.coord@ 
unipampa.edu.br

novoportal.unipampa.
edu.br/novoportal/
universidade

Educational RS Universidade 
Federal do Rio 
Grande – FURG

Marisa Musa 
Hamid

sead@furg.br furg.br

Educational RS Universidade 
Federal do Rio 
Grande do Sul

Laura Wunsch sead@ufrgs.br ufrgs.br/sead

Educational RS Universidade 
Luterana do 
Brasil – ULBRA

Sandra Marise 
Machado

ulbra@ulbra.br ulbra.br

Educational SC Betha Sistemas 
Ltda.

Larissa Suarez 
Peres

universidade@ 
betha.com.br

betha.com.br

Educational SC CEPU – Centro 
de Estudos 
Pré-Universitário

Ana Maria 
Machado

cepu@cepunet.com.br cepu.com.br

Educational SC DellaSul – Cursos e 
Colégio

José Possamai 
Della

dellasul@hotmail.com dellasul.com.br
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Educational SC Faculdade Avantis Tarsilla Bertoli avantis@avantis.edu.br avantis.edu.br

Educational SC Faculdade Cesusc Emerson 
Correia da Silva

direcao@cesusc.edu.br cesusc.edu.br

Educational SC Grupo Educacional 
Filadelfia

Luana 
Figueiredo 
Machado

ead@filadelfia.com.br filadelfia.com.br

Educational SC IBDI instituto 
Brasileiro Design de 
Interiores

Fernanda 
Ayroso

bnu@ibdi-edu.com.br ibdi-edu.com.br

Educational SC SATC Anelize P. 
Messaggi

izes.beloli@satc.edu.br satc.edu.br

Educational SC Senior Sistemas 
Ltda.

Raquel Hein 
Sievert

seniorsistemas@ 
senior.com.br

senior.com.br

Educational SC Serviço Nacional 
de Aprendizagem 
Industrial – SENAI SC

Patricia Cristina 
da Silva

chapeco@sc.senai.br sc.senai.br

Educational SC Serviço Social da 
Indústria – SESI SC

Rosani 
Aparecida Dias 
Favretto

fabrizio-pereira@ 
sesisc.org.br

sesisc.org.br

Educational SC TSL – Tecnologia 
em Sistemas de 
Legislação

Camila Becker 
Meller

camila.meller@ 
thomsonreuters.com

dominiosistemas.
com.br

Educational SC UNISOCIESC – 
Centro Universitário 
Sociesc

Denise 
Elisabeth 
Himpel

denise@sociesc.com.br unisociesc.com.br

Educational SC Universidade 
Comunitária da 
Região de Chapecó – 
UNOCHAPECÓ 

Alcione Ziliotto nar@unochapeco.edu.br unochapeco.edu.br

Educational SC Universidade do 
Estado de Santa 
Catarina – UDESC

Roselaine Ripa deg.cead@gmail.com udesc.br

Educational SC Universidade 
do Extremo Sul 
Catarinense – 
UNESC

Graziela Fatima 
Giacomazzo

sead@unesc.net unesc.net

Educational SC Universidade do 
Oeste de Santa 
Catarina

Carolina de 
Figueiredo 
Furtado

unoescvirtual@ 
unoesc.edu.br

unoesc.edu.br

Educational SC Universidade 
do Vale do 
Itajaí – UNIVALI

Jeane Cristina 
de Oliveira 
Cardoso

ead@univali.br univali.br/ead

Educational SC Universidade 
Regional de 
Blumenau – FURB

Franciele Otto 
Duque

ead@furb.br furb.br
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Educational SE A.S. Sistemas Adelson 
Marques 
Canudo

suporte@ 
aulasadistancia.com.br

aulasadistancia.com.
br/site

Educational SE Serviço Nacional 
de Aprendizagem 
Industrial – SENAI SE

Marco Antônio 
Moreira 
Pacheco

ead@fies.org.br se.senai.br

Educational SE Universidade 
Federal de 
Sergipe – UFS

Antônio 
Ponciano 
Bezerra

adj.cesad@gmail.com cesadufs.com.br

Educational SP ABBC – Associação 
Brasileira de Bancos

Viviane Mendes 
Machado

atendimento@ 
abbc.org.br

abbc.org.br/cursos

Educational SP Associação Santa 
Marcelina

Lucia Helena 
Aponi Sanchez

lucia.sanchez@ 
santamarcelina.edu.br

fasm.edu.br

Educational SP Blossom Educação 
em Terapia Floral 

Marcelle 
Machado

contato@ 
blossomedu.com.br

blossomedu.com.br

Educational SP Cenpec Adriana Vieira adriana@cenpec.org.br cenpec.org.br

Educational SP Centro de 
Divulgação 
Científica e 
Cultural – USP

Antônio Carlos 
de Castro

diretoria@cdcc.usp.br cdcc.usp.br

Educational SP Centro de 
Integração Empresa 
Escola – CIEE

Rosa Maria 
Simone

ead@ciee.org.br ciee.org.br

Educational SP Centro Estadual 
de Educação 
Tecnológica Paula 
Souza

Cesar Bento de 
Freitas

adelina.lucio@cps.sp.gov.br cps.sp.gov.br

Educational SP Centro Universitário 
Belas Artes de São 
Paulo

Jacqueline de 
Oliveira Lameza

jacqueline.lameza@ 
belasartes.br

belasartes.br

Educational SP Centro Universitário 
Central Paulista

Wesley Peron 
Seno

unicepvirtual@ 
unicep.edu.br

unicep.edu.br

Educational SP Colégio Lapa José Gonçalves 
Lage e Silva

colegiolapa@ 
colegiolapa.com.br

colegiolapa.com.br

Educational SP Companhia de 
Engenharia de 
Tráfego – CET

Josefina 
Giacomini 
Kiefer

josefina@cetsp.com.br cetsp.com.br

Educational SP Cruzeiro do Sul 
Educacional 

Glaucia Alves 
Lolis 

carlos.araujo@ 
cruzeirodosul.edu.br

cruzeirodosulvirtual.
com.br

Educational SP Damasio 
Educacional S/A

Camille 
Monteiro Viana 
Miguel

ead@damasio.edu.br damasio.com.br

Educational SP EACON Sandra Fabiola 
Estigarribia 
Salinas 
Bertulucci

agtead.eacon@ 
gmail.com

eacon.com.br
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Educational SP EBRAE – Escola 
Brasileira de Ensino 
a Distância

Marcela Batista 
de Freitas

ebrae@sciesp.org.br ebrae.com.br

Educational SP Escola de 
Enfermagem de 
Ribeirão Preto da 
Universidade de 
São Paulo – EERP 
USP

Simone de 
Godoy Costa

diretoria@eerp.usp.br eerp.usp.br

Educational SP Escola de Formação 
e Aperfeiçoamento 
dos Professores do 
Estado de São Paulo 

“Paulo Renato Costa 
Souza”

Silene Kuin escoladeformacao@ 
educacao.sp.gov.br

escoladeformacao.
sp.gov.br

Educational SP Escola ISAC de 
Áudio e Acústica

Eduardo 
Santana

contato@ 
institutosantana.com

institutosantana.com

Educational SP Faculdade de 
Ciencias Humanas 
de Cruzeiro

Patricia 
Baptistella

faciccruzeiro@uol.com.br faciccruzeiro.com.br

Educational SP Faculdade de 
Educação São Luís

Lucia Helena 
Vasques

luciavasques@saoluis.br saoluis.br

Educational SP Faculdade de 
Jaguariúna

Silvio Petroli 
Neto

comunicacao@faj.br faj.br

Educational SP Faculdade 
Integrada 
Metropolitana 
de Campinas – 
Metrocamp

Carla Gonçalves 
Pelissoni

cpelissoni@ 
metrocamp.edu.br

devrybrasil.edu.br/
metrocamp

Educational SP Faculdade Método 
de São Paulo

Patricia 
Rodrigues

patricia.rodrigues@ 
famesp.com.br

famesp.com.br

Educational SP Fundação Escola 
de Sociologia e 
Politica de São 
Paulo – FESPSP

Henrique M.C. 
Ferreira

secretaria@fespsp.org.br fespsp.com.br

Educational SP Fundação 
Educacional de 
Ituverava

Pamella Scapim 
Lemes Stuck

ffcl@feituverava.com.br ffcl.com.br

Educational SP Fundação 
Hermínio Ometto – 
FHO|Uniararas

Marcelo 
Augusto 
Marretto 
Esquisatto

proreitoria@uniararas.br uniararas.br

Educational SP Fundação 
Universidade 
Federal de São 
Carlos

Marilde 
Terezinha Prado 
Santos e Daniel 
Mill

secretaria@sead.ufscar.br ufscar.br
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Educational SP Fundação 
Valeparaibana de 
Ensino 

Silene 
Fernandes 
Bicudo

univap@univap.br univap.br/
universidade.html

Educational SP Ganep Educação 
Continuada Ltda.

Renata Cristina 
Campos 
Gonçalves

novidades@ganep.com.br ganepeducacao.com.
br

Educational SP IEDI – Instituto 
Educar Ltda.

Eduardo 
Penterich

comunicacao@ 
eadeducar.com.br

eadeducar.com.br

Educational SP Instituto Avisa 
Lá Formação 
Continuada de 
Educadores

Renata 
Frauendorf

instituto@avisala.org.br avisala.org.br

Educational SP Instituto Crescer Luciana Allan luciana@icrescer.org.br institutocrescer.org.
br

Educational SP Instituto de Energia 
e Ambiental da USP

Gezilda Balbino 
Pereira

gezilda@usp.br iee.usp.br

Educational SP Instituto de 
Logística da 
Aeronáutica

Carlos Henrique 
dos Santos

protocolo.ila@fab.mil.br fab.mil.br/ila

Educational SP Instituto Federal de 
Educação, Ciência 
e Tecnologia de São 
Paulo – IFSP

Paulo José 
Evaristo da Silva

ded@ifsp.edu.br ifsp.edu.br

Educational SP INSTRUO Educação 
Profissional

Paulo Marques adm@instruo.com.br instruo.com.br

Educational SP IOB Informações 
Objetivas

Taise Meirelles taise.meirelles@sage.com iob.com.br

Educational SP Mendonça e Conti Carmen Lúcia 
Tozzi Mendonça 
Conti

carmen.ltm.conti@ 
gmail.com

atendeempresa.com.
br

Educational SP Pontifícia 
Universidade 
Católica de 
Campinas – PUC 
Campinas 

Nelson de 
Carvalho 
Mendes

dde@puc-campinas.edu.br puc-campinas.edu.br

Educational SP Saint Paul Escola de 
Negócios

Tatiana Bernacci 
Sanchez

regulacao.educacio 
nal@saintpaul.com.br

saintpaul.com.br

Educational SP Site Educacional Victor W. Kenski site@siteeducacional.com.br siteeducacional.com.
br

Educational SP Sociedade de 
Ensino Regional 
Ltda. – Colégio 
SOER

Maria das 
Graças 
Rodrigues de 
Paula

secretariageral@ 
colegiosoer.com.br

colegiosoer.com.br

Educational SP UNASP Virtual – 
Unidade de Ensino 
Virtual a Distância

Heriberto do 
Ouro Lopes 
Silva

heriberto.lopes@ 
ucb.org.br

ead.unasp.edu.br/ead
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Educational SP Universidade Braz 
Cubas

Franklin Portela 
Correia

franklin.portela@ 
brazcubas.br

brazcubas.br

Educational SP Universidade de 
Araraquara

Mônica Pereira contato@uniara.com.br uniara.com.br

Educational SP Universidade de 
Ribeirão Preto

Alessandra 
Fracaroli Perez

aperez@unaerp.br unaerp.br

Educational SP Universidade de 
Sorocaba

Leo Victorino 
da Silva

leo.silva@prof.uniso.br uniso.br

Educational SP Universidade de 
Taubaté

Rosana 
Giovanni Pires

reitoria@unitau.br unitau.br

Educational SP Universidade 
Ibirapuera

Alan Almario reitoria@ibirapuera.edu.br ibirapuera.br

Educational SP Universidade 
Metodista de São 
Paulo

Luciano Sathler campusead@metodista.br metodista.br

Educational SP Universidade 
Metropolitana de 
Santos

Elisabeth dos 
Santos Tavares

reitoria@unimes.br unimes.br

Educational SP Universidade 
Municipal de São 
Caetano do Sul

Luciane 
Martinelli

luciane.martinelli@ 
uscs.edu.br

uscs.edu.br

Educational SP Universidade 
Presbiteriana 
Mackenzie

Esmeralda 
Rizzo

cedad@mackenzie.br ead.mackenzie.br

Educational TO Serviço Social da 
Indústria – SESI TO

Márcio Ferreira 
de Oliveira

marcioferreira@ 
sistemafieto.com.br

sesi-to.com.br

Supplying/
Educational

BA Serviço Nacional 
de Aprendizagem 
Industrial – SENAI 
BA

Sueli Cunha senai@fieb.org.br fieb.org.br/senai

Supplying/
Educational

BA UNIFACS Priscila Débora 
Ramos

pe.jaboataodosguararapes@ 
eadlaureate.com.br

unifacs.br

Supplying/
Educational

CE Instituto UFC 
Virtual

Helder Teixeira 
Rodrigues

ufcvirtual@virtual.ufc.br portal2.virtual.ufc.br/
index.php

Supplying/
Educational

DF Centro de Ensino 
Tecnológico de 
Brasília

Ana Paula 
Porfírio de 
Souza

escolaceteb@ceteb.com.br ceteb.com.br

Supplying/
Educational

DF Faros Educacional Luciana Lopes 
Maciel 

atendimento@faros 
ducacional.com.br

faroseducacional.
com.br

Supplying/
Educational

DF Rede Nacional 
de Educação a 
Distância em 
Segurança Pública – 
Rede EaD-Senasp

João Alberto 
Maciel de Sousa

ead.senasp@mj.gov.br portal.ead.senasp.
gov.br
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Supplying/
Educational

DF Strong Edições Elias do 
Nascimento 
Melo Filho 

strongedicoes@gmail.com strongedicoes.com

Supplying/
Educational

DF Universidade de 
Brasília – UnB

Josué Berto diretoria@ead.unb.br ead.unb.br

Supplying/
Educational

ES Centro de 
Referência em 
Formação e 
em Educação a 
Distância – Cefor

Jaqueline 
Maissat

sa.cefor@ifes.edu.br cefor.ifes.edu.br

Supplying/
Educational

GO Centro Universitário 
de Goiás – 
Uni-Anhanguera

Mayra Caiado 
Paranhos

proreitoriaead@ 
anhanguera.edu.br

anhanguera.edu.br

Supplying/
Educational

GO Instituto 
Tecnológico do 
Estado de Goiás 
Governador Onofre 
Quinan

Rosália Santana 
Silva

itego-anapolis@ 
sed.go.gov.br

cepeduc.com

Supplying/
Educational

MG ELFUTEC – Escola 
para formação 
de usuários em 
Tecnologia e 
Conhecimento

Amanda 
Danziger Darroz 
Siqueira

gerencia.elfutec@soitic.com elfutec.com.br

Supplying/
Educational

MG Faculdade Unimed Juliana 
Nogueira 
Machado

ead@ 
aculdadeunimed.edu.br

faculdadeunimed.
edu.br

Supplying/
Educational

MG Universidade do 
Estado de Minas 
Gerais – Unidade 
Carangola

Marcos Antonio 
Pereira Coelho

celesteperon@ 
gmail.com

uemg.br

Supplying/
Educational

MT SEG – 
Superintendência 
de Escola de 
Governo de Mato 
Grosso

Cidney da Costa 
Barros 

cidneybarros@ 
gestao.mt.gov.br

escoladegoverno.
mt.gov.br

Supplying/
Educational

PR SENAI – 
Departamento 
Regional do Paraná

Estela Pereira eadsenai@pr.senai.br senaipr.org.br

Supplying/
Educational

RJ Fundação Getulio 
Vargas

Eliane Masseno 
de Pinho

mary.murashima@fgv.br portal.fgv.br

Supplying/
Educational

RJ Instituto de 
Pesquisas 
Avançadas em 
Educação

João Roberto 
Moreira Alves

ipae@ipae.com.br ipae.com.br
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Supplying/
Educational

RJ Pontifícia 
Universidade 
Católica do Rio de 
Janeiro

Gilda Helena 
Bernardino de 
Campos

gilda@ccead.puc-rio.br ccead.puc-rio.br

Supplying/
Educational

RJ SENAI/CETIQT – 
Centro de 
Tecnologia da 
Indústria Química 
e Têxtil

Rommulo 
Barreiro

cead@cetiqt.senai.br portaldaindustria.
com.br/senai/canais/
senai-cetiqt

Supplying/
Educational

RJ Serviço Nacional 
de Aprendizagem 
Industrial – SENAI RJ

Simone 
Barbosa 
de Souza 
Sant’Anna

faleconosco@firjan.com.br firjan.com.br

Supplying/
Educational

RN Prospere 
ITB – Instituto 
Tecnológico 
Brasileiro

Leideana 
Bacurau

itb.expansao@gmail.com prospereitb.com.br

Supplying/
Educational

RO Instituto Federal de 
Educação, Ciência 
e Tecnologia de 
Rondônia – IFRO

Ariádne Joseane 
Felix Quintela

campusportovelho 
zonanorte@ifro.edu.br

ifro.edu.br

Supplying/
Educational

RS C M C Pozo-ME Carlos Manoel 
Pozo

cmcpozo@gmail.com carlos-pozo.net

Supplying/
Educational

RS Centro de 
Convivência Alpha 
Ltda.

Tereza Sausedo 
Dela Pace

eja.conquistadora@ 
gmail.com

escolaconquistadora.
com.br

Supplying/
Educational

RS Instituto Federal 
Sul-rio-grandense – 
IFSul 

Ernesto 
Monteiro Perez

proen@ifsul.edu.br ifsul.edu.br

Supplying/
Educational

SC Serviço Nacional 
de Aprendizagem 
Industrial – SENAI SC

Patricia Cris 
Patricio Gobetti 
Holler

senai@sc.senai.br sc.senai.br

Supplying/
Educational

SC Universidade 
Federal de Santa 
Catarina – UFSC

Márcio Santos ead@ead.ufsc.br ead.ufsc.br

Supplying/
Educational

SE Alfama Cursos Alessandra 
Oliveira Santos

cursostecnicos@ 
alfamacursos.com.br

alfamacursostecnicos.
com.br

Supplying/
Educational

SE Universidade 
Tiradentes

Jane Luci 
Ornelas Freire

nead@unit.br unit.br

Supplying/
Educational

SP 4Linux Rodolfo José 
Martorano 
Gobbi

vendas@4linux.com.br 4linux.com.br

Supplying/
Educational

SP Artesanato 
Educacional Ltda.

Nataly D’Elia 
Prado Freire

artesanatoeducacional@ 
gmail.com

artesanato 
educacional.blogspot.
com.br

(continuation)
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Category State Institution Contact name E-mail Link

Supplying/
Educational

SP Focus Escola de 
Fotografia

Enio Leite Alves cursos@focusfoto.com.br focusfoto.com.br

Supplying/
Educational

SP Fundação 
Telefônica

Fernanda Jaber fernanda.jaber@ 
telefonica.com

fundacaotelefonica.
org.br

Supplying/
Educational

SP Idioma Fácil Ltda. Frederico Perin contato@ 
idiomafacil.com.br

idiomafacil.com.br

Supplying DF Avante Brasil 
Tecnologias 
Educacionais

Romulo Afonso romulo@ 
avantebrasil.com.br

avantebrasil.com.br

Supplying DF Raleduc Tecnologia 
e Educação Ltda.

Rafael de 
Alencar Lacerda

rafael@raleduc.com.br raleduc.com.br

Supplying DF Serviço Social da 
Industria – SESI DN

Everaldo 
Moreira de 
Andrade

everaldo.andrade@ 
cni.org.br

portaldaindustria.
com.br/sesi

Supplying MG Companhia de 
Tecnologia da 
Informação do 
Estado de Minas 
Gerais – PRODEMGE

Lilian Patricia 
Teixeira Santos

patriciasantos@ 
prodemge.gov.br

prodemge.gov.br

Supplying MG JMV Technology Marcelo Souza 
Campos

marcelo@sitehosting.com.br sitehosting.com.br

Supplying MG PrismaFS Pedro Broggini contato@prismafs.com.br prismafs.com.br

Supplying MG RAZZ Tecnologia 
Ltda. – ME

Paulo César 
Zandona Vieira

razz@razz.com.br razz.com.br

Supplying MG Webaula Produtos 
e Serviços para 
Educação Editora 
S.A

Vicente Frattezi 
Filho

administrativo@ 
webaula.com.br

webaula.com.br

Supplying PR Brax Tecnologia João Paulo Silva 
Silvestre

comercial2@braxtec 
nologia.com.br

brax.net.br

Supplying PR CaféEAD 
Treinamentos e 
Informática

Ângela Branco 
Moreno

contato@cafeead.com.br cafeead.com.br

Supplying RJ Eduvir Consultoria Carolina Heleno bethaccurso@eduvir.com.br eduvir.com.br

Supplying RJ E-ensino Soluções 
Educacionais 

Julio Cezar 
Pauzeiro

julio.pauzeiro@ 
e-ensino.com.br

e-ensino.com.br

Supplying RJ Sinapse Tecnologia 
Educacional

Simone Antaki sinapse@sinapse.com.br sinapse.com.br

Supplying RN e-Tech Solutions, 
Corp.

Elson Freire elsonfreire@gmail.com etechwebsite.com

Supplying SC Delinea – 
Tecnologia 
Educacional

Larissa Kleis comercial@delinea.com.br delinea.com.br

Supplying SC FabriCO Norton Moreira contato@fabrico.com.br dtcom.com.br

(continuation)
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Category State Institution Contact name E-mail Link

Supplying SC Ilog Tecnologia Ltda. Gustavo de 
Oliveira Rohde

contato@ilog.com.br ilog.com.br

Supplying SP Belaprosa 
Comunicação 
Corporativa e 
Educação Ltda.

Edilene de 
Oliveira Pereira 
Garcia

atendimento@ 
belaprosa.com.br

belaprosa.com.br

Supplying SP Bess Multimedia 
Design

Ricardo Lima de 
Mello

ricardo@bess.com.br bess.com.br

Supplying SP CBCON – Centro 
Brasileiro do 
Conhecimento 
e Administração 
Educacional Ltda.

Angelo Manoel 
Zanão

cbcon@cbcon.com.br cbcon.com.br

Supplying SP De Pieri 
Comunicação

Sonia De Pieri falecom@ 
depiericomunicacao.com.br

depiericomunicacao.
com.br

Supplying SP Denodo Renata Rosário grupodenodo@gmail.com denodo.com.br

Supplying SP DOCTA Eduardo 
Leopold

eduardo@docta.com.br docta.com.br

Supplying SP EXP Inteligência 
Educacional

Heber Plácido 
Lisboa

contato@expedu.com.br expedu.com.br

Supplying SP Fábrica de 
Conteúdos 
Educação, 
Editoração e 
Desenvolvimento 
de Sistemas

Luis Cesar Dias 
Morais

contato@fabricade 
conteudos.com.br

fabricadeconteudos.
com.br

Supplying SP New’s Cool 
Tecnologia 
Educacional

Luiz Antonio 
Titton

l.a.titton@gmail.com newis.cool

Supplying SP Núcleo de 
Informática 
Aplicada à Educação 
(NIED/UNICAMP)

Flávia Linhalis 
Arantes

farantes@unicamp.br nied.unicamp.br

Supplying SP WIDE 
Desenvolvimento 
Humano e 
Tecnologia S.A.

Fernando 
Brodeschi

rh@wide.net.br wide.net.br

(conclusion)
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Annex II – Gross data

Part 1 – Overview of the 2016 Brazilian 
Census for Distance Learning 2016

Table 1.1 – Number of responses

Deleted (blank) 26

Total 366

Table 1.2 – Valid responses

Educational institutions 312

Supplying institutions 64

Supplying-educational institutions 36

Total 340

Table 1.3 – Distribution of educational institutions by 

administrative category

Federal public educational institution 54

State public educational institution 26

Municipal public educational institution 6

“S System” institution 32

For-profit private educational institution 106

Non-profit educational institution 64

Government or public body 14

Non-governmental organization (NGO) and 
third sector 

10

Total 312

Part 2 – Profile of educational 
institutions

Table 2.1 – Sample by administrative category

Federal public educational institution 54

State public educational institution 26

Municipal public educational institution 6

“S System” institution 32

For-profit private educational institution 106

Non-profit private educational institution 64

Government or public body 14

Non-governmental organization (NGO) and 
third sector 

10

Total 312

Table 2.2 – Institutions offering UAB courses, in 
absolute numbers and percentage, by administrative 
category

Absolute 
numbers

Percentage 
(%)

Federal public educational 
institution

38 70.40

State public educational 
institution

15 57.70

Table 2.3 – Institutions offering Unasus courses, in 
absolute numbers and percentage, by administrative 
category

Absolute 
numbers

Percentage 
(%)

Federal public educational 
institution

16 29.63

State public educational 
institution

2 7.69
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Table 2.4 – Region of educational institutions, in 
absolute numbers and percentage

Absolute 
numbers

Percentage 
(%)

Central-West 34 10.90

Northeast 57 18.27

North 20 6.41

Southeast 116 37.18

South 85 27.24

Table 2.5 – Location of educational institutions by 
state, in absolute numbers

State Absolute numbers

SP 58

PR 33

RJ 31

RS 29

MG 27

SC 21

DF 20

PE 13

CE 11

BA 10

RN 6

PA 6

GO 6

PB 5

ES 5

SE 4

MS 4

MA 4

RO 3

PI 3

AP 3

AM 3

MT 2

AC 2

TO 1

RR 1

AL 1

Table 2.6 – Location of headquarters, in absolute 
numbers and percentage

Absolute 
numbers

Percentage 
(%)

State capitals or 
Federal District

203 65.06

Inland cities 109 34.94

Table 2.7 – Institutions with hubs, in absolute 
numbers and percentage

Absolute 
numbers

Percentage 
(%)

With hubs 201 64.42

Without hubs 109 34.94

N/A 2 0.64

Table 2.8 – Institutions with hubs in state capitals 
or the Federal District and inland cities, in absolute 
numbers

Absolute 
numbers

Percentage 
(%)

State capitals or 
Federal District

203 65.06

Inland cities 109 34.94

Table 2.9 – Distribution of hubs in state capitals or the 
Federal District and inland cities, in absolute numbers

Absolute numbers

State capitals or Federal District 992

Inland cities 3,661

N/A 1,093

Total 5,746

Table 2.10 – Distribution of hubs in the same state as 
the headquarters, in absolute numbers

Absolute numbers

Same state as the headquarters 2,678

States other than the 
headquarters

1,988

N/A 1,080

Total 5,746
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Table 2.11 – Institutions with hubs in inland 
cities, in absolute numbers and percentage, by 
administrative category

Absolute 
numbers

Percentage 
(%)

Federal public 
educational institution

44 81.48

State public educational 
institution

16 61.54

Municipal public 
educational institution

2 33.33

For-profit private 
educational institution 

37 34.91

Non-profit private 
educational institution 

33 51.56

“S System” institution 24 75.00

NGOs and third sector 2 20.00

Government or public 
body

3 21.43

Table 2.12 – Location of hubs in state capitals or 
the Federal District and inland cities, in absolute 
numbers and percentage, by administrative 
category

Absolute 
numbers

Percentage 
(%)

Federal public 
educational institution

30 55.56

State public educational 
institution

10 38.46

Municipal public 
educational institution

2 33.33

For-profit private 
educational institution 

40 37.74

Non-profit private 
educational institution 

28 43.75

“S System” institution 25 78.13

NGOs and third sector 2 20.00

Government or public 
body

6 42.86

Table 2.13 – Educational institutions with centralized 
management, in absolute numbers and percentage, 
by administrative category

Absolute 
numbers

Percentage 
(%)

Federal public educational 
institution

45 83.33

State public educational 
institution

18 69.23

Municipal public 
educational institution

4 66.67

For-profit private 
educational institution 

49 46.23

Non-profit private 
educational institution 

37 57.81

“S System” institution 25 78.13

NGOs and third sector 0 0.00

Government or public body 6 42.86

Table 2.14 – Institutions with centralized management

Absolute 
numbers

Percentage 
(%)

Centralized 205 65.71

Table 2.15 – Institutions with hubs in the same 
state as the headquarters, in absolute numbers and 
percentage, by administrative category

Administrative category
Absolute 
numbers

Percentage 
(%)

Municipal public 
educational institution

6 100.00

Non-governmental 
organization 

8 80.00

Government or public body 10 71.43

State public educational 
institution

18 69.23

For-profit private 
educational institution 

73 68.87

Non-profit private 
educational institution 

44 68.75

Federal public educational 
institution

30 55.56

“S System” institution 16 50.00
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Table 2.16 – Institutions with hubs in states other than the headquarters, in absolute numbers and percentage, 
by administrative category

Absolute numbers Percentage (%)

Federal public educational institution 17 31.48

State public educational institution 1 3.85

Municipal public educational institution 0 0.00

For-profit private educational institution 21 19.81

Non-profit private educational institution 17 26.56

“S System” institution 4 12.50

NGOs and third sector 2 20.00

Government or public body 5 35.71

Table 2.17 – Years of operation in the market, in absolute numbers

Less than 1 
year

1-5 years 6-10 years
11-15 
years

16-20 
years

More 
than 20 
years

N/A

Years of operation in 
the education market

0 14 22 45 28 201 2

Years of operation in 
the distance learning 
market

6 70 114 75 28 15 4

Table 2.18 – Years of operation in the market, in percentage

Less 
than 1 
year

1-5 
years

6-10 
years

11-15 
years

16-20 
years

More 
than 20 
years

N/A

Years of operation in the education market 0.00 4.49 7.05 14.42 8.97 64.42 0.64

Years of operation in the distance learning market 1.92 22.44 36.54 24.04 8.97 4.81 1.28

Table 2.19 – Number of students by educational institution, in absolute numbers and percentage

Absolute numbers Percentage (%)

Up to 1,000 114 37

1,000-4,999 97 31

5,000-9,999 35 11

10,000-49,000 32 10

50,000-100,000 9 3

100,000-500,000 9 3

Not sure 7 2

N/A 9 3
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Table 2.20 – Types of courses offered by institutions, 
in absolute numbers and percentage

Absolute 
numbers

Percentage 
(%)

Distance learning only 36 11.50

Distance learning and 
on-site

162 51.90

Distance learning, blended 
and on-site

95 30.40

Blended and on-site 16 5.10

Blended only 1 0.30

N/A 2 0.60

Table 2.21 – Institutions offering accredited full 
distance learning courses, in absolute numbers and 
percentage, by administrative category

Absolute 
numbers

Percentage 
(%) 

Federal public educational 
institution

36 66.67

State public educational 
institution

11 42.31

Municipal public 
educational institution

4 66.67

For-profit private 
educational institution 

50 47.17

Non-profit private 
educational institution 

41 64.06

“S System” institution 12 37.50

NGOs and third sector 2 20.00

Government or public body 1 7.14

Table 2.22 – Institutions offering blended 
courses, in absolute numbers and percentage, by 
administrative category

Absolute 
numbers

Percentage 
(%) 

Federal public educational 
institution

23 42.59

State public educational 
institution

11 42.31

Municipal public 
educational institution

2 33.33

For-profit private 
educational institution 

43 40.57

Non-profit private 
educational institution 

23 35.94

“S System” institution 16 50.00

NGOs and third sector 1 10.00

Government or public 
body

2 14.29

Table 2.23 – Institutions offering open 
non-corporate courses, in absolute numbers and 
percentage, by administrative category

Administrative category
Absolute 
numbers

Percentage 
(%) 

Federal public educational 
institution

11 20.37

State public educational 
institution

14 53.85

Municipal public 
educational institution

1 16.67

For-profit private 
educational institution 

48 45.28

Non-profit private 
educational institution 

27 42.19

“S System” institution 25 78.13

NGOs and third sector 9 90.00

Government or public 
body

4 28.57
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Table 2.24 – Institutions offering open corporate courses, by administrative category

Administrative category Absolute numbers Percentage (%) 

Federal public educational institution 9 16.67

State public educational institution 4 15.38

Municipal public educational institution 1 16.67

For-profit private educational institution 26 24.53

Non-profit private educational institution 7 10.94

“S System” institution 14 43.75

NGOs and third sector 4 40.00

Government or public body 11 78.57

Table 2.25 – Institutions offering on-site courses, in absolute numbers and percentage, by administrative 
category

Administrative category Absolute numbers Percentage (%) 

Federal public educational institution 50 92.59

State public educational institution 23 88.46

Municipal public educational institution 5 83.33

For-profit private educational institution 70 66.04

Non-profit private educational institution 56 87.50

“S System” institution 30 93.75

NGOs and third sector 5 50.00

Government or public body 12 85.71

Part 3 – Offer of courses

Table 3.1 – Students counted by the Brazilian Census for Distance Learning from 2014 to 2016, by type of course

2014 2015 2016

Accredited full distance learning courses 519,839 498,683 561,667

Accredited blended courses 476,484 609,338 217,175

Non-corporate open courses 2,872,383 3,505,582 1,675,131

Corporate open courses 435,309 1,280,914

Total 3,868,706 5,048,912 3,734,887

Table 3.2 – Students in accredited courses counted 
by the Brazilian Census for Distance Learning, by 
academic level

Number of courses by 
academic level

Full distance learning 2,370

Blended 1,090

Table 3.3 – Students in open courses counted by the 
Brazilian Census for Distance Learning, by type of 
course

Number of courses by 
type of course

Open non-corporate 5,034

Open corporate 2,052
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Table 3.4 – Number of courses and enrollments, by academic level

 

Accredited 
full distance 
learning 
courses – 
Courses

Accredited 
full distance 
learning 
courses – 
Enrollments

Accredited 
blended 
courses – 
Courses

Accredited 
blended 
courses – 
Enrollments

Primary education 43 7,497 26 5,930

Secondary education 22 3,831 6 550

Youth and adult primary education 19 19,641 11 8,882

Youth and adult secondary education 29 42,308 25 31,527

Technical vocational 219 55,860 132 25,161

Higher education: continuing – specific 
training

36 1,268 17 2,804

Higher education: continuing – 
complementary studies

62 5,522 4 89

Higher education: undergraduate – 
bachelor’s degree

142 105,622 219 49,704

Higher education: undergraduate – 
teaching degree

210 135,236 118 17,609

Higher education: undergraduate – 
bachelor’s and teaching degree

114 32,957 132 26,075

Higher education: 
undergraduate – technology

235 91,086 205 20,686

Higher education: graduate – lato sensu 
(specialization)

1,098 49,400 109 13,973

Higher education: graduate – lato sensu 
(MBA)

115 10,846 77 13,977

Higher education: graduate – stricto sensu 
(master’s degree)

22 559 8 245

Higher education: graduate – stricto sensu 
(doctorate)

3 120 0 0

Table 3.5 – Number of courses and enrollments counted by the Brazilian Census for Distance Learning in 
accredited courses, by knowledge area

Accredited 
full distance 
learning 
courses –  
Courses

Accredited 
full distance 
learning 
courses – 
Enrollments

Accredited 
blended  
courses –  
Courses

Accredited 
blended  
courses – 
Enrollments

Exact and Earth Sciences 117 16,044 39 4,613

Biological Sciences 66 7,059 8 1,277

Engineering 76 9,043 48 8,831

Health Sciences 67 2,706 55 7,985
(continues)
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Accredited 
full distance 
learning 
courses –  
Courses

Accredited 
full distance 
learning 
courses – 
Enrollments

Accredited 
blended  
courses –  
Courses

Accredited 
blended  
courses – 
Enrollments

Agricultural Sciences 6 587 3 978

Applied Social Sciences 218 58,584 190 26,150

Humanities 250 61,316 102 21,394

Linguistics, Literature and Arts 5 314 20 2,642

Environment and Health 8 707 15 612

Industrial Processes and Control 18 4,505 7 0

Educational and Social 
Development 

82 29,717 25 5,812

Business and Management 17 4,767 22 2,647

Information and Communication 6 570 6 176

Infrastructure 19 2,578 1 15

Military Studies 0 0 3 146

Food Production 6 1,288 1 28

Cultural Production and Design 1 32 2 120

Industrial Production 5 910 4 6,625

Natural Resources 11 5,602 14 1,321

Security 10 1,793 2 830

Tourism, Hospitality and Leisure 97 8,564 47 1,162

Table 3.6 – Other courses

Internal training in organizations

Managing your money

Healthy eating

Environment and Health

Distance learning update course

Commerce

Organizational communication

Energy-conscious

French open courses

Open courses of electric and acoustic guitar on the 
school’s website and on WhatsApp

Architectural drawing

Electronics

Entrepreneurship

Specialization in Public Administration

Specialization in Higher Education Teaching

Specialization in Project Management

Specialization in Business Intelligence and Data 
Warehouses

Specialization in Information Security

Specializations – lato sensu (Health, Management and 
Education)

Personal finance

Logistics basics

Management

Business and Management

Tourist Guide

Information and Communication

Information Technology

Infrastructure and Educational and Social 
Development

(conclusion)
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Professional Initiation in Environmental Education

Labor Law

Programming Logic

Auto Mechanics Basics

Portuguese Language New Orthographic Agreement

New Civil Code

Skin Cancer Prevention

Intellectual Property

Secretariat

Security

Work Safety

Technician in Management

Technician in Agricultural Ecology

Technician in Agribusiness

Technician in Beekeeping

Technician in Sales Management

Technician in HR Management

Technician in Logistics

Technician in Management Processes

Real Estate Deals

Sales – Initial and Continuing Education

Table 3.7 – Number of courses and enrollments counted by the Brazilian Census for Distance Learning in open 
courses, by type of course

 

Open 
non-corporate 
courses – 
Courses

Open non-corporate 
courses – 
Enrollments

Open 
corporate 
courses – 
Courses

Open 
corporate 
courses – 
Enrollments

Professional initiation 1,073 643,409 310 709,853

Operational training 733 97,974 1,233 297,472

Training in social/behavioral skills 436 46,119 134 78,873

Update course 1,202 210,230 244 181,636

Improvement training 768 452,903 78 9,716

University extension 721 132,574 16 439

Preparation for standardized and 
admission tests etc. 

8 1,590 1 20

Languages 50 38,951 23 758

Other 0 0 13 2,147

Table 3.8 – Workload of accredited full distance learning courses, in percentage, by administrative category

 
Less than 360 
hours

360-659 
hours

More than 
700 hours

Federal public educational institution 25.00 38.89 63.89

State public educational institution 18.18 27.27 81.82

Municipal public educational institution 25.00 0.00 50.00

For-profit private educational institution 18.00 28.00 60.00

Non-profit private educational institution 9.76 39.02 53.66

“S System” institution 16.67 8.33 25.00

NGOs and third sector 50.00 50.00 0.00

Government or public body 100.00 100.00 100.00

(conclusion)(continuation)
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Table 3.9 – Workload of accredited blended courses, in percentage, by administrative category

 
Less than 360 
hours

360-659 hours
More than 700 
hours

Federal public educational institution 17.39 26.09 47.83

State public educational institution 36.36 27.27 54.55

Municipal public educational institution 50.00 0.00 50.00

For-profit private educational institution 11.63 23.26 48.84

Non-profit private educational institution 13.04 21.74 30.43

“S System” institution 12.50 12.50 50.00

NGOs and third sector 100.00 0.00 0.00

Government or public body 100.00 0.00 0.00

Table 3.10 – Class size by type of course, in percentage

Accredited 
full distance 
learning 
courses

Accredited 
blended courses

Open 
non-corporate 
courses

Open 
corporate 
courses

Up to 30 students 23.26 30.68 33.54 44.60

31-50 students 31.66 40.29 42.84 26.23

51-100 students 11.78 8.56 16.19 14.65

101-500 students 6.13 3.77 10.46 3.05

501-1,000 students 0.37 0.72 0.92 0.31

No classrooms, no student limit 
(MOOCs etc.)

25.51 2.66 23.50 15.76

Other 16.45 14.45 21.24 17.43

Table 3.11 – Class size by administrative category, in percentage

Up to 30 
students

31-50 
students

51-100 
students

101-500 
students

501-1,000 
students

No 
classrooms, 
no student 
limit (MOOCs 
etc.)

Other

Municipal public 
educational 
institution

58.33 41.67 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 12.50

Federal public 
educational 
institution

49.11 45.66 24.77 3.34 0.00 3.82 1.87

Government or 
public body

41.08 36.43 15.97 6.32 0.00 23.60 1.32

(continues)
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Up to 30 
students

31-50 
students

51-100 
students

101-500 
students

501-1,000 
students

No 
classrooms, 
no student 
limit (MOOCs 
etc.)

Other

State public 
educational 
institution

34.08 44.56 4.17 5.84 0.00 17.63 2.63

Non-profit private 
educational 
institution 

24.52 37.28 14.85 7.88 1.54 14.26 12.03

For-profit private 
educational 
institution 

24.17 21.21 14.70 4.91 2.01 18.31 16.86

“S System” 
institution 

20.37 38.6 11.25 6.04 1.09 19.73 10.68

Non-governmental 
organization (NGO) 
and third sector

12.50 16.67 16.67 12.50 0.00 37.50 0.00

Parte 4 – Profile of distance learning students

Table 4.1 – Gender distribution in accredited full distance learning, blended and on-site courses, in percentage, 
by administrative category

Full distance learning 
courses

Blended courses On-site courses

Male Female Male Female Male Female

Federal public educational 
institution

40.95 59.05 58.18 41.82 54.94 45.06

State public educational 
institution

36.40 63.60 45.00 55.00 39.67 60.33

Municipal public educational 
institution

33.67 66.33 0.00 0.00 40.00 60.00

For-profit private 
educational institution 

45.79 54.21 43.44 56.56 45.52 54.48

Non-profit private 
educational institution 

45.45 54.55 46.38 53.62 45.89 54.11

“S System” institution 54.57 45.43 59.85 40.15 63.07 36.93

NGOs and third sector 65.00 35.00 0.00 0.00 28.00. 72.00

Government or public body 70.00 30.00 50.00 50.00 60.50 39.50

(conclusion)
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Table 4.2 – Gender distribution in open non-corporate and corporate courses, in percentage, by administrative 
category

Open non-corporate courses Open corporate courses

Male Female Male Female

Federal public educational institution 48.67 51.33 54.00 46.00

State public educational institution 42.43 57.57 32.00 68.00

Municipal public educational institution 12.00 88.00 10.00 90.00

For-profit private educational institution 42.9 57.1 50.13 49.87

Non-profit private educational institution 41.86 58.14 35.00 65.00

“S System” institution 53.23 46.77 54.00 46.00

NGOs and third sector 40.00 60.00 66.00 34.00

Government or public body 67.50 32.50 60.00 40.00

Table 4.3 – Age range distribution, in percentage, by type of course and administrative category

Full distance 
learning 
courses

Blended 
courses

On-site 
courses

Open 
non-corporate 
courses

Open 
corporate 
courses

Less than 20 years old

Federal public educational 
institution

2.78 4.35 10.00 0.00 0.00

State public educational 
institution

9.09 9.09 8.70 0.00 0.00

Municipal public educational 
institution

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

For-profit private educational 
institution 

2.00 0.00 1.43 0.00 0.00

Non-profit private 
educational institution 

0.00 0.00 3.57 0.00 0.00

“S System” institution 0.00 0.00 0.00 8.00 0.00

NGOs and third sector 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Government or public body 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

21-25 years old

Federal public educational 
institution

8.33 8.70 8.00 9.09 0.00

State public educational 
institution

0.00 18.18 30.43 7.14 0.00

Municipal public educational 
institution

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Instituição educacional 
privada com fins lucrativos 

6.00 18.60 17.14 16.67 7.69

(continues)
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Full distance 
learning 
courses

Blended 
courses

On-site 
courses

Open 
non-corporate 
courses

Open 
corporate 
courses

Non-profit private 
educational institution 

2.44 21.74 30.36 14.81 0.00

“S System” institution 16.67 0.00 3.33 24.00 0.00

NGOs and third sector 0.00 0.00 60.00 11.11 0.00

Government or public body 0.00 0.00 8.33 25.00 0.00

26-30 years old

Federal public educational 
institution

30.56 17.39 10.00 0.00 11.11

State public educational 
institution

27.27 27.27 17.39 28.57 0.00

Municipal public educational 
institution

50.00 0.00 40.00 0.00 0.00

For-profit private educational 
institution 

28.00 37.21 27.14 20.83 42.31

Non-profit private 
educational institution 

34.15 17.39 12.50 25.93 0.00

“S System” institution 8.33 62.50 26.67 20.00 14.29

NGOs and third sector 50.00 100.00 0.00 0.00 25.00

Government or public body 0.00 0.00 25.00 0.00 9.09

31-40 years old

Federal public educational 
institution

16.67 17.39 6.00 18.18 0.00

State public educational 
institution

36.36 18.18 8.70 7.14 0.00

Municipal public educational 
institution

0.00 0.00 20.00 100.00 100.00

For-profit private educational 
institution 

34.00 9.30 7.14 25.00 11.54

Non-profit private 
educational institution 

36.59 17.39 7.14 22.22 57.14

“S System” institution 25.00 18.75 13.33 12.00 28.57

NGOs and third sector 50.00 0.00 0.00 33.33 0.00

Government or public body 100.00 50.00 0.00 0.00 18.18

More than 41 years old

Federal public educational 
institution

0.00 4.35 2.00 0.00 11.11

State public educational 
institution

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Municipal public educational 
institution

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

(continuation)
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Full distance 
learning 
courses

Blended 
courses

On-site 
courses

Open 
non-corporate 
courses

Open 
corporate 
courses

Instituição educacional 
privada com fins lucrativos 

0.00 2.33 0.00 4.17 0.00

Non-profit private 
educational institution 

2.44 4.35 0.00 14.81 14.29

“S System” institution 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

NGOs and third sector 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Government or public body 0.00 0.00 8.33 0.00 9.09

Table 4.4 – Rate of students of the institution that study and work in accredited courses, in percentage, by 
administrative category

0%-25% study and 
work

26%-50% study and 
work

51%-75% study and 
work

76%-100% study and 
work
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Federal public 
educational 
institution

0.00 4.35 8.00 11.11 8.70 0.00 13.89 8.70 0.00 25.00 21.74 6.00

State public 
educational 
institution

0.00 0.00 8.70 0.00 9.09 4.35 36.36 18.18 8.70 0.00 36.36 4.35

Municipal public 
educational 
institution

0.00 0.00 0.00 25.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 25.00 0.00 60.00

For-profit private 
educational 
institution 

0.00 2.33 4.29 4.00 9.30 5.71 16.00 27.91 4.29 46.00 27.91 21.43

Non-profit 
private 
educational 
institution 

2.44 8.70 0.00 2.44 17.39 0.00 9.76 13.04 7.14 43.90 17.39 3.57

“S System” 
institution 

0.00 6.25 6.67 16.67 6.25 0.00 16.67 12.50 0.00 0.00 37.50 10.00

NGOs and third 
sector

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 100.00 0.00 40.00

Government or 
public body

0.00 0.00 8.33 0.00 0.00 8.33 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 50.00 50.00

(conclusion)
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Table 4.5 – Rate of students of the institution that study and work in open courses, in percentage, by 
administrative category

0%-25% study and 
work 

26%-50% study 
and work

51%-75% study 
and work

76%-100% study 
and work
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Federal public educational 
institution

9.09 11.11 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 33.33

State public educational 
institution

0.00 0.00 14.29 0.00 7.14 0.00 7.14 0.00

Municipal public 
educational institution

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 100.00 100.00

For-profit private 
educational institution 

0.00 3.85 10.42 7.69 6.25 7.69 35.42 34.62

Non-profit private 
educational institution 

3.70 0.00 3.70 0.00 14.81 14.29 40.74 42.86

“S System” institution 8.00 0.00 16.00 7.14 12.00 0.00 8.00 21.43

NGOs and third sector 11.11 0.00 11.11 0.00 11.11 0.00 11.11 25.00

Government or public 
body

0.00 9.09 25.00 9.09 0.00 0.00 0.00 54.55

Table 4.6 – Rate of students of the institution that study and work in open courses, in percentage, by 
administrative category

0%-25% study and 
work

26%-50% study and 
work

51%-75% study and 
work

76%-100% study 
and work

Federal public 
educational 
institution

2.00 10.00 11.00 23.00

State public 
educational 
institution

0.00 5.00 27.00 18.00

Municipal public 
educational 
institution

0.00 13.00 0.00 13.00

For-profit private 
educational 
institution 

1.00 7.00 22.00 37.00

(continues)
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0%-25% study and 
work

26%-50% study and 
work

51%-75% study and 
work

76%-100% study 
and work

Non-profit private 
educational 
institution 

6.00 10.00 11.00 31.00

“S System” institution 3.00 11.00 15.00 19.00

NGOs and third 
sector

0.00 0.00 0.00 50.00

Government or 
public body

0.00 0.00 0.00 25.00

Part 5 – Course content

Table 5.1 – Content offered, in percentage, by administrative category
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Federal public 
educational 
institution

28 32 40 59 56 39 16 24 4 3 4

State public 
educational 
institution

25 31 39 66 63 45 37 32 6 6 5

Municipal public 
educational 
institution

19 6 56 81 75 69 50 31 0 0 0

For-profit 
private 
educational 
institution 

19 28 49 59 71 49 24 23 15 5 5

Non-profit 
private 
educational 
institution

24 27 62 74 75 57 27 25 15 7 6

“S System” 
institution

31 8 30 47 45 41 16 41 24 11 4

NGOs and third 
sector

25 22 18 26 54 45 12 33 12 37 13

Government or 
public body

34 65 13 72 74 72 9 45 5 5 2

(conclusion)
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Table 5.2 – Content offered, in percentage, by type of course
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Full distance 
learning courses

56 42 45 65 73 57 26 31 10 18 11

Blended courses 31 35 34 54 55 43 18 25 9 3 2

On-site courses 43 51 26 48 34 27 6 6 3 2 3

Open 
non-corporate 
courses

10 13 41 64 69 58 33 46 10 7 1

Open corporate 
courses

5 19 34 58 60 50 19 25 12 8 6

Table 5.3 – Content repositories, in percentage, by administrative category
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Federal public 
educational 
institution

37 10 32 11 6 9

State public 
educational 
institution

27 5 38 8 2 10

Municipal public 
educational 
institution

63 0 25 31 0 31

For-profit private 
educational 
institution 

37 23 40 21 4 7

Non-profit private 
educational 
institution

50 24 47 19 3 16

“S System” institution 32 6 37 16 2 7

NGOs and third sector 19 0 26 9 0 3

Government or public 
body

51 9 61 0 30 13
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Table 5.4 – Content repositories, in percentage, by type of course
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Full distance 
learning courses

58 11 43 14 14 6

Blended courses 54 12 31 12 4 4

On-site courses 44 16 34 12 2 8

Open non-corporate 
courses

28 9 48 21 2 11

Open corporate 
courses

18 6 31 11 3 26

Table 5.5 – Content produced within the institution, in percentage, by administrative category
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Federal 
public 
educational 
institution

18 22 26 48 52 28 11 17 5 3 4

State public 
educational 
institution

13 34 28 52 58 38 28 25 4 2 5

Municipal 
public 
educational 
institution

6 31 0 81 50 44 75 6 0 0 0

For-profit 
private 
educational 
institution 

13 26 32 42 64 34 21 19 9 1 5

(continues)
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Non-profit 
private 
educational 
institution

15 22 37 60 59 39 27 26 11 11 7

“S System” 
institution

7 8 4 28 24 20 10 16 8 2 3

NGOs and 
third sector

19 3 3 24 39 30 12 31 9 22 25

Government 
or public 
body

31 47 11 41 49 47 27 17 2 2 0

Table 5.6 – Content produced within the institution, in percentage, by type of course
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Full distance 
learning courses

25 35 19 38 52 32 34 26 6 9 17

Blended courses 20 24 14 44 43 33 19 12 5 1 3

On-site courses 21 42 11 31 19 14 4 5 1 1 3

Open 
non-corporate 
courses

9 23 23 51 55 44 27 23 5 5 1

Open corporate 
courses

7 14 14 56 47 32 26 17 8 6 4

(conclusion)

205205



Table 5.7 – Customized content produced by third parties, in percentage, by administrative category
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Federal public educational 
institution

7 6 1 2 5 1 1 1 0 1 6

State public educational 
institution

10 2 0 6 9 2 0 9 6 0 5

Municipal public 
educational institution

0 0 0 0 25 25 25 25 0 0 0

For-profit private 
educational institution 

7 5 12 11 14 9 4 9 3 3 4

Non-profit private 
educational institution

12 2 14 10 9 2 0 4 3 1 0

“S System” institution 14 5 14 11 18 14 7 18 9 3 0

NGOs and third sector 0 0 9 3 15 15 13 18 13 3 0

Government or public body 38 11 0 11 36 36 5 30 2 2 15

Table 5.8 – Customized content produced by third parties, in percentage, by type of course
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Full distance learning 
courses

23 4 6 4 17 11 8 11 9 1 1

Blended courses 14 2 7 4 13 9 1 13 3 1 8

On-site courses 16 11 5 7 6 6 1 1 1 0 2

Open non-corporate courses 5 7 4 10 26 24 14 24 1 2 0

Open corporate courses 2 3 9 9 11 8 4 9 5 1 5
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Table 5.9 – Content purchased in the market, in percentage, by administrative category
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Federal public educational 
institution

15 6 7 1 2 1 1 1 0 1 6

State public educational 
institution

7 0 2 2 5 5 0 2 0 0 2

Municipal public educational 
institution

25 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

For-profit private educational 
institution 

14 6 10 6 6 3 1 3 1 2 6

Non-profit private educational 
institution

18 2 15 6 4 1 0 1 1 0 2

“S System” institution 7 2 4 3 4 4 4 8 4 2 2

NGOs and third sector 0 0 13 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 13

Government or public body 0 2 0 15 5 5 2 0 25 25 0

Table 5.10 – Content purchased in the market, in percentage, by type of course
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Full distance learning 
courses

9 1 17 4 4 3 1 2 13 13 8

Blended courses 12 3 5 8 4 2 1 4 2 1 3

On-site courses 25 10 9 6 5 5 2 2 1 1 1

Open non-corporate 
courses

17 1 2 3 0 0 0 1 1 0 1

Open corporate courses 4 3 4 2 4 3 1 1 0 0 3
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Table 5.11 – Free content, in percentage, by administrative category
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Federal public 
educational 
institution

17 26 29 34 38 31 4 12 2 3 8

State public 
educational 
institution

13 13 11 36 21 19 10 12 4 2 2

Municipal public 
educational 
institution

0 0 0 31 50 50 0 56 0 0 0

For-profit private 
educational 
institution 

8 13 18 28 34 30 9 8 6 4 3

Non-profit private 
educational 
institution

7 9 23 40 43 39 13 13 1 1 4

“S System” institution 10 5 12 30 35 30 7 6 5 3 0

NGOs and third 
sector

0 0 6 12 12 12 3 6 0 3 13

Government or 
public body

38 61 5 32 68 68 19 2 0 2 0

Table 5.12 – Free content, in percentage, by type of course
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Full distance learning 
courses

22 23 12 25 36 33 6 10 2 2 9

Blended courses 17 25 18 32 39 34 13 8 4 2 3

On-site courses 19 23 23 25 28 25 6 7 2 2 2

Open non-corporate 
courses

5 6 11 29 42 40 9 26 3 3 0

Open corporate 
courses

2 8 11 35 33 32 4 14 0 2 3
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Part 6 – Infrastructure for distance learning teaching

Table 6.1 – Resources used in content distribution, in percentage, by administrative category
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Federal public educational institution 68 41 19 17 7 10

State public educational institution 61 37 25 24 10 17

Municipal public educational institution 88 50 56 0 0 31

For-profit private educational 
institution 

78 48 25 23 12 16

Non-profit private educational 
institution

76 52 26 24 5 12

“S System” institution 69 35 11 18 0 10

NGOs and third sector 42 58 31 22 3 0

Government or public body 91 72 6 17 6 2

Table 6.2 – Resources used in content distribution, in percentage, by type of course
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Full distance learning courses 79 60 27 23 5 12

Blended courses 70 52 19 25 7 13

On-site courses 33 50 23 18 7 13

Open non-corporate courses 71 45 25 8 8 6

Open corporate courses 67 38 28 16 2 18

Table 6.3 – Resources used in video distribution, in percentage, by administrative category

Free services Paid services
Stored and 
distributed by 
the institution

Federal public educational institution 56 0 20

State public educational institution 57 5 17

Municipal public educational institution 88 0 6
(continues)
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Free services Paid services
Stored and 
distributed by 
the institution

For-profit private educational institution 48 31 18

Non-profit private educational institution 58 23 31

“S System” institution 44 6 21

NGOs and third sector 51 9 0

Government or public body 64 5 43

Table 6.4 – Resources used in video distribution, in percentage, by type of course

Free services Paid services
Stored and distributed 
by the institution

Full distance learning courses 66 10 16

Blended courses 60 6 18

On-site courses 46 5 10

Open non-corporate courses 56 8 16

Open corporate courses 51 15 28

Table 6.5 – Technology resources available to users, in percentage, by administrative category

Internet Computers Tablets Smartphones E-readers TV

Federal public educational 
institution

58 55 2 0 0 10

State public educational 
institution

53 54 7 0 0 11

Municipal public educational 
institution

75 75 0 0 0 44

For-profit private educational 
institution 

61 55 9 4 2 10

Non-profit private educational 
institution

69 68 7 0 1 4

“S System” institution 63 62 2 0 0 15

NGOs and third sector 46 52 13 25 0 19

Government or public body 74 70 0 0 0 0

Table 6.6 – Technology resources available to users, in percentage, by type of course

Internet Computers Tablets Smartphones E-readers TV

Full distance learning courses 84 84 12 14 1 18

Blended courses 73 73 4 1 0 17

Open non-corporate courses 38 31 1 1 0 15

Open corporate courses 54 58 3 0 0 7

(conclusion)
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Table 6.7 – VLE responsiveness, in percentage, by administrative category

Desktop only Fully responsive
Partially 
responsive

Mobile first

Federal public educational 
institution

10 25 29 4

State public educational institution 8 49 17 0

Municipal public educational 
institution

6 56 25 0

For-profit private educational 
institution 

10 46 20 2

Non-profit private educational 
institution

7 45 26 8

“S System” institution 14 33 30 0

NGOs and third sector 6 15 31 0

Government or public body 13 9 70 0

Table 6.8 – VLE responsiveness, in percentage, by type of course

 Desktop only Fully responsive
Partially 
responsive

Mobile first

Full distance learning courses 10 39 33 2

Blended courses 4 36 28 2

On-site courses 6 28 17 2

Open non-corporate courses 11 31 34 1

Open corporate courses 12 32 28 2

Table 6.9 – VLE communication channels, in percentage, by administrative category

M
es

sa
ge

 b
oa

rd

Ch
at

Em
ai

l

SM
S

In
te

rn
al

 s
oc

ia
l 

ne
tw

or
k

N
ew

sb
oa

rd

A
ut

om
at

ic
 

no
ti

fi
ca

ti
on

s

V
id

eo
co

nf
er

en
ci

ng

V
id

eo
 t

ut
or

in
g

Federal public educational 
institution

65.56 49.82 64.56 12.48 6.83 31.69 17.43 20.40 15.95

Municipal public educational 
institution

61.93 41.24 63.72 10.88 13.07 33.85 21.27 22.24 13.15

For-profit private educational 
institution 

81.25 56.25 87.50 0.00 0.00 68.75 25.00 12.50 25.00

Non-profit private educational 
institution

58.07 45.98 68.34 20.39 17.10 34.15 32.36 18.44 26.12
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State public educational 
institution

69.69 56.63 78.52 20.20 11.10 49.53 41.77 20.66 21.67

NGOs and third sector 54.75 43.45 63.54 17.29 7.77 31.75 28.16 8.78 5.91

Government or public body 82.96 48.86 89.21 0.00 14.77 36.36 21.59 4.55 4.55

“S System” institution 62.23 46.51 71.97 13.19 10.39 38.02 25.36 13.45 14.04

Table 6.10 – VLE communication channels, in percentage, by type of course
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Full distance learning courses 67.23 64.38 83.81 20.28 15.13 32.47 21.82 23.95 15.03

Blended courses 64.76 49.33 65.63 13.31 13.14 42.10 27.13 12.45 11.47

On-site courses 21.75 15.87 53.57 10.31 8.38 15.92 9.44 4.20 3.44

Open non-corporate courses 56.84 32.76 69.83 9.72 4.85 38.11 28.47 6.44 20.93

Open corporate courses 60.08 39.57 68.63 9.46 8.45 39.39 24.00 10.94 8.74

Table 6.11 – Student interaction resources, in percentage, by administrative category
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Federal public educational 
institution

62 44 36 28 12 6 5 27

State public educational 
institution

64 22 26 29 14 2 14 30

Municipal public educational 
institution

75 25 56 56 0 25 0 38

For-profit private educational 
institution 

59 25 31 24 15 24 10 27

(conclusion)
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Non-profit private educational 
institution

61 39 45 31 9 16 15 33

“S System” institution 49 25 36 23 7 5 2 25

NGOs and third sector 23 24 33 0 15 15 0 21

Government or public body 83 44 34 59 13 5 25 21

Table 6.12 – Student interaction resources, in percentage, by type of course
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Full distance learning courses 61 46 48 38 18 8 17 28

Blended courses 66 29 28 37 13 8 11 40

On-site courses 18 8 10 21 2 10 3 39

Open non-corporate courses 58 17 38 23 6 17 3 21

Open corporate courses 53 34 35 27 5 15 4 22

Table 6.13 – Type of VLE, in percentage, by administrative category

Non-customized 
open source VLE

Open 
source VLE 
customized 
within the 
institution

Open 
source VLE 
customized 
by third 
parties

Proprietary 
VLE

VLE created 
by the 
institution

State public educational 
institution

4 58 0 6 4

Government or public 
body

2 54 9 2 2

Municipal public 
educational institution

5 53 0 20 4

Federal public 
educational institution

11 48 3 0 3

(conclusion)

(continues)

213213



Non-customized 
open source VLE

Open 
source VLE 
customized 
within the 
institution

Open 
source VLE 
customized 
by third 
parties

Proprietary 
VLE

VLE created 
by the 
institution

Non-profit private 
educational institution 

4 47 7 18 7

For-profit private 
educational institution

6 27 7 22 17

NGOs and third sector 0 21 16 9 2

“S System” institution 4 20 20 18 5

Table 6.14 – Type of VLE, in percentage, by type of course

Non-customized 
open source VLE

Open source 
VLE customized 
within the 
institution

Open source 
VLE customized 
by third parties

Proprietary VLE
VLE created by 
the institution

Full distance 
learning courses

6 55 11,00 6,91 5,51

Blended courses 4 43 3,27 9,57 4,26

On-site courses 4 30 5,06 4,52 8,94

Open 
non-corporate 
courses

3 36 12,58 21,19 4,38

Open corporate 
courses

5 40 6,81 17,90 3,78

Table 6.15 – VLE cloud implementation, in percentage, by administrative category

Cloud On premise Both

Federal public educational institution 3 45 17

State public educational institution 17 35 22

Municipal public educational institution 19 19 50

For-profit private educational institution 41 11 29

Non-profit private educational institution 29 21 32

“S System” institution 37 29 8

NGOs and third sector 49 21 3

Government or public body 23 35 34

(conclusion)
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Table 6.16 – VLE cloud implementation, in percentage, by type of course

Cloud On premise Both

Full distance learning courses 30 26 28

Blended courses 40 28 14

On-site courses 14 24 20

Open non-corporate courses 22 27 27

Open corporate courses 18 27 28

Table 6.17 – Institutions that integrate their VLE to their academic system, in percentage

 

Full 
distance 
learning 
courses

Blended 
courses

On-site 
courses

Open 
non-corporate 
courses

Open 
corporate 
courses

Federal public educational 
institution

41.67 26.09 34 18.18 11.11

State public educational institution 36.36 27.27 17.39 14.29 25

Municipal public educational 
institution

25 50 20 0 0

For-profit private educational 
institution

70 69.77 51.43 47.92 38.46

Non-profit private educational 
institution

82.93 65.22 62.5 51.85 42.86

“S System” institution 33.33 56.25 6.67 36 28.57

Non-governmental organization 
(NGO) and third sector

50 100 20 0 25

Government or public body 100 0 0 25 36.36

Part 7 – Profile of professionals

Table 7.1 – Type of student support, in percentage, by administrative category and type of course

 
Full distance 
learning 
courses

Blended courses
Open 
non-corporate 
courses

Open 
corporate 
courses

This service is not offered by my institution

Federal public educational institution 0 0 9.09 11.11

State public educational institution 0 9.09 0 0

Municipal public educational institution 0 0 0 0

For-profit private educational 
institution 

0 0 2.08 0

Non-profit private educational 
institution 

0 0 3.7 0

(continues)
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Full distance 
learning 
courses

Blended courses
Open 
non-corporate 
courses

Open 
corporate 
courses

“S System” institution 0 0 0 0

NGOs and third sector 0 0 11.11 0

Government or public body 0 0 25 18.18

Student support happens on-site only, at the headquarters or hubs

Federal public educational institution 0 0 0 0

State public educational institution 0 18.18 0 0

Municipal public educational institution 0 50 0 0

For-profit private educational 
institution 

2 4.65 0 0

Non-profit private educational 
institution 

0 0 0 0

“S System” institution 0 0 0 0

NGOs and third sector 0 0 0 0

Government or public body 0 0 0 0

Student support happens online only, through chat, videoconferencing, emails, message boards etc.

Federal public educational institution 5.56 8.7 36.36 11.11

State public educational institution 9.09 0 42.86 0

Municipal public educational institution 0 0 0 0

For-profit private educational 
institution 

16 13.95 41.67 46.15

Non-profit private educational 
institution 

19.51 4.35 33.33 57.14

“S System” institution 16.67 0 48 42.86

NGOs and third sector 100 0 55.56 25

Government or public body 0 0 50 54.55

Student support is offered on-site and online

Federal public educational institution 80.56 65.22 0 44.44

State public educational institution 81.82 63.64 28.57 25

Municipal public educational institution 100 50 100 100

For-profit private educational 
institution 

64 62.79 35.42 30.77

Non-profit private educational 
institution 

73.17 78.26 44.44 28.57

“S System” institution 50 87.5 40 28.57

NGOs and third sector 0 0 11.11 50

Government or public body 100 100 0 18.18

(conclusion)
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Table 7.2 – Distance learning professionals, in absolute numbers, by role

Role No. of professionals

Tutoring 21,312

Teaching 14,942

Text content production 4,671

Audiovisual production 4,038

Information technology (IT) training 2,151

Information technology (IT) support 1,905

Systems maintenance 1,761

Pedagogical coordination 1,184

Systems production or customization 1,001

Other 413

Table 7.3 – Other roles of distance learning professionals

Platform administrator

Public manager

Finance/management

Operation support

Pedagogical and operational support

Project advisor

Pedagogical advisor

Tutoring coordinator

Internship coordinator

Diploma issuance

Academic control

Pedagogical support

Management assistant

Outsourced consultants

Distance learning coordinator

Distance learning center coordinator

Technical coordinator

Executive coordinator

Course coordinator

Hub coordinator

Spelling and ABNT standard checker

UAB data

Instructional designer

Graphic designer

Instructional designer

Web designer

Layout designer

Management support team

Distance learning specialist

Interns

Customer support

Tutor continuing training

Distance learning management

Content production manager

Logistics

Finance

Master of Education

Distance learning monitor

Management center

Educators

Content publishing and student support

Content review

Linguistic review

Secretary

Team supervisor

Internship supervisor

Technical supervisor 

Support

Distance learning technician

Communications technician

Contract tutors

(conclusion)
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Table 7.4 – Hourly wages paid to different distance learning professionals, in absolute numbers and 
percentage of institutions

Teachers Tutors Coordinators Content producers
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Less than R$ 30 42 13 99 32 53 17 50 16

R$ 31-R$ 45 71 23 57 18 61 20 41 13

R$ 46-R$ 55 29 9 15 5 32 10 20 6

R$ 56-R$ 65 20 6 13 4 18 6 17 5

R$ 66-R$ 75 9 3 3 1 11 4 7 2

More than R$ 75 32 10 14 4 26 8 35 11

Unavailable 90 29 91 29 87 28 120 38

N/A 19 6 20 6 24 8 22 7

Table 7.5 – Hourly wages paid to teachers, in percentage, by administrative category

Less than 
R$ 30

R$ 31- 
R$ 45

R$ 46- 
R$ 55

R$ 56- 
R$ 65

R$ 66- 
R$ 75

More than 
R$ 75

Federal public educational institution 5.56 11.11 7.41 12.96 7.41 18.52

State public educational institution 7.69 11.54 0 3.85 0 15.38

Municipal public educational 
institution

0 16.67 0 16.67 0 0

For-profit private educational 
institution 

17.92 30.19 13.21 4.72 1.89 8.49

Non-profit private educational 
institution 

6.25 35.94 12.5 6.25 3.13 7.81

“S System” institution 40.63 12.5 3.13 6.25 0 3.13

NGOs and third sector 0 20 20 0 10 0

Government or public body 7.14 0 0 0 0 21.43

Table 7.6 – Activities requested from students, in percentage, by administrative category
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Federal public educational 
institution

65 43 44 35 8 44 14 3

State public educational 
institution

64 44 45 28 7 53 13 0
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Municipal public educational 
institution

69 31 75 63 13 63 25 0

For-profit private educational 
institution 

61 31 30 21 4 41 18 3

Non-profit private educational 
institution

65 53 39 22 4 50 17 1

“S System” institution 47 27 26 13 2 45 15 0

NGOs and third sector 26 0 14 21 0 12 18 0

Government or public body 59 55 59 40 0 57 5 0

Table 7.7 – Activities requested from students, in percentage, by type of course
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Full distance learning courses 75 59 40 45 6 53 13 1

Blended courses 72 57 55 39 11 54 9 0

On-site courses 57 45 39 29 12 44 13 1

Open non-corporate courses 35 15 36 14 2 40 22 0

Open corporate courses 46 10 35 22 0 35 17 2

Table 7.8 – Types of feedback offered to students, in percentage, by administrative category
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Federal public educational institution 18 23 31 10 2 1

State public educational institution 28 13 44 14 5 2

Municipal public educational institution 25 0 50 0 0 0

For-profit private educational institution 30 23 43 7 6 5

Non-profit private educational institution 26 26 51 9 5 5

“S System” institution 20 14 47 3 2 3

NGOs and third sector 18 6 15 6 6 25

Government or public body 15 7 65 2 2 2
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Table 7.9 – Types of feedback offered to students, in percentage, by type of course
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Full distance learning courses 20 18 53 6 2 15

Blended courses 22 20 53 4 3 3

On-site courses 22 11 25 2 1 1

Open non-corporate courses 21 8 39 10 7 1

Open corporate courses 27 11 28 6 2 3

Part 8 – State of business

Table 8.1 – Institutions that saw an increase in enrollments, in percentage, by administrative category and 
type of course

Up to 25% 
increase

26%-50% 
increase

51%-75% 
increase

76%-100% 
increase

More 
than 100% 
increase

Full distance learning courses

Federal public educational institution 2.78 5.56 2.78 2.78 0

State public educational institution 18.18 0 9.09 0 0

Municipal public educational 
institution

50 25 0 0 0

For-profit private educational 
institution 

16 6 0 2 0

Non-profit private educational 
institution 

21.95 4.88 2.44 7.32 0

“S System” institution 25 0 0 16.67 0

NGOs and third sector 0 50 0 0 0

Government or public body 100 0 0 0 0

Blended courses

Federal public educational institution 17.39 0 0 0 0

State public educational institution 9.09 0 9.09 0 0

Municipal public educational 
institution

0 0 0 0 0

For-profit private educational 
institution 

13.95 4.65 2.33 2.33 0

Non-profit private educational 
institution

0 4.35 0 0 0

“S System” institution 0 6.25 0 6.25 0

(continues)
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Up to 25% 
increase

26%-50% 
increase

51%-75% 
increase

76%-100% 
increase

More 
than 100% 
increase

NGOs and third sector 0 0 0 0 0

Government or public body 0 50 0 0 0

On-site courses

Federal public educational institution 22 4 2 0 0

State public educational institution 4.35 4.35 4.35 0 0

Municipal public educational 
institution

20 0 0 0 0

For-profit private educational 
institution 

25.71 7.14 0 0 0

Non-profit private educational 
institution

3.57 1.79 0 0 0

“S System” institution 10 0 0 0 0

NGOs and third sector 0 0 0 0 0

Government or public body 16.67 25 0 8.33 8.33

Open non-corporate courses

Federal public educational institution 0 0 0 0 0

State public educational institution 14.29 7.14 14.29 0 7.14

Municipal public educational 
institution

0 0 0 4.17 0

For-profit private educational 
institution 

25 8.33 0 0 4.17

Non-profit private educational 
institution

29.63 7.41 0 8 7.41

“S System” institution 12 0 4 11.11 0

NGOs and third sector 11.11 11.11 0 25 0

Government or public body 25 0 0 18.18 0

Open corporate courses

Federal public educational institution 11.11 0 0 11.11 0

State public educational institution 0 25 0 25 0

Municipal public educational 
institution

0 0 0 0 0

For-profit private educational 
institution 

7.69 3.85 3.85 0 0

Non-profit private educational 
institution

28.57 14.29 14.29 0 0

“S System” institution 14.29 7.14 0 0 0

NGOs and third sector 50 0 0 0 0

Government or public body 36.36 0 18.18 0 9.09

(conclusion)
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Table 8.2 – Institutions whose enrollments remained constant, in percentage, by administrative category and 
type of course

 
Full distance 
learning 
courses

Blended courses
On-site 
courses

Open 
non-corporate 
courses

Open 
corporate 
courses

Federal public educational 
institution

30.56 21.74 14 9.09 22.22

State public educational 
institution

72.73 63.64 39.13 28.57 0

Municipal public 
educational institution

25 50 20 100 0

For-profit private 
educational institution 

20 20.93 21.43 20.83 42.31

Non-profit private 
educational institution 

24.39 26.09 37.5 33.33 28.57

“S System” institution 0 43.75 23.33 16 21.43

NGOs and third sector 50 100 60 44.44 25

Government or public body 0 0 16.67 25 18.18

Table 8.3 – Institutions that saw a decrease in enrollments, in percentage, by administrative category and type 
of course

Up to 25% 
decrease

26%-50% 
decrease

51%-75% 
decrease

76%-100% 
decrease

Full distance learning courses

Federal public educational institution 13.89 5.56 2.78 0

State public educational institution 0 0 0 0

Municipal public educational institution 0 0 0 0

For-profit private educational institution 16 4 0 0

Non-profit private educational institution 17.07 4.88 0 0

“S System” institution 8.33 8.33 0 0

NGOs and third sector 0 0 0 0

Government or public body 0 0 0 0

Blended courses

Federal public educational institution 8.7 0 4.35 0

State public educational institution 0 0 0 0

Municipal public educational institution 0 0 0 0

For-profit private educational institution 11.63 6.98 0 0

Non-profit private educational institution 21.74 4.35 0 0

“S System” institution 0 6.25 0 0

NGOs and third sector 0 0 0 0

Government or public body 0 0 0 0
(continues)
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Up to 25% 
decrease

26%-50% 
decrease

51%-75% 
decrease

76%-100% 
decrease

Open non-corporate courses

Federal public educational institution 0 0 0 0

State public educational institution 0 0 7.14 0

Municipal public educational institution 0 0 0 0

For-profit private educational institution 6.25 2.08 0 0

Non-profit private educational institution 7.41 0 0 0

“S System” institution 4 12 16 0

NGOs and third sector 11.11 0 0 0

Government or public body 0 0 0 0

Open corporate courses

Federal public educational institution 0 0 0 0

State public educational institution 0 0 0 0

Municipal public educational institution 0 100 0 0

For-profit private educational institution 3.85 3.85 0 0

Non-profit private educational institution 0 0 0 0

“S System” institution 0 0 0 0

NGOs and third sector 0 0 0 0

Government or public body 0 9.09 0 0

Table 8.4 – Institutions that saw an increase in profitability, in percentage, by administrative category and type 
of course

Up to 25% 
increase

26%-50% 
increase

51%-75% 
increase

76%-100% 
increase

More than 
100% increase

Full distance learning courses

Federal public educational institution 0 0 2.78 0 0

State public educational institution 0 0 0 0 0

Municipal public educational institution 25 25 0 0 0

For-profit private educational institution 8 10 2 4 0

Non-profit private educational institution 21.95 4.88 2.44 2.44 0

“S System” institution 8.33 8.33 0 0 0

NGOs and third sector 0 0 0 0 0

Government or public body 0 0 0 0 0

Blended courses

Federal public educational institution 4.35 0 0 0 0

State public educational institution 9.09 0 0 0 0

Municipal public educational institution 0 0 0 0 0

For-profit private educational institution 6.98 0 0 0 0

Non-profit private educational institution 0 0 0 0 0

(conclusion)
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Up to 25% 
increase

26%-50% 
increase

51%-75% 
increase

76%-100% 
increase

More than 
100% increase

“S System” institution 0 0 6.25 0 0

NGOs and third sector 0 0 0 0 0

Government or public body 50 0 0 0 0

On-site courses

Federal public educational institution 0 0 0 0 0

State public educational institution 0 0 0 0 0

Municipal public educational institution 0 0 0 0 0

For-profit private educational institution 11.43 2.86 0 0 0

Non-profit private educational institution 1.79 0 0 0 0

“S System” institution 3.33 0 0 0 0

NGOs and third sector 20 0 0 0 0

Government or public body 0 0 0 0 0

Open non-corporate courses

Federal public educational institution 0 0 0 0 0

State public educational institution 0 0 7.14 0 0

Municipal public educational institution 0 0 0 0 0

For-profit private educational institution 18.75 6.25 0 2.08 0

Non-profit private educational institution 29.63 0 0 7.41 0

“S System” institution 4 0 0 0 0

NGOs and third sector 0 0 0 0 0

Government or public body 0 0 0 0 0

Open corporate courses

Federal public educational institution 0 0 0 0 0

State public educational institution 0 0 0 0 0

Municipal public educational institution 0 0 0 0 0

For-profit private educational institution 3.85 3.85 0 3.85 0

Non-profit private educational institution 28.57 0 0 0 0

“S System” institution 7.14 7.14 0 0 0

NGOs and third sector 0 0 0 0 0

Government or public body 0 0 0 0 0

Full distance learning courses

Federal public educational institution 0 0 2.78 0 0

State public educational institution 0 0 0 0 0

Municipal public educational institution 25 25 0 0 0

For-profit private educational institution 8 10 2 4 0

Non-profit private educational institution 21.95 4.88 2.44 2.44 0

“S System” institution 8.33 8.33 0 0 0

(continuation)
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Up to 25% 
increase

26%-50% 
increase

51%-75% 
increase

76%-100% 
increase

More than 
100% increase

NGOs and third sector 0 0 0 0 0

Government or public body 0 0 0 0 0

Blended courses

Federal public educational institution 4.35 0 0 0 0

State public educational institution 9.09 0 0 0 0

Municipal public educational institution 0 0 0 0 0

For-profit private educational institution 6.98 0 0 0 0

Non-profit private educational institution 0 0 0 0 0

“S System” institution 0 0 6.25 0 0

NGOs and third sector 0 0 0 0 0

Government or public body 50 0 0 0 0

On-site courses

Federal public educational institution 0 0 0 0 0

State public educational institution 0 0 0 0 0

Municipal public educational institution 0 0 0 0 0

For-profit private educational institution 11.43 2.86 0 0 0

Non-profit private educational institution 1.79 0 0 0 0

“S System” institution 3.33 0 0 0 0

NGOs and third sector 20 0 0 0 0

Government or public body 0 0 0 0 0

Open non-corporate courses

Federal public educational institution 0 0 0 0 0

State public educational institution 0 0 7.14 0 0

Municipal public educational institution 0 0 0 0 0

For-profit private educational institution 18.75 6.25 0 2.08 0

Non-profit private educational institution 29.63 0 0 7.41 0

“S System” institution 4 0 0 0 0

NGOs and third sector 0 0 0 0 0

Government or public body 0 0 0 0 0

Open corporate courses

Federal public educational institution 0 0 0 0 0

State public educational institution 0 0 0 0 0

Municipal public educational institution 0 0 0 0 0

For-profit private educational institution 3.85 3.85 0 3.85 0

Non-profit private educational institution 28.57 0 0 0 0

“S System” institution 7.14 7.14 0 0 0

NGOs and third sector 0 0 0 0 0

Government or public body 0 0 0 0 0

(conclusion)
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Table 8.5 – Institutions whose profitability remained constant, in percentage, by administrative category and 
type of course

Full distance 
learning 
courses

Blended courses
On-site 
courses

Open 
non-corporate 
courses

Open 
corporate 
courses

Federal public 
educational 
institution

11.11 17.39 8 0 22.22

State public 
educational 
institution

18.18 27.27 8.7 28.57 0

Municipal public 
educational 
institution

25 0 20 0 100

For-profit private 
educational 
institution 

26 30.23 18.57 29.17 15.38

Non-profit private 
educational 
institution

26.83 34.78 32.14 11.11 28.57

“S System” institution 25 43.75 33.33 20 7.14

NGOs and third 
sector

50 0 0 22.22 0

Government or 
public body

0 0 16.67 0 27.27

Table 8.6 – Institutions that saw a decrease in profitability, in percentage, by administrative category and type 
of course

Up to 25% 
decrease

26%-50% 
decrease

51%-75% 
decrease

76%-100% 
decrease

Full distance learning courses

Federal public educational institution 2.78 0 0 0

State public educational institution 0 0 0 0

Municipal public educational institution 0 0 0 0

For-profit private educational institution 10 2 0 0

Non-profit private educational institution 7.32 2.44 0 0

“S System” institution 0 0 0 0

NGOs and third sector 0 50 0 0

Government or public body 0 0 0 0
(continues)
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Up to 25% 
decrease

26%-50% 
decrease

51%-75% 
decrease

76%-100% 
decrease

Blended courses

Federal public educational institution 0 0 0 0

State public educational institution 0 0 0 0

Municipal public educational institution 0 0 0 0

For-profit private educational institution 11.63 6.98 0 0

Non-profit private educational institution 4.35 0 0 0

“S System” institution 0 0 0 0

NGOs and third sector 0 0 0 0

Government or public body 0 0 0 0

Open non-corporate courses

Federal public educational institution 0 0 0 0

State public educational institution 0 0 0 0

Municipal public educational institution 0 0 0 0

For-profit private educational institution 8.33 2.08 0 0

Non-profit private educational institution 0 0 0 0

“S System” institution 0 4 0 4

NGOs and third sector 0 0 0 0

Government or public body 0 0 0 0

Open corporate courses

Federal public educational institution 0 0 0 0

State public educational institution 0 0 0 0

Municipal public educational institution 0 0 0 0

For-profit private educational institution 11.54 0 0 0

Non-profit private educational institution 0 0 0 0

“S System” institution 0 0 0 0

NGOs and third sector 25 0 0 0

Government or public body 0 0 0 0

Table 8.7 – Institutions that saw an increase in investments in 2016, in percentage, by administrative category 
and type of course

Up to 25% 
increase

26%-50% 
increase

51%-75% 
increase

76%-100% 
increase

More than 
100% increase

Full distance learning courses

Federal public educational 
institution

2.78 2.78 2.78 0 0

State public educational institution 9.09 0 0 0 0

(conclusion)
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Up to 25% 
increase

26%-50% 
increase

51%-75% 
increase

76%-100% 
increase

More than 
100% increase

Municipal public educational 
institution

0 25 25 0 0

For-profit private educational 
institution 

12 16 2 2 2

Non-profit private educational 
institution 

9.76 12.2 7.32 2.44 2.44

“S System” institution 0 8.33 0 0 0

NGOs and third sector 50 0 0 0 0

Government or public body 100 0 0 0 0

Blended courses

Federal public educational 
institution

4.35 0 4.35 0 0

State public educational institution 0 0 0 0 0

Municipal public educational 
institution

0 0 0 0 0

For-profit private educational 
institution 

18.6 6.98 0 0 2.33

Non-profit private educational 
institution

21.74 0 0 0 0

“S System” institution 6.25 0 6.25 0 0

NGOs and third sector 0 0 0 0 0

Government or public body 0 50 0 0 0

On-site courses

Federal public educational 
institution

6 2 0 0 0

State public educational institution 4.35 0 4.35 0 0

Municipal public educational 
institution

0 0 0 0 0

For-profit private educational 
institution 

18.57 7.14 0 0 0

Non-profit private educational 
institution

14.29 3.57 0 1.79 0

“S System” institution 10 0 0 3.33 0

NGOs and third sector 20 0 0 0 0

Government or public body 8.33 0 8.33 0 0

Open non-corporate courses

Federal public educational 
institution

0 0 0 0 0

State public educational institution 7.14 0 0 0 0

Municipal public educational 
institution

0 0 0 0 0

(continuation)
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Up to 25% 
increase

26%-50% 
increase

51%-75% 
increase

76%-100% 
increase

More than 
100% increase

For-profit private educational 
institution 

22.92 10.42 4.17 2.08 0

Non-profit private educational 
institution

11.11 11.11 0 7.41 3.7

“S System” institution 8 4 0 0 0

NGOs and third sector 0 22.22 0 0 0

Government or public body 0 25 0 0 0

Open corporate courses

Federal public educational 
institution

0 11.11 0 0 0

State public educational institution 0 0 0 0 0

Municipal public educational 
institution

0 0 0 0 0

For-profit private educational 
institution 

15.38 3.85 3.85 3.85 0

Non-profit private educational 
institution

28.57 0 0 0 0

“S System” institution 14.29 0 0 0 0

NGOs and third sector 0 0 0 0 0

Government or public body 27.27 0 0 0 9.09

Table 8.8 – Institutions whose investments remained constant in 2016, in percentage, by administrative 
category and type of course

Full distance 
learning 
courses

Blended 
courses

On-site 
courses

Open 
non-corporate 
courses

Open corporate 
courses

Federal public 
educational institution

19.44 21.74 14 18.18 33.33

State public educational 
institution

45.45 45.45 21.74 35.71 0

Municipal public 
educational institution

0 50 20 100 0

For-profit private 
educational institution 

30 34.88 24.29 25 30.77

Non-profit private 
educational institution

34.15 26.09 28.57 29.63 42.86

“S System” institution 41.67 43.75 26.67 24 21.43

NGOs and third sector 0 100 40 44.44 50

Government or public 
body

0 50 25 25 36.36

(conclusion)
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Table 8.9 – Institutions that saw a decrease in investments in 2016, in percentage, by administrative category 
and type of course

Up to 25% 
decrease

26%-50% 
decrease

51%-75% 
decrease

76%-100% 
decrease

Full distance learning courses

Federal public educational institution 8.33 13.89 5.56 2.78

State public educational institution 9.09 0 0 0

Municipal public educational institution 0 0 0 0

For-profit private educational institution 2 0 0 0

Non-profit private educational institution 2.44 2.44 2.44 0

“S System” institution 0 0 0 8.33

NGOs and third sector 0 0 0 0

Government or public body 0 0 0 0

Blended courses

Federal public educational institution 0 0 8.7 4.35

State public educational institution 0 0 0 0

Municipal public educational institution 0 0 0 0

For-profit private educational institution 2.33 0 0 0

Non-profit private educational institution 4.35 0 0 0

“S System” institution 6.25 0 0 0

NGOs and third sector 0 0 0 0

Government or public body 0 0 0 0

On-site courses

Federal public educational institution 8 2 0 0

State public educational institution 8.7 0 0 0

Municipal public educational institution 0 20 0 0

For-profit private educational institution 1.43 0 0 0

Non-profit private educational institution 1.79 1.79 0 0

“S System” institution 3.33 0 0 0

NGOs and third sector 0 0 0 0

Government or public body 8.33 8.33 0 0

Open non-corporate courses

Federal public educational institution 0 0 0 0

State public educational institution 0 0 0 0

Municipal public educational institution 0 0 0 0

For-profit private educational institution 2.08 0 0 0

Non-profit private educational institution 0 0 0 0

“S System” institution 8 0 0 0

NGOs and third sector 0 0 0 0

Government or public body 0 0 0 0
(continues)
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Up to 25% 
decrease

26%-50% 
decrease

51%-75% 
decrease

76%-100% 
decrease

Open corporate courses

Federal public educational institution 0 0 0 0

State public educational institution 0 0 0 0

Municipal public educational institution 100 0 0 0

For-profit private educational institution 3.85 0 0 0

Non-profit private educational institution 0 0 0 0

“S System” institution 0 0 0 0

NGOs and third sector 0 0 0 0

Government or public body 0 18.18 0 0

Table 8.10 – Institutions that plan to increase investments in 2017, in percentage, by administrative category 
and type of course

Up to 25% 
increase

26%-50% 
increase

51%-75% 
increase

76%-100% 
increase

More 
than 100% 
increase

Full distance learning courses

Federal public educational 
institution

5.56 2.78 2.78 0 0

State public educational institution 18.18 0 0 0 9.09

Municipal public educational 
institution

0 25 0 0 0

For-profit private educational 
institution 

20 12 4 0 0

Non-profit private educational 
institution 

12.2 12.2 4.88 2.44 0

“S System” institution 8.33 0 8.33 0 0

NGOs and third sector 0 0 0 0 0

Government or public body 100 0 0 0 0

Blended courses

Federal public educational 
institution

4.35 4.35 0 0 4.35

State public educational institution 0 0 0 0 0

Municipal public educational 
institution

0 0 0 0 0

For-profit private educational 
institution 

27.91 9.30 2.33 0 0

Non-profit private educational 
institution

17.39 4.35 0 0 4.35

“S System” institution 6.25 0 0 0 0

NGOs and third sector 0 0 0 0 0

Government or public body 50 0 50 0 0

(conclusion)
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Up to 25% 
increase

26%-50% 
increase

51%-75% 
increase

76%-100% 
increase

More 
than 100% 
increase

On-site courses

Federal public educational 
institution

2 2 0 0 0

State public educational institution 4.35 0 0 0 0

Municipal public educational 
institution

20 0 0 0 0

For-profit private educational 
institution 

22.86 4.29 2.86 0 0

Non-profit private educational 
institution

3.57 5.36 0 0 0

“S System” institution 6.67 3.33 0 0 0

NGOs and third sector 20 0 0 0 0

Government or public body 8.33 16.67 0 0 0

Open non-corporate courses

Federal public educational 
institution

0 0 0 0 9.09

State public educational institution 7.14 7.14 0 0 0

Municipal public educational 
institution

0 0 0 0 0

For-profit private educational 
institution 

16.67 18.75 0 2.08 4.17

Non-profit private educational 
institution

25.93 3.7 0 7.41 0

“S System” institution 0 0 0 0 0

NGOs and third sector 22.22 0 0 0 0

Government or public body 0 0 0 0 0

Open corporate courses

Federal public educational 
institution

0 0 0 0 0

State public educational institution 0 25 0 0 0

Municipal public educational 
institution

0 0 0 0 0

For-profit private educational 
institution 

11.54 7.69 3.85 0 0

Non-profit private educational 
institution

28.57 0 0 0 14.29

“S System” institution 7.14 0 0 0 0

NGOs and third sector 0 25 0 0 0

Government or public body 18.18 9.09 9.09 0 0

(conclusion)
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Table 8.11 – Institutions that plan to keep investments constant in 2017, in percentage, by administrative 
category and type of course

Full distance 
learning 
courses

Blended 
courses

On-site courses
Open 
non-corporate 
courses

Open corporate 
courses

Federal public 
educational 
institution

0 17.39 14 0 22.22

State public 
educational 
institution

0 9.09 8.7 21.43 0

Municipal public 
educational 
institution

0 50 0 100 100

For-profit private 
educational 
institution 

0 18.6 18.57 18.75 26.92

Non-profit private 
educational 
institution

0 17.39 33.93 11.11 14.29

“S System” 
institution

0 43.75 23.33 24 28.57

NGOs and third 
sector

0 0 20 22.22 25

Government or 
public body

0 0 16.67 0 36.36

Table 8.12 – Institutions that plan to decrease investments in 2017, in percentage, by administrative category 
and type of course

Up to 25% 
decrease

26%-50% 
decrease

51%-75% 
decrease

76%-100% 
decrease

Full distance learning courses

Federal public educational institution 5.56 0 0 2.78

State public educational institution 0 0 0 0

Municipal public educational institution 0 0 0 0

For-profit private educational institution 2 0 0 0

Non-profit private educational institution 0 2.44 0 0

“S System” institution 0 0 0 0

NGOs and third sector 0 50 0 0

Government or public body 0 0 0 0
(continues)
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Up to 25% 
decrease

26%-50% 
decrease

51%-75% 
decrease

76%-100% 
decrease

Blended courses

Federal public educational institution 0 4.35 0 0

State public educational institution 0 0 0 0

Municipal public educational institution 0 0 0 0

For-profit private educational institution 2.33 0 0 0

Non-profit private educational institution 0 0 0 0

“S System” institution 0 0 0 0

NGOs and third sector 0 0 0 0

Government or public body 0 0 0 0

On-site courses

Federal public educational institution 2 0 0 2

State public educational institution 4.35 0 0 0

Municipal public educational institution 0 20 0 0

For-profit private educational institution 1.43 0 0 0

Non-profit private educational institution 0 0 0 0

“S System” institution 3.33 0 0 0

NGOs and third sector 0 0 0 0

Government or public body 0 0 0 0

Open non-corporate courses

Federal public educational institution 0 0 0 0

State public educational institution 0 0 0 0

Municipal public educational institution 0 0 0 0

For-profit private educational institution 0 0 0 0

Non-profit private educational institution 0 3.7 0 0

“S System” institution 4 0 0 0

NGOs and third sector 0 0 0 0

Government or public body 0 0 0 25

Open corporate courses

Federal public educational institution 0 0 0 0

State public educational institution 0 0 0 0

Municipal public educational institution 0 0 0 0

For-profit private educational institution 3.85 0 0 0

Non-profit private educational institution 0 0 0 0

“S System” institution 0 0 0 0

NGOs and third sector 0 0 0 0

Government or public body 0 9.09 0 0

(conclusion)
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Table 8.13 – Fields that received investments in 2016, in percentage, by administrative category
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Federal public 
educational 
institution

1.4 8.6 12.0 8.2 0.0 6.3 3.2 4.3 6.0 21.3

State public 
educational 
institution

0.0 6.3 10.4 6.3 0.0 8.6 7.6 6.3 1.8 15.4

Municipal public 
educational 
institution

25.0 18.8 6.3 6.3 6.3 12.5 18.8 0.0 0.0 25.0

For-profit private 
educational 
institution 

17.2 23.4 22.9 34.4 23.5 27.3 30.5 11.4 9.30 5.9

Non-profit private 
educational 
institution

9.1 15.2 23.6 37.3 17.1 35.8 32.7 22.7 14.5 6.9

“S System” institution 0.0 14.2 20.3 13.1 8.8 12.9 7.0 6.7 13.7 6.7

NGOs and third 
sector

12.5 2.8 12.5 18.1 15.3 17.4 32.6 15.3 12.5 6.3

Government or 
public body

27.3 0.0 44.3 56.8 0.0 44.3 50.6 14.8 10.8 6.8

Table 8.14 – Fields that received investments in 2016, in percentage, by type of course
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Full distance 
learning courses

23.42 23.17 35.72 38.97 17.38 31.04 40.96 14.51 13.29 9.16

Blended courses 3.41 9.78 18.60 25.78 8.26 15.33 15.85 13.43 7.93 9.56

On-site courses 12.30 14.72 16.74 12.40 5.43 0.00 7.34 0.00 11.76 7.43

Open 
non-corporate 
courses

2.55 6.25 9.24 14.73 7.89 17.86 22.42 6.66 8.14 17.70

Open corporate 
courses

16.87 5.43 12.57 10.76 1.92 18.35 14.23 6.15 4.95 10.75
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Table 8.15 – Dropout rates, in percentage, by administrative category

 Up to 5% 6%-10% 11%-25% 26%-35% 36%-50% 51%-75% 76%-100%

Federal public educational 
institution

4 4 8 15 8 6 0

State public educational 
institution

6 18 13 10 10 0 0

Municipal public 
educational institution

0 0 56 13 0 0 0

For-profit private 
educational institution 

16 18 23 8 2 1 1

Non-profit private 
educational institution

14 17 16 6 6 4 0

“S System” institution 6 11 20 12 6 4 0

NGOs and third sector 6 12 33 3 9 3 0

Government or public 
body

27 15 7 11 13 5 6

Table 8.16 – Dropout rates, in percentage, by type of course

Up to 5% 6%-10% 11%-25% 26%-35% 36%-50% 51%-75%
76%-
100%

Full distance learning courses 15 11 32 13 6 1 0

Blended courses 7 15 12 8 9 1 0

On-site courses 10 14 14 3 3 1 1

Open non-corporate courses 8 8 26 9 6 4 3

Open corporate courses 10 13 19 9 7 5 0

Table 8.17 – Institutions that reported knowing the dropout reasons of their students, in percentage
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ra
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e 

co
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se
s

Federal public educational institution 61.11 56.52 44 0 44.44

State public educational institution 45.45 63.64 60.87 35.71 25

Municipal public educational 
institution

75 0 40 100 0

For-profit private educational 
institution 

74 69.77 54.29 47.92 53.85

Non-profit private educational 
institution

70.73 56.52 57.14 48.15 57.14

“S System” institution 41.67 62.5 46.67 48 50

NGOs and third sector 100 0 60 77.78 75

Government or public body 0 100 41.67 50 54.55
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Part 9 – Profile of supplying institutions

Table 9.1 – Location of supplying institutions, in 
absolute numbers, by region

Region N. of institutions

Central-West 11

Northeast 8

North 1

Southeast 33

South 11

Table 9.2 – Location of supplying institutions, in 
absolute numbers, by state

State N. of institutions

SP 16

DF 8

MG 8

RJ 8

SC 5

PR 3

RN 3

RS 3

BA 2

GO 2

SE 2

CE 1

ES 1

MT 1

RO 1

Table 9.3 – Size of supplying institutions, in absolute 
numbers

Size N. of institutions

Large business 20

Medium business 6

Small business 19

Micro business 18

N/A 1

Table 9.4 – Source of funds and investments of 
supplying institutions, in absolute numbers and 
percentage

Source of funds Absolute 
numbers

Percentage 
(%)

Tenders 9 14.1

Public funding 9 14.1

Private investments 8 12.5

Scholarships 1 1.6

FIES 1 1.6

Not available 1 1.6

Income from distance 
learning courses and 
training

1 1.6

Federal network 1 1.6

Table 9.5 – Clients of supplying institutions, 
in absolute numbers and percentage

Clients Total sample
Supplying- 
educational

A
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rs
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ge
 (%

)

A
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m
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ge
 (%

)

For-profit private 
educational 
institution

42 65.6 19 52.8

Government or 
public body

26 40.6 16 44.4

“S System” 
institution

21 32.8 11 30.6

Non-governmental 
organization

20 31.3 8 22.2

Federal public 
educational 
institution

15 23.4 8 22.2

State public 
educational 
institution

13 20.3 6 16.7

Municipal public 
educational 
institution

10 15.6 5 13.9

(continues)
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Clients Total sample
Supplying- 
educational

A
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e 
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m
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rs
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 (%

)

A
bs

ol
ut

e 
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m
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 (%

)

Non-profit private 
educational 
institution

9 14.1 3 8.3

Private company 5 7.8 2 5.6

Natural person 3 4.7 3 8.3

Franchisor 1 1.6 0 0

Table 9.6 – Services provided by supplying 
institutions, in absolute numbers and percentage

Services provided
Total 
sample

Supplying- 
educational

A
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rs
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rc
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ta

ge
 

(%
)

A
bs
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ut

e 
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m
be
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Pe
rc
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ge
 

(%
)

Supply of educational 
materials

50 78.1 33 91.7

Customization of 
educational materials 
supplied by third 
parties 

50 78.1 30 83.3

Supply of full distance 
learning courses

50 78.1 30 83.3

Training 48 75.0 28 77.8

Consulting 30 46.9 13 36.1

Software 
implementation

21 32.8 7 19.4

Software 
development

19 29.7 6 16.7

Systems maintenance 
(software)

18 28.1 8 22.2

Equipment 
maintenance

4 6.3 3 8.3

Website management 
and maintenance

2 3.1 0 0

Table 9.7 – Growth ranges of supplying institutions 
in terms of number of clients, in absolute numbers 
and percentage

Total sample
Supplying- 
educational

A
bs
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m
be

rs
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rc
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(%
)

A
bs
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ut

e 
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m
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rs
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rc
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ge
 

(%
)

No new 
clients in 
2016

12 18.8 6 16.67

Up to 25% 21 32.8 10 27.78

26%–50% 14 21.9 8 22.22

51%–75% 5 7.8 3 8.33

76%–100% 9 14.1 6 16.67

Information 
not available

2 3.1 2 5.56

N/A 1 1.6 1 2.78

Table 9.8 – Importance of distance learning to 
supplying institutions, in absolute numbers and 
percentage

Absolute 
numbers

Percentage 
(%)

Low (less than 25% of 
total income)

6 9.4

Medium (26%-50% of 
total income)

9 14.1

High (51%-75% of total 
income)

6 9.4

Very high (76%-100% of 
total income)

24 37.5

N/A 19 29.7

(conclusion)
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Table 9.9 – Agreement rate with statements in the 
question “What were the challenges faced by your 
company in producing and supplying distance 
learning products to clients in 2016?”, in 1-5 Likert 
scale

Statement
Agreement 
rate

High production cost 2.7

Lower demand 2.67

Difficulty beating the competition 
in terms of price/quality

2.56

Difficulty renewing contracts 2.53

Delayed payments 2.44

Lack of client understanding of 
their real needs for products and 
services

2.33

Difficulty implementing products 
and services with the client (varied 
technical difficulties)

2.28

Excessive demands for changes 
to products and services already 
purchased

2.22

Difficulty providing a product/
service that meets the client’s 
demand

2.1

Lack of payment 2.1

Client’s resistance to accept the 
product/service

1.98

Adaptation to the client’s 
infrastructure

1.97

Excessive tech support demands 1.89

Complying with legal 
requirements of the distance 
learning industry regarding the 
products and services offered

1.88

Difficulty communicating with the 
client during implementation

1.83

Reusing a product or solution to 
cater to different clients

1.75

Dissatisfaction with tech support 1.71

Table 9.10 – Agreement rate with the statement that 
“Lower demand” presented a challenge in 2016, in 
absolute numbers and percentage of institutions

Agreement rate
Absolute 
numbers

Percentage 
(%)

Strongly disagree 19 30

Intermediate 2 12 19

Intermediate 3 14 22

Intermediate 4 9 14

Strongly agree 10 16

N/A 0 0

Table 9.11 – Agreement rate with the statement 
that “Difficulty beating the competition” presented 
a challenge in 2016, in absolute numbers and 
percentage of institutions

Agreement rate
Absolute 
numbers

Percentage 
(%)

Strongly disagree 14 22

Intermediate 2 19 30

Intermediate 3 17 27

Intermediate 4 9 14

Strongly agree 5 8

N/A 0 0

Table 9.12 – Agreement rate with the statement that 
“Difficulty renewing contracts” presented a challenge 
in 2016, in absolute numbers and percentage of 
institutions

Agreement rate
Absolute 
numbers

Percentage 
(%)

Strongly disagree 18 28

Intermediate 2 18 28

Intermediate 3 10 16

Intermediate 4 12 19

Strongly agree 6 9

N/A 0 0
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Table 9.13 – Agreement rate with the statement that 
“Delayed payments” presented a challenge in 2016, in 
absolute numbers and percentage of institutions

Agreement rate
Absolute 
numbers

Percentage 
(%)

Strongly disagree 22 34

Intermediate 2 12 19

Intermediate 3 15 23

Intermediate 4 7 11

Strongly agree 7 11

N/A 22 34

Table 9.14 – Agreement rate with the statement that 
“Lack of payment” presented a challenge in 2016, in 
absolute numbers and percentage of institutions

Agreement rate
Absolute 
numbers

Percentage 
(%)

Strongly disagree 33 52

Intermediate 2 11 17

Intermediate 3 10 16

Intermediate 4 5 8

Strongly agree 3 5

N/A 2 3
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