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Abstract 
This case study analyzes the relationship between socioeconomic, personal and academic 
environment factors and students’ performance in an undergraduate Microeconomics II course. The 
study was conducted on 129 undergraduate students who took the mentioned subject during the 
second term of 2016, as this cohort showed less involvement and lower academic performance than 
students taking the course in previous terms. The analyzed subject belongs to the academic 
curriculum of the Faculty of Social Sciences and Humanities, ESPOL, a public Ecuadorian university. 
As the dependent variable, the average grade of Microeconomics II was chosen as a binary outcome 
indicating High or Low Performance and also in its alphabetical scale. The independent variables 
included were: education of the head of the household, family income, labor status of the student, 
people depending on the household income, type of high school the student comes from, time 
dedicated to studying, grading average in the quantitative subjects, career satisfaction, gender, years 
in the career and a variable to account for the tutoring program of Microeconomics II which contributes 
to reinforce the teaching-learning process. Results obtained through Probit, Logit and Ordered Probit 
Models show that students who do well on other quantitative subjects have a higher probability of 
scoring better on Microeconomics II. There is also evidence supporting that attending the tutoring 
program makes it more likely to attain a higher average. Furthermore, students who belong to public 
high schools (which on average score below private ones in national standardized tests) perform 
better on this subject. Qualitative methods, in the form of a focus group, confirmed that a better 
performance is related to personal and motivational matters rather than to socioeconomic ones. 
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1 INTRODUCTION 
Since 2008, the Ecuadorian Higher Education System (HES) has gone through several changes. It 
went from a model focused on free market, towards a more regulated model that included the 
categorization of public and private universities according to their level of academic excellence. 
Likewise, free higher education was established constitutionally for public universities, registering an 
investment in higher education of about 2% of Gross Domestic Product (GDP). 

Currently, 54.83% of Ecuadorian universities are public; 60.41% of students are registered in these 
universities according to the calculations obtained by the authors from the National Survey of 
Employment, Underemployment and Unemployment (ENEMDU), from the Ecuadorian Institute of 
Statistics and Census (INEC). Another major change involved the admission process, which now 
consists on taking the National Exam for Higher Education (ENES), and then according to the results 
obtained, the chosen career and the availability of quota, the student is assigned to the public 
university according to its category. 

Through free tertiary education, students who could not afford the opportunity and monetary cost of 
studying were now given the opportunity of continuing their education. This created a major challenge 
with respect to managing a higher access and an optimum academic inclusion of those students with 
less favorable educational and socioeconomic background. By December 2015, 34.7% of the students 
registered in public universities belonged to the first 5 deciles of income; a figure that has not changed 
much in comparison with a 33.7% in 2007. Therefore, the challenge of giving a better access to more 
vulnerable students still remains an unaccomplished task. 

Socioeconomic disparities affect both the access as well as the academic performance. According to 
the results provided by González & Menéndez, undergraduates in Argentina who came from private 
high schools had a higher probability of following a career at the university and to access any HES, 
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public or private which clearly shows a higher benefit for those with a higher income. [1] Likewise, 
inequality in academic performance is the result of existing disparities in socio-economic factors such 
as the housing income, parents’ education, labor status of the student [2] along with personal factors 
such as aptitudes, motivation with the chosen career, time dedicated to education and gender. [3] 
Finally, according to Carlisie & Murray, the academic climate, represented by the relationship between 
students, professors, classmates and an enhanced learning environment, also affects academic 
performance. [4] 

Several studies suggest that students who have a higher socioeconomic status have more 
advantages. Students who are not worried about their family’s economic conditions can allocate more 
time to their education and have a better study environment which directly contributes to their 
academic performance. [5][6] The Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) 
explains that students who have a better socio-economic background generally perform better. 
Variables such as parents’ education and their occupation status are also strong determinants. 
However, the same study suggests that poor academic achievement is not an automatic consequence 
of an underprivileged socio-economic background. Students’ performance is also attributed to the 
policies and practices of school administrators and teachers. [7] 

Other authors have included additional variables such as attendance to class, mothers’ education/age, 
family income, study hours per day, amongst others. Hijazi and Naqvi included these variables to 
analyze the effect of socio-economic conditions and academic achievement. The authors found a 
negative relationship between student performance and students’ family income. They explain that 
having money does not make a student necessarily serious about their studies. [8] Adzido et al. 
reviewed the relationship between family income and academic achievement of tertiary students in 
Ghana. They concluded that although family’s economic status affects academic achievement, it is not 
an essential predictor of better academic performance. [9] 

Ali et al. added demography, active learning, students’ attendance and involvement in extracurricular 
activities as new variables, finding a positive relationship. [10] Tomul & Polat also analyzed the 
relationship between socioeconomic characteristics of students and their academic achievement. In 
their regression the average of academic scores (GPA) was used as their dependent variable. They 
included five independent variables to control for the family’s socioeconomic characteristics included 
in the literature such as income, location, number of siblings, parents’ level of education and father’s 
occupation. The last two variables were significant but accounting for only 4.6% of students’ scores. 
The variable type of high school had a strong positive relationship with GPA. [11] 

Cohen et al. highlighted the positive effect that tutoring programs have on academic performance. 
They did a meta-analysis of 65 school tutoring programs, finding that in 45 out of 52 achievement 
analysis, those students who were tutored obtained better results in a test than those who were in a 
class without tutor. Furthermore, they found that tutors also benefit from teaching since they gain a 
better understanding of the subject. [12] Fantuzzo et al. also found a positive impact of tutoring 
programs when analyzing the reciprocal peer tutoring strategy. The success of this technique lays on 
the combination of three elements: “preparing to teach a peer, teaching a peer and accountability for 
this process”. [13] 

Escuela Superior Politecnica del Litoral (ESPOL), is a public university in the highest category, of the 
Ecuadorian HES classification, due to its academic excellence. The university welcomes students 
from different educational and socio-economic background. Due to these characteristics, it gives the 
opportunity to analyze the impact of socio-economic factors and academic environment on academic 
performance. At ESPOL, 67.5% of students come from private high schools and the remaining from 
public ones. 

This case study analyzes the contribution of socio-economic, personal and academic environment 
factors to students’ academic performance in an undergraduate Microeconomics course (129 
individuals during the second term of 2016). Motivation arised as this cohort showed less involvement 
and lower academic performance than students taking the course in previous terms. The analyzed 
subject belongs to the academic curriculum of the Faculty of Social Sciences and Humanities at 
ESPOL. 

The subject Microeconomics II is a prerequisite for other subjects. Failure in this subject equals to a 
delay in the graduation date. Additionally, it has a high quantitative component, which is why the 
students receive extracurricular support by tutors. The tutoring program is part of ESPOL’s 
educational policy to ensure a good academic environment. Tutors are students who have passed the 
subject in previous years and approved with the best grades. Attendance to the tutoring program is not 
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mandatory, thus it is relevant for this case study to analyze its impact and the consequences of the 
findings. 

Given the previous information and considering the existing literature, a survey was filled by the 
students of Microeconomics II which allowed to gather information on: 

1 Socioeconomic factors: education of the head of the household, family income, labor status of 
the student, people depending on the household income, type of high school the student comes 
from. 

2 Personal factors: time dedicated to studying, grading average in the quantitative subjects, 
career satisfaction, gender, years in the career. 

3 Academic environment: tutoring program of Microeconomics II which contributes to reinforcing 
the teaching-learning process. 

The following paper is structured in four parts. Part 2 presents an overview of the data and the 
pertinence of statistical methods for the present analysis. Part 3 shows the results obtained and finally 
in part 4 conclusions are presented along with a brief discussion of them. 

2 METHODOLOGY 
Quantitative and qualitative tools were applied in order to evaluate the existing relationship of our 
different variables (chosen from the literature, gathered through a survey and described on Table 1) 
with students’ academic performance in Microeconomics II. Quantitative methods start by mean and 
difference in means estimates of our variables of interest doing group comparisons by the type of high 
school (public or private) and the performance in the course (High Performance, meaning above 
7.5/10 and Low Performance, meaning below 7.5/10). Then, the use of three statistical models 
(namely Probit, Logit and Ordered Probit) aid in the determination of the importance of different 
regressors to the probability that a student attains a good academic performance in Microeconomics 
II. Finally, a focus group interview with some of the survey respondents was carried out to reinforce 
the understanding of the results obtained through quantitative analysis. 

Table 1.  Selected Variables and Descriptions. 

Category Variable Description 

Outcomes 

Microeconomics 
Performance 

Binary indicating if student’s performance was High (above 7.5) or 
Low (below 7.5) in the subject. 

Microeconomics Final 
Grade Final grade for the student in university’s alphabetical scale. 

Socioeconomic 
Factors 

Average Household 
(HH) Income Dollars. 

Number of HH 
Dependents Living in same HH but not generating income. 

Education Level of HH 
Head 

No education; Incomplete/Complete Elementary Education; 
Incomplete / Complete Secondary Education; Incomplete / 

Complete Tertiary Education; Master’s Degree 

Working Student Binary indicating if the student currently has a job. 

High School (HS) Type Binary indicating if the student comes from a private high school. 

Personal 
Factors 

Career Satisfaction Continuous score between 1 and 5. 

Gender Binary indicating if the student is female. 

GPA Q Grade Point Average of previously quantitative subjects taken. 

Study Time Weekly hours to study the subject. 

Enrollment Time Amount of years since the student enrolled in university. 

Academic 
Environment 

Tutoring Attendance Up to 25% of sessions, 26%-49%, 50%-75%, 76%-100%. 

Regular Attendance Up to 25% of Microeconomics Lectures in First and Second 
Terms, 26%-49%, 50%-75%, 76%-100% 
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Following Cameron & Trivedi, discrete outcome models attempt to explain the classification of a 
dependent variable on specific and mutually exclusive categories. In other words, the interest is 
focused on the probability that the outcome variable becomes one of the not-necessarily naturally 
ordered categories. In these cases, the use of an Ordinary Least Squares regression presents a major 
drawback in the sense that the model is not limited to yield a result between 0 and 1 (as a probability 
expression); although, it can still be used as an exploratory process for finding possible correlations in 
the studied variables. [14] 

The simplest specifications for a binary outcome include the Logit and Probit models in which the main 
difference refers to the functional form attributed to the explanatory variables. In the former model, a 
logistical function specification fits the behavior of regressors, amongst other characteristics implying 
that their contribution to the outcome starts with an exponential growth and ends up as a constant 
close to zero. In the latter, regressors’ contribution to the dependent variable are modeled as a normal 
distribution. An extension of these models refers to the case in which the outcome variable has more 
than two categories; and, a further one, is that in which the outcome has more than two categories 
and these have a natural order (ordered Probit/Logit). A grading scale in terms of alphabet letters is an 
example of a variable accomplishing the previous description. 

For this particular study the choice is to use Probit, Logit and Ordered Probit models.  A robustness 
matter induces the use of three methods so that the statistical significance of results is checked. 
Beyond that, the use of a model for a binary outcome in a dependent variable that is originally 
continuous (final average) is in line with a qualitative perspective of the evaluation of academic 
performance, rather than a quantitative one. More specifically, probit and logit allow the classification 
of students regarded as High Performance (grades above 7.5) and Low Performance (grades below 
7.5) shedding light on factors that contribute to becoming a distinguished student. The use of an 
Ordered Probit, in which the outcome variable is the conversion of the final numerical average to the 
university grading alphabetical scale, yielding the same results as the previous models rebuts any 
claim of arbitrariness in the 7.5 cutoff. In addition, these models allow for the direct interpretation of the 
signs of the coefficients, which makes the analysis more straightforward. [14] An ordered Logit can 
also be performed given that we do not try to explain or support the nature of the relationship between 
the studied variables (the data generating process) but rather the existence of such. Moreover, the 
use of this model yields a similar result to its ordered probit counterpart, in the same way that the 
probit and logit models used here yield equally interpretable conclusions. 

A basic equation describes the specification of our models: 

Yi = x’β + ui 

in which, Yi is a binary variable that takes the value of 1 if the student is “High Performance” and 0 if 
“Low Performance”. For the Ordered Probit model, this variable refers to the final average in 
alphabetical scale. In the same way, (beta) represents the coefficients of interest; (X) the vector of 
outcome predictors and ui an error term. 

3 RESULTS 
Data for statistical analysis was gathered from 129 individuals who were enrolled in the 
Microeconomics II course in the second semester of 2016 (October to February). 122 of them 
correctly filled an end-of-semester survey requesting information on their personal background, 
studying habits, career choice and other variables. Furthermore, this dataset was merged with that of 
university administrative records on these subjects, which contained socioeconomic details such as 
income, family assets, dependents on household and their academic performance for their whole 
studies; although, only 109 students’ information was fully matched. Attrition in this sample comes 
mainly from missing information in the analyzed set of variables; nonetheless, this doesn’t pose a 
threat to the internal validity of our study since the application of the above-mentioned models with 
different variables and accordingly sample sizes does not result in different significances or 
conclusions. 

Table 2 gives information on mean values for different variables of the dataset dividing respondents 
into subgroups according to the type of high school they attended and their performance in the 
Microeconomics course. In addition, difference of means tests were carried within the specified 
groups. Between students coming from private and public high schools there are no statistically 
significant differences except for the average family income and the education of the household head. 
At a 5% significance level students coming from public high schools have on average around 65% of 
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the family income of students from private high schools. At the same significance level, household 
heads of students coming from public high schools have less years of education. When groups are 
compared by their performance on the subject, more statistically significant differences arise. At a 1% 
significance level, high performance students show a higher GPA, GPA in quantitative subjects and 
less years enrolled in university than low performance ones. In addition, high performance students 
attended more times to tutoring than their counterparts. It is also worth noting that characteristics such 
as gender, career satisfaction and other socioeconomic factors are not statistically different for High 
and Low Performance groups and therefore can be anticipated to not contribute significantly to the 
expected outcome. 

Table 2.  Mean Estimates and Differences in Means Tests. 

 All 
Respondents 

N=109 

Private High 
School 

Respondent 
N=73 

Public High 
School 

Respondent 
N=36 

High 
Performance 
Respondents 

N=35 

Low 
Performance 
Respondents 

N=74 

GPA 
7.45 

[7.37 - 7.53] 
7.41 

[7.32 - 7.50] 
7.54 

[7.37 - 7.70] 
7.82*** 

[7.70 - 7.94] 
7.28*** 

[7.20 - 7.36] 

GPA Q 
6.72 

[6.64 - 6.80] 
6.69 

[6.59 - 6.80] 
6.77 

[6.62 - 6.92] 
7.04*** 

[6.88 - 7.21] 
6.57*** 

[6.49 - 6.64] 

HH Income 
923 

[774 – 1072] 
1046** 

[838 – 1252] 
676** 

[531 – 822] 
986 

[686 – 1286] 
894 

[721 – 1066] 

Proportion of 
Females 59% 56% 63% 63% 57% 

HH Dependents 
3.48 

[3.19 - 3.76] 
3.33 

[3 - 3.65] 
3.78 

[3.20 - 4.36] 
3.6 

[3.11 - 4.09] 
3.42 

[3.06 - 3.78] 
Tutoring 
Attendance 26%-49% 26%-49% 26%-49% 26%-49%** Up to 25%** 

HH Head 
Education 

Secondary 
Education 

Some tertiary 
education** 

Secondary 
Education** 

Secondary 
Education 

Secondary 
Education 

Career 
Satisfaction 

4.04 
[3.87 - 4.2] 

3.98 
[3.78 - 4.18] 

4.17 
[3.92 - 4.42] 

4.06 
[3.77 - 4.34] 

4.04 
[3.84 - 4.23] 

Proportion of 
Workers 17% 15% 19% 23% 14% 

Enrollment 
Time 

2.81 
[2.44 - 3.18] 

2.82 
[2.44 - 3.21] 

2.78 
[1.94 - 3.61] 

1.91*** 
[1.51 - 2.32] 

3.23*** 
[2.74 - 3.72] 

Study Time 
4.43 

[3.71 - 5.15] 
4.75 

[3.80 – 5.70] 
3.78 

[2.73 - 4.82] 
4.8 

[3.46 - 5.04] 
4.25 

[3.46 - 5.04] 
Notes: *,** and *** refer to 10%, 5% and 1% significance levels respectively in difference in means tests between 
comparison groups. 95% Confidence Interval between brackets. 

Table 3 summarizes the results of model estimation by using a specification with only significant 
variables and another one including more controls for each method. Main results are shown to hold no 
matter method or specification; although, some explanatory power and significance is lost in the 
ordered probit specification. The variable GPA Q which accounts for the average grade of the 
quantitative subjects taken prior registering in Microeconomics II is significant at the 1% level in all 
models, showing robust results. In Microeconomics II, students must use several quantitative tools. 
Success in prerequisite subjects such as Mathematics I and II will have an impact determining the 
students’ performance.  

Enrolment time is significant at the 5% level and has a negative impact on academic achievement in 
Microeconomics. At ESPOL careers last 5 years on average. According to the results, the longer the 
students stay whether for personal or academic reasons, the lower their performance in 
Microeconomics. The dummy variable HS Type, controlling for the type of high school, (public or 
private) has also a negative and significant effect at the 5% level in all models. The result explains that 
studying in a public high school has a positive effect on the academic achievement at the university. 
Students from public high schools seem more motivated to get a good GPA on Microeconomics in 
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spite of the disparities presented in the national standardized high school exams. Finally, the variable 
standing for tutoring attendance between 51% and 75% was positive and significant at the 5% level. 
The outcome indicates that the tutoring program has been well accepted among students and that has 
had a positive impact on their academic achievement. 

Table 3.  Table 3. Model Estimation Results. 

 Probit 
(No 

Controls) 

Probit 
(Controls) 

Logit 
(No 

Controls) 

Logit 
(Controls) 

Ordered 
Probit 

(No Controls) 

Ordered 
Probit 

(Controls) 

GPA Q 
1.73*** 
(0.44) 

2.02*** 
(0.54) 

3.01*** 
(0.85) 

3.61*** 
(1.18) 

1.13*** 
(0.26) 

1.08*** 
(0.26) 

Enrollment Time 
-0.28** 
(0.13) 

-0.26** 
(0.13) 

-0.48* 
(0.27) 

-0.44* 
(0.25) 

-0.19*** 
(0.07) 

-0.22*** 
(0.80) 

HS Type 
-0.80** 
(0.32) 

-0.81** 
(0.40) 

-1.37** 
(0.56) 

-1.41* 
(0.76) 

-0.45* 
(0.23) 

-0.45* 
(0.28) 

Tutoring Attendance 
(26%-50%) 

0.54 
(0.37) 

0.49 
(0.40) 

0.96 
(0.64) 

0.94 
(0.76) 

0.43** 
(0.21) 

0.51** 
(0.22) 

Tutoring Attendance 
(51%-75%) 

0.89** 
(0.41) 

0.88** 
(0.42) 

1.54** 
(0.69) 

1.51** 
(0.74) 

0.85** 
(0.34) 

0.89** 
(0.37) 

HH Income  
0.00 

(0.00) 
 

0.00 
(0.00) 

 
0.00 

(0.00) 

HH Dependents  
0.14 

(0.11) 
 

0.18 
(0.19) 

 
0.01 

(0.08) 
HH Head Secondary 
Education  

-0.56 
(0.63) 

 
-1.16 
(1.19) 

 
-0.43 
(0.45) 

HH Head Tertiary 
Education  

-0.43 
(0.61) 

 
-0.92 
(1.14) 

 
-0.47 
(0.44) 

Career Satisfaction  
-0.14 
(0.22) 

 
-0.13 
(0.44) 

 
-0.30 
(0.12) 

Female  
-0.12 
(0.36) 

 
-0.32 
(0.66) 

 
-0.04 
(0.25) 

Working Student  
0.13 

(0.43) 
 

0.20 
(0.73) 

 
0.28 

(0.27) 

Study Time  
0.04 

(0.04) 
 

0.07 
(0.06) 

 
-0.01 
(0.03) 

First Term Regular 
Attendance (51%-
75%) 

 
4.31*** 
(0.75) 

 
14.28*** 
(1.72) 

 
-0.04 
(0.80) 

First Term Regular 
Attendance (>75%)  

5.43*** 
(0.50) 

 
16.47*** 
(1.30) 

 
1.10 

(0.71) 
Second Term Regular 
Attendance (51%-
75%) 

 
0.46 

(0.53) 
 

0.85 
(0.99) 

 
0.14 

(0.34) 

Pseudo R2 0.34 0.40 0.34 0.41 0.15 0.20 
Notes: *,** and *** refer to 10%, 5% and 1% significance levels respectively. Dependent variable is a binary indicating 
“High Performance” (course grade>7.5) for Probit and Logit. For Ordered Probit, dependent variable is the final course 
grade in alphabetical scale. Robust standard errors in parentheses. Household Head Education was recoded to a three-
level variable. Not every category of attendance is included due to reduced number of observations and risk of 
multicollinearity. 

Table 4 compiles marginal effects for significant variables in the estimated models, except for the 
ordered probit. This is due to the lengthy table that is produced when specifying marginal contribution 
of every variable to every outcome category (twenty coefficients plus their standard error); 
nonetheless these effects are also significant and consistent with results shown on Table 3. From this 
information we can highlight the great contribution of the performance in previous quantitative subjects 
to the final result in Microeconomics II. Extra points in the average of previously taken quantitative 
subjects are related to an increase of about a 40% in the probability of having a High Performance in 
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the studied subject. Likewise, attending at least to 50% of the tutoring sessions increases the odds by 
around a 20% of having a High Performance result. On the other hand, an extra year of  being 
enrolled at university when taking the subject is related to a decrease in the chance of getting a High 
Performance average, in the same way that coming from a private high school is associated with a 
decrease of about 19% in this probability. 

Table 4.  Marginal Effects Estimation of Significant Variables. 

 Probit Logit 

GPA Q 
0.40*** 
(0.07) 

0.41*** 
(0.09) 

Enrollment Time 
-0.07** 
(0.03) 

-0.06* 
(0.04) 

HS Type 
-0.19*** 
(0.07) 

-0.19*** 
(0.07) 

Tutoring Attendance 
(51%-75%) 

0.21** 
(0.09) 

0.21** 
(0.08) 

Notes: *,** and *** refer to 10%, 5% and 1% significance levels 
respectively. Marginal effects extracted from models without other 
controls. Standard errors in parentheses. 

4 CONCLUSIONS AND DISCUSSION 
The results obtained from the present study case show that academic performance, taking as 
reference the subject of Microeconomics II, is affected by personal as well as academic factors. These 
results allow constructing a profile for a sample of students from FCSH of ESPOL. This takes 
particular relevance since education at this university is free and students from different 
socioeconomic and educational backgrounds attend. Additionally, Microeconomics II is a prerequisite 
for many other subjects at the Economics career in the FCSH, and failure could result in delaying the 
student's graduation date. 

The probability of obtaining a High Performance in Microeconomics, established as grades higher than 
7.5, was modeled as a function of the selected variables. This procedure was chosen to evaluate the 
relationship between the different socioeconomic, personal and academic variables that affect the 
student's’ performance through the use of Probit, Logit and Ordered Probit models. 

The variable accounting for the type of high school the student attended is statistically significant, 
meaning that students from public high schools have a higher probability of exhibiting higher academic 
achievements in this subject. It was inferred that this higher academic performance is associated 
mainly with motivation factors; which was later on confirmed by a qualitative methodology, namely a 
focus group. In this activity, students explained that grades and subject approval allows them to 
graduate in the required time. Failure to do so implies a high opportunity cost since they will not be 
able to join the labor market with the consequence of not generating an income for their families that 
have an average household income lower than the rest of the students. Likewise, the descriptive 
statistics show that this group of students report higher satisfaction with the chosen career, giving an 
insight of motivation reasons to explain their higher academic performance. 

Regarding education of the head of the household, the literature shows that it affects in a positive way 
the student’s academic performance. However, for the present study case this variable was not 
significant. Although this result shows that for this particular group of students education of the head of 
the household is not a determinant of intellectual performance, it is worth noting that parents of 
students coming from public high schools have on average a lower education level than those of the 
ones coming from private high schools. 

Variables related to personal characteristics of the student and academic environment, show that the 
average on prior quantitative subjects have a positive and significant effect on the performance in the 
studied subject. Microeconomics is a subject that requires using related quantitative subjects and 
mathematical skills that must be approved prior registering in Microeconomics II. 

4468



The time a student stays in the career affects negatively and significantly to performance. The longer 
the student stays, whether it is for failing courses or personal problems that results in discontinuation 
of their career, lowers the probability of getting a higher GPA. On the other hand, time dedicated to 
studying is not significant and thus is not a determinant of academic achievement. This result shows 
that studying for longer time does not necessarily equal better grades. Efficiency and proper time 
distribution also affect final scores.  

Regarding academic environment and the benefits provided by the university to optimize the teaching-
learning process, it was obtained that attendance to the tutoring program is a variable that affects 
positive and significantly the academic performance, mainly by those who come from public high 
schools. In general, students from public high schools have a deficit in quantitative subjects in 
comparison with students from private high schools. Educational policies directed to optimize the 
students’ learning process have a positive effect mainly on the students with lower income, thus 
managing an optimum academic inclusion, which aids in the reduction of inequality within the 
university. 
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