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Resumo: Este artigo apresenta uma estimação do impacto causal da adoção do Sistema de 

Seleção Unificada (Sisu) no percentual de entrantes com deficiência no Ensino Superior no 

Brasil. A possibilidade de um indivíduo aplicar para diversas universidades através de um 

sistema centralizado reduz significativamente o custo de mobilidade, o que pode impactar 

substancialmente a decisão de pessoas com deficiência aplicarem para a universidade. Os 

resultados mostram que o percentual de entrantes com deficiência nos cursos que adotaram o 

Sisu por pelo menos quatro anos foi 0.58 ponto percentual superior aos cursos que não 

adotaram. O resultado é substancial considerando que, em 2016, o percentual total de entrantes 

com deficiência foi de apenas 0.83%. 
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Abstract: This article presents an estimation of the causal impact of the adoption of the Unified 

Selection System (Sisu) on the percentage of entrants with a disability on higher education in 

Brazil. The possibility of an individual to apply to several universities through a centralized 

system reduces significantly the mobility costs, which can substantially impact the decision of 

individuals with a disability to apply to a university. The results show that the percentage of 

entrants with a disability on courses that have adopted Sisu for at least four years was 0.58 

percentage point higher than courses that have not adopted. This result is sizable considering 

that, in 2016, the total percentage of entrants with the disability was only 0.83%. 
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1. Introduction 

Recently, countries around the globe, as well as international organizations have been 

increasing their focus on inclusion policies targeting people with disabilities and special needs. 

In 2007, 160 countries signed the UN's  Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities, 

which is a treaty designed to protect the human rights of people with disabilities as well as 

incentivizing inclusion in society as a whole. In addition, the World Bank has recently increased 

its efforts to promote disability-inclusive development by appointing a disability advisor to the 

World Bank Group. 

In Brazil, policies also were designed to allow people with disability to participate more fully 

in several aspects of society. Many of such laws focus on regulation regarding the adaptation 

of facilities to ensure that disabled persons can access buildings and use public services. Other 

policies focus on affirmative action programs to stimulate special needs individuals to apply to 

college and public service. 

The idea behind a large number of public policy designed to help special needs individuals is 

to reduce costs associated with physical access to buildings such, for instance, public 

universities. Mobility costs affect disproportionality more those individuals that have less 

mobility. Wheelchair access ramps, information in braille, pathway markers for people with 

visual impairments are examples of accessibility improvements that reduce mobility costs. 

Therefore, policies that reduce the overall necessity of dislocation are also helpful to people 

with disability, even if they have not been explicitly designed for them. 

With that in mind, our work aims at examining the impact of the introduction of the Brazilian 

Unified Selection System (Sisu) by public universities on the share of entrants with disability. 

The Sisu system centralized the admission process of participating universities. Instead of each 

institution having its selection exam, by joining Sisu, they would now select students according 

to their performance on a single exam named National Exam of Upper Secondary Education 

(Enem), which could be taken on a large number of cities across Brazil. Sisu's implementation 

has dramatically reduced mobility costs associated with taking admission exams of many 

universities. Before Sisu, students that wished to apply to several universities across Brazil 

could only do so by taking the specific admission exams of those institutions. The need to travel 

to several cities provided barriers for low-income individuals who did not have resources to pay 

for expenses, but also to special needs individuals who require special attention to travel and 

thus have a lower mobility. 

Our hypothesis is based on an Intention-to-Treat analysis. By lowering mobility costs, Sisu has 

affected disproportionately more those individuals who require more effort to attend many cities 

to take admission exams. Therefore, we expect that not only more individuals with disability 

apply to more universities that use Sisu, but also that the share of entrants with special needs 

increases more on those universities. Our results show that a university course’s exposure to 

the Sisu admission system has a significant and sizable effect on the share of entrants with 

disability in that course. Courses that have been “exposed” to four years of Sisu have a share of 

entrants with disability 0.58 percentage point higher than institutions that have not been 

exposed. This is a sizable effect considering that the total percentage of entrants with disability 

in 2016 was, on average 0.83%. 

For the analysis of the proposed questions, this work is divided into six sections after this 

introduction: (1) related literature; (2) institutional background; (3) data; (4) methodology; (5) 

results; (6) final remarks. 

 



2.  Related Literature 

This paper relates to two strands in the literature. First, it is in line with the studies on the effects 

of the adoption of the Sisu system. In this literature, Machado and Szerman (2017) and Li 

(2016) investigated the impacts of Sisu on migration, student sorting, enrollment, and college 

dropout. Machado and Szerman (2017) found that higher education institutions under a 

centralized system are able to attract students that score one-third of a standard deviation higher 

and that interstate mobility of admitted students increases by 2.5 percentage points. Li (2016) 

found that, with a centralized admission method, interstate mobility of students increases by 

2.9 percentage points, but intrastate mobility decreases by 4.0 percentage points. She also found 

that the college dropout increases by 4.5 percentage points. 

Machado and Szerman (2017) also relates to our paper because the authors investigate if the 

composition of students change with the adoption of Sisu. They test to see if individuals with 

disabilities have higher probability to enter on university programs that use Sisu as the 

admission system. They find no evidence of this. However, the paper only studies the short run 

effects of Sisu and not the long run effects. In our empirical exercise, we test the heterogenous 

effects of different exposure times to Sisu. 

Second, our paper also relates to a still very small literature related more generally with studies 

about students with disability and the policies oriented to increase their achievement, inclusion 

and ultimately success. For example, Hanushek, Kain and Rivkin (2002) believe that classes 

with children with disability can receive additional resources, which can positively affect 

student performance. Seeking to empirically evaluate this relationship between having peer 

with disabilities and the cognitive abilities of the other classmates, Hanushek, Kain and Rivkin 

(2002) found that an increase of 10 percentage points in the proportion of students with 

disability in the class increases the achievement of the other students in 1.6% of a standard 

deviation in Elementary School. Friesen, Hickey e Krauth (2010), Fletcher (2009, 2010) and 

Gottfried (2014) also evaluated this relationship between having peer with disabilities and the 

(cognitive or non-cognitive) abilities of the other classmates.  

 

3. Institutional Background 

3.1. The Enem Exam and the Sisu System 

The National Exam of Upper Secondary Education (called Enem) is currently the main access 

instrument to ascend to Brazilian public higher education, which consists of around 275 

institutions (federal, state and municipal) that do not charge tuition fees but offer a limited 

number of seats. 

The Enem exam was created in 1998 for the purpose of evaluating school performance at the 

end of secondary education and, thus, contributing to policies to improve education quality. 

From its first edition until 2008, the Enem was held annually with the application of a single 

test composed of 63 interdisciplinary questions. During this period, some higher education 

institutions began to use it as entrance examination to select their students.  

In 2009, the Enem underwent a methodological reformulation in order to boost its use as 

admission examination: the exam began to consist of four objective tests with 45 questions, 

encompassing the fields of knowledge around which basic education is organized in Brazil 

(Languages, Codes and their Technologies; Mathematics and its Technologies; Human 

Sciences and their Technologies; and Natural Sciences and their Technologies), plus a 

composition. With the reformulation and the pressure of the government to adopt it as a 

selection instrument, the Enem began to be used by most public higher education institutions. 



Prior to 2009, the selection system was completely decentralized, with the Vestibular being the 

most popular access instrument. Students applied directly to the desired institutions and had to 

take the specific entrance examination (Vestibular) of each one. At each institution, the 

candidates with the best scores in the Vestibular were the selected ones to enter higher 

education. In this scenario, a single student could be admitted in several institutions. With the 

reformulation, the new Enem resembles methodologically the Vestibular exams. Thus, it has 

become one of the main access instrument to ascend to Brazilian public higher education, 

increasing the level of centralization of the selection system. 

In 2010, the level of centralization of the selection system increased even more with the creation 

of the Unified Selection System (called Sisu), which consists of an online platform through 

which public higher education institutions offer seats to students that are selected based on their 

score obtained in the last Enem exam. Students choose, in order of preference, up to two options 

among the options offered by the participating institutions of the Sisu system, and the seats are 

occupied by those with higher scores in the Enem. 

It should be noted that each institution determines the number of seats offered through the Enem 

exam and that institutions can be use the Enem in different ways for student selection: 1) Enem 

scores through the Sisu system; 2) Enem scores without the Sisu system; and 3) some 

combination of Enem and Vestibular scores. 

The number of students who entered through the Enem in undergraduate courses (except online 

courses) attended by the public institutions increased from around 20 thousand in 2009 to over 

250 thousand in 2016, as shown in Figure 1. In 2014, the Enem passed the Vestibular and 

become the main access instrument to ascend Brazilian public higher education. Much of this 

result was due to the Sisu: the number of institutions participating in the Sisu went from 59 in 

the first edition, in 2010, to 130 in 2018 (Figure 2). As a result, it is also noticeable that the 

number of Enem inscriptions grew rapidly, reaching 8,627,367 in 2016, more than twice as 

many as in 2008 (Figure 3). 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

3.2. People with Disability in Brazilian Higher Education 

According to the Demographic Census of 2010, in Brazil, there are approximately 4 million 

people (around 2% of the population) with some serious disability (people that are unable to 

see, hear, move or with any intellectual disability)1. Despite the increasing awareness, public 

policies on access to education for this group are still a great challenge for the country. For 

example, only 6.7% of people with disability aged over 15 have completed higher education 

compared to 10.4% of people without disability aged over 15, and not even 1% of students 

enrolled in higher education have any disability. 

Although the percentage of people with disability has not reached close to 1% of the total 

number of students enrolled in higher education (private and public courses, except online 

courses) (Figure 4), in the last seven years, between 2009 and 2016, the total number of people 

with disability in higher education jumped in Brazil (Figure 5). According to the Higher 

Education Census, in 2009, the number of people with disability enrolled in higher education 

in the country was 16,911. In 2016, this number rose to 28,725, representing a growth of 70% 

compared to a 28% increase in total enrollment. As a consequence, the percentage of people 

with disability in higher education increased from 0.33% to 0.44%. 

During this period, there was also some progress in the constitution of public policies aimed at 

the education of people with disability. Along with the Federal Constitution of 1988, the 

National Policy on Special Education in the Perspective of Inclusive Education of 2008 and 

other documents that aim to ensure the right to education (both basic education and higher 

education) to people with disability, public policies focused specifically on higher education 

emerged. In this sense, the Programa Incluir and affirmative action policies for people with 

disability stand out recently: 

                                                           
1 According to the Demographic Census of 2010, there are more than 45 million people (around 24% of the 

population) with some disability (visual, hearing or locomotor impairment or physical or intellectual disability). 
18.8% of the Brazilian population has visual impairment, disregarding people who solve their difficulties using 

glasses (0.3% cannot see at all, 3.2% have great visual impairment, and 15.3% have slight visual impairment). 

5.1% of the Brazilian population has hearing impairment, disregarding people who solve their difficulties using 

hearing aid (0.2% cannot hear at all, 0.9% have great hearing impairment, and 4.0% have slight hearing 

impairment). 7.0% of the Brazilian population has locomotor impairment (0.4% cannot move at all, 1.9% have 

great locomotor impairment, and 4.6% have slight locomotor impairment). 1.4% of the Brazilian population has 

some intellectual disability. The sum of these percentages is higher than 24.0%, because there are people with 

more than one disability. 



 
 

 

 

(a) The Programa Incluir, created in 2005, proposes actions that guarantee the access and 

permanence of people with disability in federal higher education institutions in Brazil. 

Among the main actions of the program, there are the creation and the consolidation of 

accessibility centers that guarantee the elimination of architectural and communication 

barriers, fulfilling the legal requirements of accessibility. 

 



(b) The Law 13,409/2016, in force since the academic year of 2017, establishes that people 

with disability must be included in the affirmative action policies of federal institutions 

of higher education, which already included students from public schools, low-income 

students, black students and indigenous students. The number of seats offered by quotas 

policy for people with disability in federal institutions must be proportional to the 

presence of this group in the census of each state. In addition to this law valid for federal 

institutions, some states have previously created laws that are valid for state institutions, 

and some institutions have created quotas for people with disability on their own 

initiative. 

 

4. Data 

We use the Brazilian Higher Education Census, an annual administrative dataset. It presents 

information of all higher education institutions in the country, including details about their 

courses and about their students.  

We make some sample restrictions in Census data. First, since 2009 was the year of the 

reformulation of the Enem and the most recent available Census is for 2016, we restrict our 

analysis to the years 2009 to 2016. Then, since private and municipal institutions cannot 

participate in the Sisu system, we keep in the sample only federal and state institutions. In 

addition, we consider only information about on-campus courses and about entrant students. 

In Brazil, there are five types of higher education institutions: universities, university centers, 

colleges, federal education centers and federal institutes. Figure 6 shows that the vast majority 

of higher education institutions are universities. Federal institutes were established in 2008 by 

a federal law (Lei 11.892/2008) and they have been growing in number ever since. In just the 

first five years, they have jumped from 25 to 54. Since their creation is contemporaneous to the 

establishment of Sisu admission system, we have decided to exclude courses of federal 

institutes from our sample. 

The main objective of this paper is to investigate how the adoption of a centralized selection 

system impact the percentage of entrants with disability in Brazilian federal and state higher 

education institutions. Therefore, we explore the progressive transition from a decentralized 

system to a centralized one (from Vestibular to Sisu system), adding to our sample the 

information, that was provided by the Ministry of Education, on if and when institutions’ 

courses joined the Sisu. This transition is made voluntarily by each institution and, most 

importantly, there are institutions that use the Sisu system for some courses and Vestibular for 

others. Therefore, our unit of observation is the course. 

Given our main objective, our interest lies in the following variables: the percentage of entrant 

students with disability in a course of an institution; dummy variables indicating the time of 

exposure of that course to Sisu; the General Index of Evaluated Courses of the Institution (GIC) 

(a quality indicator that evaluates Brazilian higher education institutions); a dummy variable 

indicating if that course offers accessibility conditions for people with disability; and dummy 

variables indicating the institution's exposure time to quotas policy. 

With the restrictions made, our sample consists of 47,883 observations of federal or state public 

institutions’ courses between 2009 and 2016. Table 1 reports annual descriptive statistics of the 

institutions and Table 2 reports the statistics of the courses. Statistics show that the mean 

percentage of entrants with disability in the Brazilian higher education institutions have 

increased considerably, more than doubling in seven years. In the same period, we also saw a 

rapid increase in the share of institutions and institutions’ courses using Sisu as an admission 



method, quotas for people with disability and a growing number of courses with accessibility. 

These three factors are possible candidates that might help explain the increasing share of 

entrants with disability in courses rises from 0.37% to 0.83% in a few years. 

 

 

 

Table 1 – Descriptive Statistics (Institutions) 

Variables 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

% entrants with disability 
0.271 

(0.626) 
0.351 

(0.904) 
0.247 

(0.428) 
0.401 

(0.662) 
0.432 

(0.647) 
0.536 

(1.250) 
0.560 

(1.343) 
0.616 

(1.435) 

Participation in the Sisu 
0.000 

(0.000) 
0.250 

(0.435) 
0.378 

(0.487) 
0.396 

(0.491) 
0.411 

(0.494) 
0.497 

(0.502) 
0.535 

(0.500) 
0.561 

(0.498) 

Exposure time to the Sisu 
0.000 

(0.000) 
0.250 

(0.435) 
0.614 

(0.846) 
0.928 

(1.243) 
1.295 

(1.674) 
1.748 

(2.070) 
2.258 

(2.470) 
2.819 

(2.889) 

GIC 
2.970 

(0.763) 
3.056 

(0.764) 
3.038 

(0.699) 
3.031 

(0.627) 
3.048 

(0.608) 
3.040 

(0.612) 
3.022 

(0.591) 
3.031 

(0.586) 

% courses with accessibility 
0.288 

(0.402) 
0.518 

(0.438) 
0.571 

(0.456) 
0.596 

(0.447) 
0.582 

(0.456) 
0.638 

(0.434) 
0.655 

(0.427) 
0.700 

(0.422) 

Quotas policy 
0.000 

(0.000) 
0.086 

(0.282) 
0.134 

(0.342) 
0.137 

(0.345) 
0.205 

(0.405) 
0.272 

(0.446) 
0.303 

(0.461) 
0.335 

(0.474) 

Exposure time to the quotas policy 
0.000 

(0.000) 
0.086 

(0.282) 
0.220 

(0.590) 
0.338 

(0.889) 
0.527 

(1.199) 
0.788 

(1.535) 
1.077 

(1.899) 
1.413 

(2.296) 

Observations 107 116 127 139 146 151 155 155 
Source: Elaborated by the authors. 

 

  



Table 2 – Descriptive Statistics (Courses) 

Variables 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

% entrants with disability 
0.369 

(2.394) 
0.533 

(3.983) 
0.369 

(1.663) 
0.510 

(1.634) 
0.612 

(1.954) 
0.802 

(2.492) 
0.913 

(3.012) 
0.826 

(2.828) 

Participation in the Sisu 
0.000 

(0.000) 
0.144 

(0.351) 
0.378 

(0.485) 
0.358 

(0.480) 
0.425 

(0.494) 
0.563 

(0.496) 
0.655 

(0.475) 
0.721 

(0.448) 

Exposure time to the Sisu 
0.000 

(0.000) 
0.144 

(0.351) 
0.519 

(0.729) 
0.843 

(1.117) 
1.286 

(1.615) 
1.780 

(1.966) 
2.392 

(2.298) 
3.104 

(2.608) 

GIC 
3.083 

(0.654) 
3.189 

(0.689) 
3.228 

(0.591) 
3.205 

(0.592) 
3.256 

(0.564) 
3.257 

(0.592) 
3.250 

(0.580) 
3.268 

(0.571) 

% courses with accessibility 
0.316 

(0.465) 
0.531 

(0.499) 
0.638 

(0.481) 
0.668 

(0.471) 
0.682 

(0.466) 
0.728 

(0.445) 
0.747 

(0.435) 
0.768 

(0.422) 

Quotas policy 
0.000 

(0.000) 
0.129 

(0.335) 
0.203 

(0.403) 
0.204 

(0.403) 
0.274 

(0.446) 
0.316 

(0.465) 
0.316 

(0.465) 
0.350 

(0.477) 

Exposure time to the quotas policy 
0.000 

(0.000) 
0.129 

(0.335) 
0.334 

(0.695) 
0.528 

(1.073) 
0.824 

(1.476) 
1.114 

(1.886) 
1.439 

(2.297) 
1.803 

(2.727) 

Observations 4,919 5,718 5,749 6,208 6,034 6,359 6,494 6,402 
Source: Elaborated by the authors. 

 

5. Methodology 

In this section we describe the methodology of our empirical exercise. Our econometric model 

follows Soares and Rocha (2010) and is expressed in the following way: 

 

𝐷𝑐𝑖𝑡 =∑𝛾𝑗𝐷𝐸𝑆𝑐𝑖𝑡
𝑗

8

𝑗=1

+ 𝑿′𝒄𝒊𝒕𝛿 + 𝛼𝑐𝑖 + 𝛼𝑡 + 𝛼𝑠𝑡 + 휀𝑖𝑡 (1) 

where 𝐷𝑐𝑖𝑡 is the percentage of entrant students with disability in the course c at institution i 

and year t. The dummy variable 𝐷𝐸𝑆𝑖𝑡
𝑗
 assumes the value 1 if the course c at institution i has 

been exposed to the Sisu admission system for j years (and zero otherwise). The idea is that the 

impact of adopting Sisu admission system on the entrance of individuals with disabilities is not 

instantaneous, but takes time to develop. The term 𝑿𝒊𝒕 is a vector with control variables, which 

includes: the General Index of Evaluated Courses of the Institution (GIC), a dummy variable 

that assumes the value 1 if the course guarantee accessibility conditions for people with 

disability and dummy variables indicating the institution's exposure time to quotas policy. The 

model also includes courses and year fixed effects, 𝛼𝑐𝑖 and 𝛼𝑡, respectively, and state linear 

time trends, 𝛼𝑠𝑡. 

We explore the variation of the time of exposure to Sisu in order to identify the impact of the 

adoption of the Sisu and the existence of possible heterogenous effects as a function of the time 

of exposure. Our identification assumption is that, conditional on control variables, time and 

fixed effects and state linear time trends, the path of the percentage of entrants with disability 

of courses that have adopted Sisu and the percentage of those that have not are the same absent 

the Sisu treatment.  

As controls, we chose variables that could confound the identification of the impact of the Sisu 

on the percentage of entrants with disability. Thus, first, these variables include the GIC, a 

quality indicator that evaluates Brazilian higher education institutions, because quality can be 

a determinant for choosing an institution for people with (or without) disability. Second, they 

include the dummy of courses that guarantee accessibility conditions for people with disability, 

because people with disability may only choose institutions where courses have minimal 

accessibility conditions. Third, they include dummy variables indicating the institution's 

exposure time to quotas policy, because an institution with this policy may have higher 

percentages of students with disability. 



The inclusion of the course fixed effect is important because it controls by characteristics of 

each course that do not vary over time and that can be related to the dependent variable and to 

the adoption of the Sisu. The year fixed effect controls by common shocks in each year that 

affect all courses in the same way. Lastly, state linear time trends controls by state 

characteristics that vary over time. 

Since participation in the Sisu is voluntary, it is important to look carefully at the characteristics 

of the groups of courses that adopted the policy in some year between 2010 and 2016 (treated 

group) and courses that have never joined (untreated group). Table 2 shows a comparison 

between the percentage of entrants with disability in these two groups based on their 

characteristics in 2009, the year before the implementation of the Sisu system. The result of the 

mean difference test indicates that the percentage of entrants with disability was not a 

determining factor for the adoption of the Sisu, which, otherwise, could cause bias in our 

estimates, since it would violate our identification assumption. 

 

Table 3 – Mean difference tests with 2009 characteristics of treated and 
untreated groups 

Variables Treated Untreated p-value 

% entrants with disability 
0.335 

(1.248) 
0.419 

(3.450) 
0.3016 

Observations 2,935 1,984  
Source: Elaborated by the authors. 

 

6. Results 

In this section, we present and discuss the results. Table 4 describes eight different 

specifications. Our preferred model is (8), where all controls are present. Results show that the 

Sisu did not seem to have an effect on entrance in the first two years of adoption. However, 

after the third year of adoption by a course, the percentage of entrants with disabilities increase 

by 0.18 percentage point. The fourth year of exposure seem to have the greater impact, 

increasing the percentage to 0.56 percentage point compared to courses that did not use the 

centralized admission system. The GIC has a positive impact on entrance, as well as if the 

course has accessibility to special needs students. 

Figure 7 shows the heterogeneous effects through time. The impact of exposure to Sisu rises in 

the first four years and then stabilizes. This result seems to indicate that the impact of Sisu takes 

time to develop, where, in our empirical exercise, it took four years. This delay on the effect 

seems to explain why Machado and Szerman (2017) have not found a statistically significant 

impact of Sisu on the entrance of individuals with disability, since they were only concerned 

with short term impact of Sisu’s implementation. We can compare our result with Table 2 to 

have an idea of the size of the effect. The percentage of entrance in 2016 was 0.83% and so the 

impact of a four years exposure to Sisu represents two-thirds (67%) of the total entrance, which 

is very significant.  

  



Table 4 - Results 

Variables (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 

One year in the Sisu 0.0142 0.0183 0.0301 0.0186 0.0335 0.0119 0.0168 0.0366 
 (0.654) (0.566) (0.338) (0.557) (0.290) (0.706) (0.592) (0.248) 
         

Two years in the Sisu -0.0846** -0.0743* -0.0766** -0.0800** -0.0678* -0.0678* -0.0729* -0.0617 
 (0.028) (0.056) (0.045) (0.039) (0.079) (0.076) (0.051) (0.112) 
         

Three years in the Sisu 0.179*** 0.191*** 0.173*** 0.175*** 0.184*** 0.151*** 0.137*** 0.181*** 
 (0.001) (0.000) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.004) (0.008) (0.001) 
         

Four years in the Sisu 0.573*** 0.592*** 0.543*** 0.571*** 0.559*** 0.573*** 0.536*** 0.558*** 
 (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) 
         

Five years in the Sisu 0.489*** 0.509*** 0.466*** 0.491*** 0.484*** 0.588*** 0.557*** 0.485*** 
 (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) 
         

Six years in the Sisu 0.375*** 0.397*** 0.357*** 0.397*** 0.375*** 0.393*** 0.375*** 0.399*** 
 (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) 
         

Seven years in the Sisu 0.510*** 0.537*** 0.503*** 0.513*** 0.526*** 0.435*** 0.425*** 0.528*** 
 (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) 
         

GIC  0.201***   0.173** 0.185***  0.170** 
  (0.005)   (0.016) (0.006)  (0.019) 
         

Courses with accessibility   0.306***  0.303***  0.291*** 0.302*** 
   (0.000)  (0.000)  (0.000) (0.000) 
         

One year with quotas policy    -0.0303  -0.0642 -0.0385 -0.00277 
    (0.512)  (0.161) (0.402) (0.952) 
         

Two years with quotas policy    0.0214  -0.000661 0.00103 0.0178 
    (0.672)  (0.990) (0.984) (0.725) 
         

Three years with quotas policy    0.00372  -0.00392 0.0293 0.0261 
    (0.952)  (0.949) (0.632) (0.672) 
         

Four years with quotas policy    -0.0219  -0.0740 -0.0329 0.00412 
    (0.754)  (0.282) (0.632) (0.953) 
         

Five years with quotas policy    -0.111  -0.0983 -0.0473 -0.0846 
    (0.144)  (0.192) (0.526) (0.266) 
         

Six years with quotas policy    -0.232**  -0.204** -0.139 -0.199** 
    (0.011)  (0.024) (0.125) (0.030) 
         

Seven years with quotas policy    0.0294  -0.0872 0.00279 0.0660 
    (0.860)  (0.595) (0.986) (0.693) 

Course fixed effect X X X X X X X X 

Time fixed effect X X X X X X X X 

State linear time trends X X X X X X X X 

N 47883 47883 47883 47883 47883 47883 47883 47883 
F 27.90 27.25 27.77 24.08 27.12 24.19 25.13 23.61 
r2 0.0411 0.0413 0.0437 0.0415 0.0439 0.0406 0.0428 0.0442 

p-values in parentheses 
* p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01 

Source: Elaborated by the authors. 



 

 

7. Final Remarks 

This paper has presented empirical evidence that the centralized admission system to access 

universities has affected significantly and sizably the entrance of people with disability on 

tertiary schooling. The effect, however, takes time to have its complete effect. We believe that 

this paper provides an important contribution to the still small economic literature concerned 

with access of individuals with special needs to schooling. Our results go in line with the natural 

conjecture that oriented to reducing mobility costs in general seem to have a greater impact on 

special needs individuals. 
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