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ABSTRACT 

The purpose of this study is to determine whether or not there exists a 

significant difference in academic performance between preparatory origin 

and freshman origin high and low achieving students who came together as 

regular second year students of the Addis Ababa University (AAU) in the year 

2003/ 2004, as measured by a) academic achievement b) pass rate c) dismissal 

rate d) withdrawal rate and e) wastage rate with and without controlling 

secondary school performance. 

Each of these groups took different paths to the second year of the AAU: 423 

preparatory origin students entered AAU second year after completing general 

secondary education and also completing the first year equivalent preparatory 

school courses, whereas 303 freshman origin students entered AAU second 

year after completing high school and a freshman year at the university. The 

study also aims to see whether or not there exists a statistically significant 

difference , in academic achievement, between (a) faculties (b) female and male 

students and c) different age groups. 

The study showed that, regardless of the path they tool< to enter the AAU 

second year, either through preparatory schools or through freshman 

year at AAU, students in the high achieving group performed equally well 

at the AAU in terms of: 

+ First semester CPA 

+ Second semester CPA 

+ Cumulative CPA 

+ Pass rate 

+ Dismissal rate 

+ Withdrawal rate, and 

+ Wastage rate 
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However, some differences ·were observed in academic performance between 

low achieving group of the preparatory origin and the freshman origin 

students. "Low achiever" freshman origin students out-performed H/ow 

achiever" preparatory origin students at AAU second year on the 

following performance measures at p<. 01 level: 

• First semester CPA (2.57 versus 2.77) 

• Second semester CPA (2.53 versus 2. 79) 

• Cumulative CPA (2.54 versus 2.23) 

• Pass rate (78.08% versus 63.33%) 

• Dismissal rate (8.22% versus 22.38%) 

• Wastage rate (73.69% versus 24.76%) 

In all the six faculties analyzed, no statistically significant difference was 

observed between academic achievement, as measured by CPA, of preparatory 

origin female students and freshman origin female students. Nevertheless, 

freshman origin female students performed higher (statistically significant), as 

a group, than preparatory origin female students in all the three measures 

In seven out of nine faculties, preparatory origin male students performed 

equally well as their freshman counter mates .In Faculties of Science and 

Pharmacy, freshman origin male students performed higher (s tatistically 

significant) than preparatory origin male students. 

After categorizing students into three age groups: group 7, less or equal to 7 7 

years; group 2, between 78 and 79 years inclusive; and group 3, 20 years or 

above the two cohorts were compared. Only between age group 2 preparatory 

and freshman origin students, a statistically significant difference , in favor of 

freshman origin students, was observed. 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

1. 1 Background of the Problem 

1.1.1 Theoretical background 

Modern public education made a modest entry into the history of Ethiopia at 

the beginning of this century with the establishment of the Minlik II School 

(Negash, 1990). Since the introduction of modern education, different 

education systems were adapted and implemented. In early days, it resembled 

language schools (Negash, 1990). Until 1963/64, the known education system 

was 4 + 4 + 4 year combination which was a hybrid derived from Great Britain 

and neighboring African countries. In 1963/64, the grade structure was 

changed to 6 + 2 + 4. That is, six years of primary school, followed by two 

years of Junior secondary and a four-year secondary program . After 1991 , the 

school structure became 8 + 2 + 2. Where the first 8 years are general primary 

education and the next two years were designed for general secondary 

education. At the end of the general primary education and the general 

secondary education, students sat for national examinations , which certify the 

successful completion of the programs (Education and Training Policy (ETP), 

1994). The general secondary education (grades 9-10) is equivalent to the 

former secondary education (grades 9-12) (MOE, 1999; MOE, 2002) . For 

students who completed the general secondary education, there were two 

programs to join: The two-year preparatory program, which counts as 

equivalent to university freshman program, and technical and vocational 

training programs (MOE, 1999 ; MOE, 2002; ETP, 1994). 

After two years of preparatory program, students would take the Ethiopian 

Higher Education Entrance Certificate Examination, EHEECE. Then they would 

be assigned to different higher institutions based on their aggregate scores of 

EHEECE and cumulative grade of selected subjects they earn in the preparatory 
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program, according to their field of preferences. This has been the practice of 

accepting students to colleges and universities in the country for the last two 

years. This form of admission of students to universities and colleges has 

replaced the former Ethiopian School Leaving Certificate Examination, ESLCE. 

We are now at a point where the two forms of admissions have come together. 

This study focuses on the current second year students who completed 

secondary education and were admitted to Addis Ababa University (AAU). 

These students are composed of two distinct groups because each group took 

a different path to the university: 3824 students entered AAU directly from 

high school after taking the former ESLCE, referred to here as "Freshman 

origin " students. Five thousand seven hundred and thirteen students have 

joined the university after completing the General Secondary Education and 

qualifying through Ethiopian General Secondary Education Certificate 

Examination, EGSECE, and EHEECE, and referred to here as "preparatory 

origin" . The study attempts to compare the academic performance of the two 

admission groups at the tertiary institution. 

80th groups completed secondary school. The freshman origin students 

completed eight years of primary education and four years of secondary 

education. After four years of secondary schooling, they sat for ESLCE and 

those who were successful (mostly scoring '8' or above in compulsory subjects 

in the average) joined AAU. These students attended their first year at th e 

AAU and those who met the criteria promoted to second year. 

Preparatory origin students passed through eight years of primary education 

and two years of secondary education. The two-year secondary education was 

justified by the ministry of education to be equivalent to the former four years 

of secondary education (MoE). Among the justifications : -
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• In the previous 4 years secondary education, both vocational and 

academic subjects were given in combination. In the new system, only 

academic subjects are treated, so the academic part of the four-year 

program can be covered in the two years. 

• Some of the four-year contents were shifted to the lower grades, etc. 

After completing the two-year secondary school, students sat for EGSECE, and 

those who successfully completed (mostly those who scored 50% or above) 

joined the two year preparatory program. This program, designed to prepare 

students for a degree program, was again justified to be equivalent to the first 

year university courses by comparing courses offered in the two programs 

(MOE, 1999). 

Thus, the two cohorts were assumed to have similar pre-university second year 

background knowledge. If this were really the case, the two groups could be 

expected to perform similarly at the AAU second year. This study investigates 

the situation. 

Alternate Paths to Higher Institutions 

Heslop (2004) compared two groups who took alternate paths to Simon Fraser 

University (SFU): 7,335 direct - entry secondary school students entered SFU 

from high school within one year of high school graduation and 3,109 college 

transfer students entered SFU after completing approximately 30 or more 

college transfer credits. In his study, Heslop used secondary school 

performance which is the overall mean grade calculated for each student on 

four provincial exam scores as a control for high school performances. Based 

on this score of the control, students of both groups were categorized as high 

and low achiever and corresponding subgroups compared. The dependent 

variable (the comparator) used in the study was SFU cumulative GPA and the 
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statistics employed to compare the means was the independent sample 

t - test. The result identified that students with low high school achievemen't 

(low achievers) performed better at SFU if they got transferred from college as 

opposed to entering directly from high school. Colleges transfered students 

and direct entry students often performed equally if their high school 

achievement were higher. 

In their study, Carlan and Byxbe (2000) compared native (direct entry) and 

community college transferred students (students who took preparatory 

courses before entering a four year institution). The stratified sample of 987 

students from both groups (487 native and 500 transferred) was used in the 

study. The comparison was made by the cumulative GPA they scored after they 

joined the University. The statistics employed was the independent sample 

t - test. In this study, Carlan and Byxbe did not find any statistically significant 

difference between the groups at p <.05 level. 

Losak and Lin (1973) investigated whether those students who earned credits 

for basic courses through the College-Level Examination Program (CLEP) 

General Examinations achieved the same level of academic performance in 

advanced courses as those who took the basic courses in the traditional 

manner. The researchers used a rigorous sampling procedure to match both 

CLEP and non-CLEP students on Florida Twelfth Grade Test scores. Both 

groups were then compared on their average grades in five academic areas. 

The covariance analysis showed that the CLEP students (N= 134) did just as 

well in five academic areas and overall GPA as the non-CLEP students (N= 160). 

The above review and other related literatures revealed that the path students 

take to join higher institutions has minimum or no effect on the students' 

future performance. In this study, the case will be analyzed in the Ethiopian 

context by considering AAU. 
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Transition and Adjustment 

The two admission groups completed their transition year (first year) in 

different atmospheres and studies show this transition year, in most cases, is 

problematic and has a significant impact on the future achievement of 

students. The problem of transition from secondary to tertiary has been the 

center of discussion for years (Powell, 1979; Cuseo, 2000; Rasor, 1998). 

Attention to this issue as a strategy would significantly improve the overall 

performance of transition students (Pargetter et ai, 1998). 

The first year represents relatively new experiences and stressful transition for 

university students (Lu, 1994). For individual students, the consequence of a 

difficult transition can be costly, mos.t obviously in terms of loss of confidence 

and income. The economic cost to universities and society are immediately 

evident in early withdrawals and dismissals in the first year. Furthermore, as 

the study by Mcinnis and James (1995) showed, a third or more first year 

students who remain enrolled have serious doubts about their choice of 

course and their level of commitment to study is problematic. Indeed the 

effects of negative transition to the university are easily underestimated since 

they are often only revealed as discontinuation or failure in later years. 

A number of studies have confirmed that students who report positive 

experiences when first commencing university are more likely to persist in 

higher education (Clarke and Ramsay, 1990; Mcinnis, and James, 1995). 

Conversely, negative experiences during first year, often during the first six 

weeks of the first semester, have been described as contributing to the 

likelihood of academic failure or withdrawal in later years (Mcinnis and jams, 

1995; Tinto 1995). It is, therefore, appropriate for universities to implement a 

strategic direction, which places emphasis on shared responsibility for the 

enhancement of the first year of study . 
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Despite a multitude of social, academic, and emotional stresses, most 

students successfully cope with the new complex life and achieve academically 

(DeBerard, Spiel mans, & julika, 2004). However, others, unable to successfully 

manage this transition, decide to leave their education during or at the end of 

their first year. 

Some studies (Mcinnis and james, 1995) concluded that while some students 

found the transition to university a tough obstruction, for others it was an 

intimidating gulf. In their study, Mcinnis and james (1995) revealed that most 

students expected and enjoyed the opportunity of independence in contrast to 

their school experience. For school leavers, the contrast between school and 

university were greater than expected in some respects. Most first year 

students were however, sure of their reasons for attending university, and a 

strong desire to do well (DeBerard, Spielmans, & julika, 2004). Overall, they 

had clear aims and strong desires and sense of purpose. The overwhelming 

majority attached a good deal of importance to studying in fields in which they 

had intrinsic interest (DeBerard, Spiel mans, & julika, 2004). They balanced 

personal growth against vocational goals. A sense of identity as a university 

stu dent, feeling of integration with the university, and a commitment to 

achieving well, were still very much in evidence between the second year 

students. 

The implications of leaving college without obtaining a degree are many. Each 

student that leaves before degree completion costs the college or university 

and the country at large thousands of dollars (DeBerard, Spielmans, & julika, 

2004). Despite these considerable negative consequences for universities, 

students, attrition rates have not changed appreciably over the last few 

decades (Porter, 1990, as cited by DeBerard, Spielmans, & julika, 2004). 
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Retention and Academic Achievement 

There is a consistent relation between university students' academic 

achievement and retention, with higher performing students persisting in their 

studies to a greater degree than their lower achieving cohorts (Kirby & Sharpe, 

2001; McGrath & Braunstein, 1997; Rayland, Riordan, & Brack, 1994 as cited 

by DeBerard, Spielmans, & Julika, 2004). Given the consistent relation between 

these variables, attempts had been made to identify common risk factors for 

these student outcomes in order to best develop targeted intervention 

programs. 

Eshetu (1998) made a comparative study on performance of 426 teacher and 

non-teacher streams of the four years (1995-1998) graduates of AAU natural 

science (Biology, Chemistry, Mathematics, And Physics) departments. The 

statistical analysis and the interpretation were based on non-parametric 

statistical method. His study showed that there was no statistically significant 

difference between the achievements of the two cohorts. 

Sintayeh u (1998) tried to analyze academic achievement as a function of 

parenting styles. The samples were 560 students from secondary schools. The 

academic achievement scores were obtained from school records. In the study, 

. chi-square and analysis of variance were employed. Statistically significant 

differences in academic achievement, as measured by four years average 

scores of high school subjects, was observed in favor of authoritative parents 

and no significant difference in academic achievement of students for the 

remaining three parenting styles . 

The quality of education is partly determined by the success of students in the 

learning process. Research studies list various factors as causes for student 

low achievement. Some researchers (e.g., Ekstrom , et al. 1986; Asmerom, et 

aI., 1989 as cited by Yalew) reported that 83% of their sample students 
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dropped out for academic reasons. Review of the literature by Kaplan, Peck, 

and Kaplan (1997), suggested that poor academic performance is one of the 

most often cited correlate of dropout. Laekemariam (1994) also noted that 

students' attrition is due to their poor academic performance. 

On the other hand, Gebre Selassie (1998) attributed the causes of attrition to 

inefficient administrative and educational services. Hussien et al. (1987) 

reported that the causes of students' attrition at universities and colleges were 

the nature of educational planning that gave little chance to provide varied 

educational opportunities. 

Other researchers (Kelly, 1994 ; Bean et al.,(1985); pointed out that attrition is 

mainly the result of adjustment problems and self concept rather than low 

academic performance. 

AGE AND ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT 

In some studies, age appears to have little predictive power for success in 

academic achievement (e.g. McClelland & Kruger, 1993) or persistence (e.g. 

Gillespie & noble; West et al. 1986). In the study by Mathewos (2000), age was 

found to affect achievement negatively. Farabaugh-Dorkins (1991) in a study 

of adults (over 21 years) freshman, found dropping out to be most correlated 

with intent to leave, GPA and goal commitment. However, Clarke and Ramsey 

(1990) found age correlated positively with performance in most institutions 

and courses. Siegfried and Walstad (1990) indicated that age has a positive 

effect on performance in economics. Anderson et al. (1994), controlling time, 

found a significant difference across sessions and campuses, and that after 

25 years, higher ages begin to have a positive effect. As these reviews reveal, 

findings concerning age as indicator of performance are inconsistence. This 

study attempts to see as to whether or not age has an effect on academic 

achievement of second year university students at AAU . 
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GENDER AND ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT 

In some foreign studies, gender is a weak predictor of performance (Benson, 

1991; Tutton & Wigg, as cited by Pargetter et ai, 1998). However, in most local 

studies high women dropout rate, mostly due to academic dismissals is 

evidenced. Cebre Silasie (1983) reported that in 1982, 21.5 % of female AAU 

social science entrants dropped out during the first semester of the freshman. 

As cited by Fentaw (2001), data obtained from the first year 32.9 %, 35 .0 %, 

and 34.5 of female students were dropped out from 1995, 1996, and 1997 

entrants during the first year, respectively. In his study, using the data from 

students' academic record , Fentaw (2001) found that 54 % of female entrants 

to the Social Science Faculty of AAU dropped outs 75% were academic 

dismissals. In his study, Fentaw compared female students admitted through 

regular and quota admissions using life-table estimation procedure for 

determining the magnitude and pattern of female students survival and 

dropout rates over the eight semesters . He found no significant difference 

between the two groups. 

In som e other foreign studies, gender has been shown to be a statistical 

correlate of both first semester CPA and first semester academic warning 

(DeBerard & Julika, 2000). In this study by Deberard and Julika, males were 

related to lower CPA and greater likelihood of academic warning. In some 

studies, however, although it has been shown that males outperform females 

in certain types of courses (e.g., economics and electrical engineering courses) 

while females on average do better in other types of courses (e.g., nutrition 

and dietetics) (Kille r , Crouse, & Trusheim, 1993 ; Schram ,1996). In som e 

studies , gender did not appear to predict performance (Benson, 1991 ; 1993; 

Tutton & Wigg). 

Thus, research results have shown inconsistent relationship between gender 
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and academic achievement. This is in parallel with the reviews and studies by 

Galicki & McEwen, (1989); Ryland, Riordan, & Brack, (1994); Bridgeman & 

Wendler, (1991). This study will attempt to see whether gender is a statistical 

correlate of academic achievement as measured by GPA. 

1.2 Purpose of the Study 

As indicated earlier, this is a comparative academic achievement study of 

students who joined AAU directly from high school and who joined AAU after 

two years of preparatory school. The purpose is to examine if there is a 

difference in academic achievement between the two groups. The comparative 

academic performance study includes descriptive profile of the freshman 

origin and preparatory origin students and analysis of the differences in 

overall academic performance and differences in course grade performance, if 

any. Along with the possible differences in academic performance between the 

two admission groups, conclusions will be drawn about academic achievement 

of the two sub-groups of students (low achievers and high achievers) within 

each admission category, between different sexes and age groups of the two 

cohorts and between different faculties. 

1.2.1 Statement of the problem 

The study attempts to answer the following questions. 

1. Is there a statistically significant difference between second year students 

of freshman origin and preparatory schools origin with respect to their 

academic performance as measured by academic achievement and attrition 

rate? 

2. Is there a statistically significant difference in academic achievement 

between students of the two groups in the same faculties? 

3. Is there a statistically significant difference in academic achievement 

between same sexes of the two cohorts as a whole and within faculties? 

4. Is there a statistically significant difference in academic achievement 
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between different age groups? 

1.2.2 Objectives of the study 

Objectives of the study are 

1. To examine whether or not there exists a difference between the two 

admission groups in terms of their academic achievement; 

2. To determine if there is a significant difference in academic 

achievement between the students in different faculties; 

3. To see if there is a significant difference in academic achievement 

between different agel sex groups. 

1.2.3 Significance of the study 

Among the policy issues facing higher education, questions concerning 

access, admission, transfer, retention, and attrition remain central. The 

effectiveness and survival of educational programs depend upon a thorough 

understanding of the needs, problems, attitudes and achievement of its 

clientele (Darkenwald and Merriam, 1982). Thus, a comparison of educational 

attainment is important not only to clearly understand the performance level 

of the different admission groups but also to analyze the relative effectiveness 

of the two programs. 

The freshman origin students under consideration are the last batch of their 

kind because the grade structure in which they came in through has phased­

out. The system through which they were trained was well established, stable 

and thoroughly researched , comparing their academic performance with the 

academic performance of the group that came in from the new school 

structure could enable us to identify the relative strength and weakness of the 

new system and to devise mechanisms to rectify its weaknesses, if any and 
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EXPLORING THE INCOMING. MA THESIS, AAU JUNE, 2005 

11 



strengthen further its strong aspects. Furthermore, this study hopes to 

provide information on what differentiates the learning gain of the freshman 

origin students from those of the preparatory origin. This is important for 

program planners and implementers. In addition, by comparing the academic 

achievement of students of different faculties at AAU, the researcher could 

comment on the nature of performance of second year students of different 

age groups and male and female students in the university, on similar and 

different fields of study. 

1.2.4 Operational Definitions of Terms 

Academic achievement: Relative score of the student as measured by first 

semester CPA, second semester CPA, and cumulative CPA. 

Academic performance: Performance of second year AAU students as 

measured by academic achievement, pass rate, withdrawal rate, dismissal rate, 

and wastage rate. 

Achievement Level: the position a student is assigned by the researcher based 

on the score obtained in ESLCE or EHEECE. 

Cumulative CPA (CCPA) : The average score of a student computed for the 

30-36 credit hour courses offered in the second semester of the year 

2003/2004. 

Dismissal rate : A proportion obtained by dividing the number of students 

discontinued their education in the year for academic reason by the total 

number of students enrolled at the beginning of the year. 

First semester CPA (sem. I CPA): The average score of a student computed for 

the 1 5-18 credit hour courses offered in the first semester of the year 

2003/2004 . 
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Freshman origin students: students who joined AAU second year after twelve 

years of secondary education and one year at the university. These students 

took ESLCE and got admitted to the university as freshman in the year 2002 . 

High Achiever: A level of a students' achievement score, which is above or 

equal to the median score. 

Low Achiever: A level of a students' achievement score, which is below the 

median score. 

Pass rate: A proportion obtained by dividing the number of students who 

scored 1.75 or above in the semester by the total number of students enrolled 

at the beginning of the year. 

Preparatory oYlgin students: Students, who, as a result of ETP of 1994, 

completed ten years of general secondary education and two years of 

preparatory school, joined AAU second year after taking EHEECE in the year 

2003. 

Second semester CPA (sem.2 CPA): The average score of a student computed 

for the 1 5-18 credit hour courses offered in the second semester of the year 

2003/2004. 

Wastage rate: The combined proportion of withdrawal rate and dismissal rate. 

Withdrawal rate : A proportion obtained by dividing the number of students 

discontinued their education in the year for non-academic reason by the total 

number of students enrolled at the beginning of the year. 

Attrition rate: A construct that is measured in terms of withdrawal or/and 

dismissal rates 
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1.2.5 Limitation of the Study 

The use of letter grades as an outcome or performance measure has been 

criticized. Grades may not be reliable or adequate measurements of student 

learning because they may not reflect what students actually know or the 

general professional competencies achieved (Berslow, 2005). Furthermore, 

they can be influenced by course-grading policies (e.g., scoring on the curve, 

weighting of assessable elements forming the final grade, degree of 

subjectivity in the process, etc), instructors experience, quality and type of 

examination (Abate, Stamatakis, and Haggett, as cited by Berslow,200S) . 

A number of potential independent variables affecting the performance could 

not be competently addressed with the available data. They include, the 

influence of personal and professional time commitments, self-motivation, the 

effect of credit load, and the effect of informal affirmative actions taken by 

instructors. Among these and other many potential independent variables that 

may affect the academic achievement of students, only academic background 

of students as measured by performance in standardized achievement test 

batteries (ESLCE and EH EECE) was partly controlled. 

The uneven group size and the limited number of departments for which there 

were well-recorded data was also the limitation of the study. The type of 

statistics and methods of comparison chosen to analyze the data were 

selected in an attempt to overcome these size limitations. This study may also 

have limitation owing to the following factors: the extreme lack of local 

studies concerning the preparatory students who joined the university as a 

result of the new education and training policy of 1994 (which deprived the 

study useful directions or ideas for emphasis), and poor record keeping by the 

university. This study covered only 9 faculties and 22 departments of AAU. 

This may have a negative impact on the generalizability of the result. The 

study involved only 68% of students admitted to the university due to time 
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constraint and limited resources. Finally, some affirmative actions taken by 

instructors and the assigning of the two groups into separate classrooms may 

also reduce the reliability of the study. 

1.2.6 Delimitation of the Study 

The study is limited to AAU students only. From AAU, limited to a number of 

faculties and departments. This is done because the attempt to get data from 

other universities was not possible . Even then, adequate data for some 

departments were not available. 

II METHODOLOGY 

2.1 Design of the Study 

The research design for this study is ex post facto or causal-comparative 

design. Causal-comparative research attempts to determine the causes for 

differences that already exist in groups of individuals (Ary, Jacobs and 

Razaviech, 1996). Furt hermore, the major advantage of the casual-comparative 

research design is that it allows researchers to examine cause and effect 

relationships under conditions where experimental manipulation is difficult or 

impossible. The researcher sought to determine if there was a difference in 

academic performance between preparatory school background admissions 

and freshman origin admissions. The variables in this study cannot be 

manipulated; therefore, a causal-comparative design can be used. 

To tackle extraneous variables that may occur (this is a major drawback of the 

method), Gay (1987) suggests forming subgroups within each group that 

represent all levels of the control variable. The comparable subgroups in each 

group can be compared. In this study, each cohort was divided in to two sub 

groups within the department as high achievers, those students scored above 

or equal to the median score, and low achievers, those students scored below 
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the median score based on the control variable (the admission criteria). The 

corresponding sub-groups . were compared. In addition to controlling the 

extraneous variables, the technique has the added advantage of permitting to 

see if the independent variables affect the dependent variable at different 

levels of the control variable. 

The basic casual-comparative study involves selecting two groups differing on 

some independent variable and comparing them on some dependent variable 

(Gay, 1987). In casual-comparative research, the independent variab le has 

already taken place and possible effects on an observed dependent variable 

are studied (Ary, Jacobs & Razaviech, 1996). The dependent variables in the 

study are students' mean scores on two semesters GPA, their pass rate, 

withdrawal rate, dismissal rate, and wastage rate. The independent variables 

are the two admission categories. 

The population consisted of second year AAU students enrolled through 

preparatory schools in the year 2003/04 and students enrolled into second 

year after completing freshman program at the University. Students currently 

enrolled in these programs were chosen because the first year university 

com pieters are the last batch of their kind and the preparatory school 

background students are the first of their kind, who may be matched to the 

first group. 

2.1.1 Description of Variables 

Two groups of students were considered for the study: One group, which has 

come from preparatory schools and another group, which has attended the 

freshman program at the University level. Achievement of the two groups is 

compared. 
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1. The Independent Variables 

The independent Variables are the two admission groups, namely, those who 

joined the second year from preparatory schools and those students that 

joined the second year from the freshman program of the university. 

Preparatory Origin Students 

Preparatory origin students are those students who, as the result of the 

implementation of the Education policy of April 1994, completed ten years of 

schooling (eight years of primary education and two years of general 

secondary education) and were selected to join the two-year preparatory 

school after taking the national examination. After the two years of 

preparatory school, these students took the Ethiopian Higher Education 

Entrance Certificate Examination. They were assigned as second year 

university students by considering the aggregate scores of the two years 

preparatory school and the EH EECE score. 

Freshman Origin Students 

These are students who have completed the twelve years of schooling and are 

in the second year university after having taken the Ethiopian School Leaving 

Certificate Examination and having completed the freshman program at the 

University. 

Sex 

This variable refers to the female and male students of preparatory origin and 

freshman origin students. 

Age 

The age variable refers to the age of the student at the beginning of second 
year at AAU. 

Faculty 
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These are the nine faculties considered in this study. These are: Faculty of 

Business and Econom ics, Faculty of Technology, Faculty of Science, Faculty of 

Education, Faculty of Social Science, Faculty of Law, Faculty of Informatics, 

School of Pharmacy, Institute of Language Studies. 

2. The Dependent Variables 

The dependent variables of the study used to compare the two groups are first 

and second semester CPA of the second year and the cumulative CPA in the 

two semesters of each student in the comparable faculties; The pass rate, the 

withdrawal rate, the dismissal rate, and the wastage rates of the two groups 

are also used as a comparator in the study. 

3. The Control Variable 

In this study, the control variable is introduced to partially control the effect of 

background knowledge of students. Based on these control variables, students 

will be categorized as high achiever (if they score equal to or greater than the 

median score) or low achiever (if they score less than the median score). The 

sale purpose of the control variable is only to categorize. Measures used as a 

control in this study are the secondary school performance as measured by the 

ESLCE grade point average and EHEECE results, calculated for each student on 

five national examination scores (English and Mathematics plus three other 

academic subjects with the highest grades). Since ESLCE and EHEECE results 

are used in determining admission eligibility to the university, they are the 

best 'real' measures available. Freshman origin students admitted to the 

university are evaluated for admission solely by the ESLCE scores. The 

preparatory origin students, however, were admitted to the university on the 

basis of a 50% - 50% blend of EHEECE scores and grades of preparatory school 
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of the two-year courses. Nevertheless, for this study only the result on EHEECE 

will be considered. The blended grades will not be used as the control because 

the researcher has a doubt that the school-assigned grades could potentially 

be biased by the preparatory schools from which they came. 

2.1.2 Population and Sample 

The source population for this study consists of 4554 students admitted to 

AAU in the years 2001 and 2003. Departments which have no match and 

which have incomplete records in the database section were excluded. In 

addition to these students, transferred students, readmitted students and 

students with incomplete record were also excluded from group and as a 

result, the final population was reduced to 2409 students who took one of two 

paths to the university. 

Preparatory origin students make about 57% of the population. They consist of 

1382 students who joined the university as second year students after 

satisfying the admission criteria. 

The freshman Origin group makes 43 % of the population. These have 

attended the freshman program at the University after completing high school 

education. These students were admitted to the university at least one year 

before the preparatory origin students. Obviously this could have helped them 

to adjust better to university environment, such as teaching and learning 

methods, social life, study culture, etc. 

Students from 9 faculties and 22 departments at AAU were considered for the 

study. The sample of about 725 students from the 2409 was analyzed. Four 

hundred and twenty two of the samples (about 58%) are preparatory origin. 

The remaining 303 of the samples (about 42%) are freshman origin students. 

Two stage stratified random sampling was used to select the samples. First, 
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students in each faculty were labeled as preparatory origin and freshman 

origin according to thei r admission. Second, each stratum was then sub 

divided in to 22 departments. Students in each department were then 

categorized as high achiever and low achiever groups. The sample points were 

randomly selected from these using SPSS (version 10) software. 

Table 1: Summary Table For The Population And Sample 

Population Sample 

Percent of the 
Count Count 

population 

Preparatory Origin 1382 423 30.61 

Freshman Origin 1027 302 29.41 

2.2 Procedure of Data Collection 

Students' scores on the control and independent variables were collected from 

Ministry of Education (MOE) records and scores on the dependent variables 

were collected from the University Registrar. The complete records on both 

semes t ers of each studen t were needed for the student to be included as a 

sampl e point. 

In calcu lating students GPA on the dependent var iable, letter grades were f irst 
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converted in to numerical equivalents (A = 4, B = 3, C = 2, D = 1 and F = 0). 

The numerical values were then multiplied by the corresponding credit hours 

of the respective course in each selected subject. Finally, the result was 

divided by the total cred it hours for each criterion yielding students GPA on 

the criterion for one semester. This was done for both semeste rs. The GPAs of 

the two semesters and the cu mulative G PA of the two semesters were 

considered as student GPA on the dependent variable. The pass, the 

withdrawal , and the dism issal rates were obtained by dividing the total count 

in each variable by the tot al number of students at the beginning of the year. 

The wastage rate is t he sum of the withdrawal rate and the dismissal rate in 

each group. 

2.3 Procedure of Data Analyses 

In this sect ion of the st udy, the variety of statistical procedures will be 

discussed. Space precludes a detai led discussion of the more comple x 

procedures , so re aders requiring further info rmation are directed to 

spec ialized texts . 

The two semeste rs mean s, the pass rate, the withdrawal rate , th e dism issal 

rate, and the wastage rates of the two groups were used as a comparator. The 

independent samp le t - te st , one-way ANOVA, proportion comparisons were 

used when approp r iate, to determine the significance of the d ifference in 

acad emic performance observed . 

The study will give atte nt ion to both the overall academic perfo rmance on t he 

university as well as academic performance within faculties or existing fiel ds in 

the un iversity . 
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2.3.1 Statistical Techniques 

Means 

The mean (or average) scores across cat egories of the variable of in t erest 

(for examp le, admission group, gender, faculty) are presented, fi rst for all 

students, and then for each sub group. The mean scores are estimates of the 

respective population means ages; mean first, second and cumulat ive GPAs' 

scores for preparatory origin and freshman o rigins second year male and 

female students in the year 2003/2004. They show the exten t to which t he 

average performance of these admission g roups at the second year level 

differs. These mean scores are accompanied by a standard deviation that 

indicates the spread of scores, standard error that indicates the 95 percent 

confidence limits surrounding th e mean estimate. 

Mean plots 

Mean plots accompanied some of the results. These plots are used to 

graphically illustrate t he distributions. Mean plots provide an easy way to 

compare the mean scores for the different groups 

Percentiles and Proportion test 

Proportions and proportion tests (Ferguson and Takane, 1989) are used to 

compare and test for the significance of difference between the proportions of 

the status (pass, dismissals, withdrawals and wastage rates) of the two 

admission groups. 

Independent Sample T-Test 

Independent sample t-test is used to compare the mean scores of admission 

groups on first, second and cumulative GPA (which are continuous variables) , 

as a whole and with respect to each facu lty and the mean scores of different 
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sexes. The data was checked for the fulfillment of the assumptions (using 

Levene's test for equality of variance, tests of homogeneity, etc) underling this 

test. In all cases, equality of variance is assumed (sig. value for Levene's test 

found to be greater than .05). The effect size for the t-test was calculated 

when appropriate by using eta squared. Eta squared can range from 0 to 1 

(.01 =small effect , .06=moderate effect, .14= large effect)(Paliant, 2001) and 

represents the proportion of variance in the dependent var iable that is 

explained by the independent variable. 

One-way between groups ANOVA with post-hoc tests 

One-way between groups analysis of variance is used to compare the academ ic 

achievement of different age groups (the age is grouped in to three levels ). 

The post- hoc test Scheffe, because the groups are unequal in number) will be 

used after a significant difference is observed to test pairs of groups for which 

the significance occurred. 

III Student Profile 

In this sect ion of the study, a profi le of students in each admission group is 

provided. These profiles provide a comparis on of the number of studen ts 

admitted, their age and gender, faculty and department distributions upon 

admission. Differences in this profile between the preparatory origin student s 

and the freshman origin students are highlighted, but any difference in 

academic performance between the two groups will be discussed later. 

3. 1 Gender Distribution 

The proportion of males dominates the proportion of females admitted to AAU 

in general (24 versus 76) . Male to female ratio is 73 to 27 for preparatory 

origin entrants and it is 81 to 19 for freshman origin entrants (table 2). Thi s 

shows that the proportion of female students admitted to AAU via preparatory 
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schools is by about 9% higher than those admitted to AAU through fresh m an 

program. 

Table 2: Distribution Of Students By Admission Group And Gender 

Admission Group 

SEX Data Freshman Preparatory Grand Total 

Females Count 191 ~87 578 

Percent 18.60% 28.00% 123.99% 

Males Count 836 995 1831 

Percent 81.40% 112.00% 76.01% 
Total Count 

1027 1382 12409 
Total Percent 

100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 

Whe n the gender distribution is analyzed in terms of faculties, the maxim um 

d iffere nce is observed in the Faculty of Technology freshman entrants , where , 

t he m ale ent rants exceeded the ir female coun t erparts almost by 16.2% 

foll owe d by Faculty of Sc ience freshm an entrants where, t he male to female 

rat io is 16 to 1 (Table 3) . 

Comparing the two gender groups as a who le, main difference in faculty 

pre ference among males and females is observed in the Faculties of Language 

and Business and Economics where females' exceed males by 7.59% and 

6 .56%, respectively. Male students prefer better the Facu lty of Science and 

Faculty of Technology (exceeding the female entrants by 8.46% and 7.93%, 

respectively), than their female counter parts (Table 3). 
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Table 3: Distribution Of Students Admitted To Different Faculties Of Aau By 
Gender And Admission Group 

SEX 

iAdmission Group 
F 

Faculty Count Percent Count 

Business & Freshman 62 10.73% 137 
Economics Preparatory 70 12.11 % 161 

Business & Economics Total 132 22.84% 298 

Freshman 2 0.35% 37 Education 
Preparatory 36 6.23% 163 

Education Total 38 6.57% 200 

Freshman 6 1.04% 43 Informatics 
Preparatory 10 1.73% 28 

Informatics Total 16 2 .77% 71 

Language Freshman 11 1.90% 15 
Studies Preparatory 54 9.34% 52 

Language Studies Total 65 11 .25% 67 

Freshman 23 3.98% 44 
Law 

Preparatory 22 3.81 % 37 

Law Total 45 7.79% 81 

School of Freshman 17 2 .94% 97 
Pharmacy Preparatory 29 5.02% 25 

School of Pharmacy Total 46 7.96% 122 

Science 
Freshman 12 2.08% 165 

Preparatory 42 7.27% 161 

Science Total 54 9.34% 326 

Social Sc. 
Freshman 34 5.88% 108 

Preparatory 77 13.32% 188 

Social Sc. Total 111 19.20% 296 

Freshman 24 4 .15% 190 
Technology 

Preparatory 47 8.13% 180 

Technology Total 71 12.28% 370 

Grand Total 578 100.00% 1831 
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!Total Coun !Total Percen 

Percent 

7.48% 199 8.26% 

8.79% 231 9.59% 

16.28% 430 17.85% 

2.02% 39 1.62% 

8.90% 199 8.26% 

10.92% 238 9.88% 

2.35% 49 2.03% 

1.53% 38 1.58% 

3.88% 87 3.61% 

0.82% 26 1.08% 

2.84% 106 4.40% 

3.66% 132 5.48% 

2.40% 67 2.78% 

2.02% 59 2.45% 

4.42% 126 5.23% 

5.30% 114 4 .73% 

1.37% 54 2.24% 

6.66% 168 6.97% 

9.01% 177 7.35% 

8.79% 203 8.43% 

17.80% 380 15.77% 

5 .90% 142 5.89% 

10.27% 265 11.00% 

16.17% 407 16.89% 

10.38% 214 8.88% 

9.83% 227 9.42% 

20.2 1% 441 18.31 % 

100.00% 2409 100.00% 



3.2 Age Upon AAU Admission 

Based on the population of th e study, preparatory origin students who joined 

AAU were younger, on average, t han freshman origin students (average age 

18.02 versus 19.13) (see table 4 below). The difference in average age 

between the two groups reflects the time lag for freshman origin students who 

took one more year to reach second year at AAU. This age difference was 

found to be statistically significant at .05 level (See Table 5 below). 

T bl 4 M a e ean A B Ad . . G Ige sy miSSion roup 
95% 

Confidence 
Std. Interval for 

N Mean Deviation Std. Error Mean Min. Max. 
Lower Upper 
Bound Bound 

Preparatory 
Origin 423 18.02 1.14 .0554 17.91 18.13 16 24 
Freshman 
Origin 302 19.13 1.38 .0796 18.97 19.29 17 34 

Total 725 18.48 1.36 .0505 18.38 18.58 16 34 

Table 5: Independent Samples Test for the Difference of Mean Age of the Two 
Ad ' G mission roup 

Levene's Test t-test for Equality of 
for Equality of Means 

Variances 

F Sig. t df 
Sig. 

(2-tailed) 

Equal 
AGE variances 1.93 0.165 -12 723 0.001 

assumed 
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95% 
Mean Std . Error Confidence 

Difference Difference Interval of the 
Difference 

Lowe 
Upper 

r 

-1 .11 0.0939 -1.29 -0.92 



3.3 Faculty Upon Admission to AAU 

Upon admission to AAU, the top three faculties sought by both groups are 

Technology (18.31 %), Business and Economics (17.85%) and Social Science 

(16.89%), and) . The least-sought facul t ies are Informatics (3.60%), Law (5.23%), 

and Language Studies (5.48%). Compared to freshman origin students , the 

faculty destinations of preparatory origin students showed a higher proport ion 

of entering Education (14 .01 % versus 3.80%) and Social Science (19.18% versus 

13.83%). Preparatory origin students were less likely to enter Pharmacy (3.91 % 

versus 11.10%) and Technology ( 16.43% versus 20.84%) (see Table 6 below). 

Table 6: Distribution Of Students Population Admitted To AAU By Faculty 
n mission A dAd' G roup 

Admission Group 

Freshman 

Faculty Count stu. Percent 

Business & Economics 199 19.38% 

Education 39 3.80% 

Informatics 49 4.77% 

Language Studies 26 2.53% 

Law 67 6.52% 

School of Pharmacy 114 11.10% 

Science 177 17.23% 

Social Sc. 142 13.83% 

Technology 214 20.84% 

Grand Total 1027 100.00% 
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Preparatory 

Count stu. Percent 

231 16.71 % 

199 14.40% 

38 2.75% 

106 7 .67% 

59 4.27% 

54 3.91% 

203 14.69% 

265 19.18% 

227 16.43% 

1382 100.00% 

Total Total 
Count stu . Percent 

430 17.85% 

238 9.88% 

87 3. 61 % 

132 5.48% 

126 5.23% 

168 6.97% 

380 15.77% 

407 16.89% 

441 18.31 % 

2409 100.00% 



Table 7: Distribution Of Students Sample Admitted To AAU By Faculty And 
Admission Group 

Admission Group I 
Freshman Preparatory Total Count of stu Total Percent 

Faculty Count Percent Count Percent 

Business & Economics 52 17.22% 69 16.31 % 121 16.69% 

Education 19 6.29% 68 16.08% 87 12.00% 

Informatics 24 7.95% 11 2 .60% 35 4.83% 

Language Studies 17 5.63% 29 6.86% 46 6.34% 

Law 20 6.62% 19 4.49% 39 5.38% 

School of Pharmacy 30 9.93% 21 4.96% 51 7 .03% 

Science 36 11.92% 60 14.18% 96 13.24% 

Social Sc. 55 18.21 % 87 20.57% 142 19.59% 

Technology 49 16.23% 59 13.95% 108 14.90% 

Grand Total 302 100.00% 423 100.00% 725 100.00% 

IV Results and Discussion 

4. 1 Measurement of Academic Performance 

In the l iterature reviewed , a concise definition of academic achieveme nt was 

rarely established . Seve ral articl es (e.g., Astin, 1993 ; Canabal, 1998 ; Hood , 

Craig, & Ferguson , 1992 ; Perkins et aI., 1999 ; Stern & Nakata, 1991 ; Van de 

Water, 1996) use d grade point average, GPA, as their definit ion of academic 

achievement. Similarly, Palmer and Bray (2003) used GPA to compare th e 

persistence rate, d ropout rate, wastage rate and academic performance, of two 

groups of students at Deakin University. Others used less concrete identifie rs 

such as student perceptions (Ford & Bosworth, 1995) or level of college 

engagement (Pascarella et aI., 1994). The inconsistencies in defining and 

describing academic achievement made it difficult to draw compariso ns 

between some data. Academic achievement of students can be affected by a 

number of factors . Thi s study defin es academic achievement by GPA. 
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Two aspects of academic performance were examined in this study: Academic 

achievement (as defined by GPA), and attrition rate (as measured by 

withdrawal rate, dismissal rate and wastage rate). 

4.1.1 Academic Achievement 

A measure of academic achievement in the context of unive rsity assessm ent 

has a number of difficulties. First, final grades for most universities are usu ally 

recorded in the form of letter grades (A = Very Good, 8 = Good, C = Average , 

D = Pass, and F = Fail). In such kind of grading system, there is little guaran tee 

that the difference in the achievement between a 'D' and a '(' represents the 

same difference in achievem ent as between a '(' and a '8 ', or between a '8' 

and an 'A ' . Second, the sam e grade in different subjects doe s not neces sari ly 

represent the same level of achievement. Third, students with same abilit ies 

may be attracted to different units. 

These features of assessment imply that the reduction of grades to so me 

numerical equivalent (say 0, 1, 2 , 3 and 4) and the calculation of a mean sco re 

for t he units in which a stu dent is enro lled is an unsatisfactory proce du re. 

Examining the scores of stud ents in each faculty separately resolve s so me of 

these d ifficulties, but is likely to encou nt er the problem of small sampl e sizes. 

Anoth er problem peculiar t o this study is related to the two different g rade 

reporting systems used in th e selection variables in the two groups . Th at is, 

the admission criteria use d for ESLCE entrants is reported in letter grade s and 

the admission criteria appli ed to EHEECE used raw scores. To overcome t hi s 

mishap, students in each group were sub grouped as high achiever (th os e 

students scored above the median) and low achiever (students scored bel ow 

the m edian) within each de partment. 
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First Semester, Second Semester and Cumulative CPA: These are the grade 

point averages calculated on the first 1 5-18 credits, on the second 1 5-18 

credits and 30-36 credits completed at AAU, respectively. This performance 

measure has been adj usted in such a way that the CPA's for preparatory origin 

students is compared to the CPA of freshman origin equivalent year- level and 

semester CPA of freshman origin students. A weighted average over all 

student year levels is calculated to provide a single indicator of CPA on t he 

"first semeste r" , "second semester", and "cumulative" AAU credits for each 

admission group. 

a. Whole Group Considered 

Tables 8 and 9 below show the descriptive statistics and the independen t 

sample t-test, respect ively, cons idering the two groups as a whole (withou t 

controlling the back ground knowledge). A significant academ ic achievement 

difference is observed between the two groups in favor of fresh man o r igi n 

students in all the three measures . The result is different if we control the 

background knowledg e (this will be discussed in later sections). 

Table 8: Group Statistics For Preparatory And Freshman Origin Students -
Whole Group Considered 

Adm. group N 

Preparatory Origin 423 
SEM.1 GPA 

Freshman Origin 302 

Preparatory Origin 393 
CGPA 

Freshman Origin 288 

Preparatory Origin 389 
CGPA 

Freshman Origin 288 
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Mean 
Std. Std. Error 

Deviation Mean 

2.38 .6248 
0.030 

2.59 .6153 
0.035 

2.39 .6069 
0.031 

2.55 .5938 
0.035 

2.44 .5354 
0.027 

2.5843 .5543 
0.033 



Table 9: Independent Samples T-Test For Academic Achievement Of 
Preparatory Origin And Freshman Origin Students - Whole Croup 
Considered 

Levene's Test t-test for Equality of 
for Equality of Means 

Variances 
95% 

Mean Confidence 
Sig . Differen Std . Error I nterval of the 

F SiQ. t df (2-tailed ce Difference Difference 
Lower Upp er 

SEM 1 Equal 
GPA rvariances 

~ssumed .599 .439 4.606 723 .0001 0.215 0.047 0.124 0.307 
SEM 2 Equal 
GPA rvariances 

~ssumed .081 .776 3.300 679 .001 0.154 0.047 0.062 0.246 
Equal 

CGPA variances 
assumed 1.311 .253 3.496 675 .001 0.148 0.042 0.065 0.231 

The academi c achievement of the whole group is also analyzed in terms of 

faculties they were admitted to (See Appendix A). Although in most faculties 

freshman origin students perform better in terms of mean score, the only 

significant difference observed is in Facu lty of Technology fi rst semester CPA, 

with mean difference.3162 ; Faculty of Science in first, second and s' , mean 

difference .318, .466, and .351 respectively ; Faculty of Law in first and, with 

mean differences 0.540 and .326 respectively; and in the Institute of 

Language Studies with mean d ifference .3263. In the remaining faculties no 

significant difference is observed (see appendix A). 
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Academic Background Controlled 

Among the many mechan isms of controlling the background knowledge, most 

frequently used is classifying the students accord ing to their prio r 

achievement as high and low and comparing the corresponding sub grou ps. 

The process will have t he following model. 

::r \ 

\ 

\ 

Figure 1: Model of Research design for controlling Background Knowledge 

An independent sample t-test was conducted to compare the academic 

achievement of the preparatory and freshman origin of AAU students on 

second semester . After controlling academic background, there was no 

significant difference observed in scores in all the three semesters betwee n 

the high achiever groups. The descriptives, for freshman high achievers and 
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preparatory high achievers (in the same order) were : (M = 2.67 , SO = .621 ), 

and (M = 2.58, SO = .663) in the first semester GPA; (M = 2.56, SO = .574), and 

(M = 2.58, SO = .614) in the second semester GPA ; (M = 2.627, SO = .546), 

and (M = 2.626, SO=.548) in the CGPA . 

The magnitude of the difference in the means ( eta squared , t') 2), the 

proportion of variance in the dependent variable that is explain ed by th e 

admission route (the independent variable) is computed by using the formula 

is very small (.005)in the first semester, and almost 0 in the second and that 

is , expressed as a percentage, only .5 per cent of the var iance in first semester 

GPA and no percent of the variance in the second and is ex plained by 

admission route. 

However, there is a highly statistical significant mean decrease in all the three 

GPAs ' from freshman origin low achievers (M = 2.51, SO = .601 ) to preparatory 

origin low achieve rs (M = 2.18, SO = .513), t(354)=-5.60, p<.OOO. The eta­

squared statistics (.08) indicated not a large effect size. Similar condition 

holds true for the second semester and the CG PA 's (See append ix 8). 

From these observations of the CPAs of the "first semester CPA" , "second 

semester CPA", and" cumulative CPA" on AAU credits, we can conclude 

that : (1) students who perform well in secondary school perform equally 

well at AAU, regardless of the route they took to get to AAU; 

(2) freshman students who did not perform well in secondary school 

benefited from attending the first year at AAU and performed better in 

their second year CPAs' at AAU than students who attended their first 

year at preparatory schools. That is, low achieving students benefit if they 

attend the first year at the university, rather than entering AAU second 
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year directly from preparatory schools. 

The academic ach ievement of the two groups is further compared tak ing th e 

faculties into account. When background achievement is controlled by 

standardized achievemen t tests and compar ison is made w ith res pect t o 

individual faculties, no sig nificant mean difference is observed except betwee n 

the low achievers of Business and Economics faculty (at .01 level ), Scie nce 

faculty (at .01 level) and School of Pharmacy (at .01 level) (see appendi x C). 

Thus as the academic category becomes more specific, the difference in 

academic achievement between the two groups vanishes. Another 

important observation worth noting is that as the stay at the university 

increases the difference between the groups decreases and becomes 

insignificant (see appendix C). 

4.1.2 Attrition rate 

A dismissal rate was calculated for each group as the ratio of the number of 

students dismissed up to the end of the academic year to the total num ber of 

students enrolled in the programs at the beginning of the year 200 3-4 . This 

measure was based on ratio rather th an count of students. Since fres hm an 

origin students typically enrolled in fewer uni t s than preparato ry origi n 

students, a dismissal in, say, one student produces a greater failu re rate for a 

freshman origin cohort than preparatory origin cohort. Nevertheless, th e use 

of a failure rate is a more appropriate measure for comparing preparatory 

origin and freshman origin students than simple counts of units failed. Fail 

and Withdraw are grades-and behaviors-which merge . At one end of th e 

spectrum is the student who formally withdraws from the cohort in the fo urth 

week of a semester, and at the other end is the student who ceases to be 

involved in the unit and possibly the course after the fourth week, but who 

does not inform the university and is therefore graded as fail ing th e unit . 
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Somewhere in between are students who, sometime in the duration of the unit, 

recognize inevitable failure and withdraw rather than fail. 

In this study, the dismissal rate is computed by using the status of students in 

both groups at the end of the year. Tables 10, 11, and 12 summarize the 

comparison of the groups. Table 10 summarizes the status of the whole 

group. The withdrawal, the dismissal, and the pass rates for the 2003 / 2004-

second year students were respectively, 2.8%, 12.0%, and 76.8%. The wastage 

rate, which is given by the aggregate of withdrawal rate and dismissal rate, for 

the cohort, is 14.8%. 

Table 10 : Status of The Whole Sample Croup 

Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Withdrawal 20 2.8 2 .8 2.8 

Di smissal 87 12.0 12.0 14 .8 

Probation 61 8.4 8.4 23 .2 

Pas s 557 76.8 76.8 100.0 

Total 725 100.0 100.0 

In table 11 the withdrawal, the dismissal, and the pass rates of preparatory 

origin second year students are summarized. In this group, a m inimum 

withdrawal rate (1.9%), and a maximum dismissal rate (15.8%) was recorded. 

The wastage rate was calculated to be 1 7 .7%. 
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Table 11: Statuses of Preparatory Origin Students 

Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Withdrawal 8 1.9 1.9 1.9 

Dismissal 67 15.8 15.8 17.7 

Prohibition 36 8.5 8 .5 26.2 

Pass 312 73.8 73.8 100.0 

Total 423 100.0 100 .0 

The status of fresh man origin students was presented in table 12 below. 

The withdrawal, the dismissal, and the pass rates fo r this group were 4.0%, 

6.6%, and 81.1 %, respectively. 

Table 12: Statuses Of Freshman Origin Students 

Statu s Frequency Percent 
Valid Cumulative 

Percen t Percent 

Withdrawal 1 2 4.0 4.0 4.0 

Dismissal 20 6.6 6.6 10 .6 

Prohibition 25 8 .3 8 .3 18 .9 

Pass 245 81.1 81.1 100.0 

Total 302 100.0 100.0 

Attrition rates can be compared either by considering the dismissal rate only 

or by combining the dismissal and withdrawal rates . In the first cas e, 

comparing the dismissal rates of the groups shows that the d ismissal rate of 

the preparatory origin students (15.8%) is more than double (2.4 times) that of 

the dismissal rate of the freshman origin students (6.6%) (See tab les 9 and 10). 

The pass rate of the preparatory origin students is almost by 10% less than the 

pass rate of the freshman origin students (See tables 1 1 and 12) . 
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Table 13 : Significance Test For The Difference Between The Status Of 
Preparatory Origin And Freshman Origin Second Year Students 
Proportions 

Number of Number of 
Observation Proportion Observation Proportion z sig . 

(Prep.) (Fresh.) 

Withdrawal 8 0.02 12 0.04 -1.67 

Dismissal 67 0.16 20 0 .07 3.79 0.01 * 

Wastage 75 0.18 32 0.11 3.14 0.01 * 

Prohibit ion 36 0.09 25 0.08 0.13 

Pass 311 0.74 246 0.81 -2 .36 0.01 * 

If we com pare the wastage rate of the groups by considering withdrawals and 

dismis sal rates combined, again the wastage rate of the preparatory origin 

students is by alm ost 7% higher than the wastage rate of fre sh man origin 

student s (tables 1 1 and 1 2). Another important obse rvation is the case of 

students at risk. These are students in the prohibition cate gory. In bot h 

groups we have equivalent amount of students at risk : 8.5% for preparatory 

and 8. 3% for fresh man origin students . 

Testing for the significance of the difference between pro portions using 

proportion test revealed that the difference is significant for the pass rate, 

dismissal rate and for the wastage rate al l at p<. 01 level (see table 13). When 

high school achievement is co ntro lled, no significant difference between the 

high achiever groups is observed in pass, withdrawal, dismissal, and wastag e 

rates. A significant difference is observed between low achiever groups. In the 

pass rate , dismissal rate and the wastage rate, al l at p<. 01 level (see table14) . 
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Table 14: 

Achievement 
Level 

Low 

High 

Significance Test Of Proportions By Admission 
Group And Achievement Level 

Number of Number of 
Status Observation Proportion Observation 

(prep .) (fresh. ) 

Withdrawal 5 0.02 8 

Dismissal 47 0.22 12 

Wastag e 52 0.25 20 

Probation 25 0.12 12 

Pass 133 0.63 114 

Withdrawal 3 0.01 4 

Dismissal 20 0.09 8 

Wastage 23 0.11 12 

Probation 11 0.05 12 

Pass 179 0.84 131 

4.2 Academic Achievement Difference in GENDER 

Proportion 
z sig. 

0.05 1.53 

0.08 3. 54 0.01 

0.14 6.02 0.01 

0.08 1.1 2 

0.78 2.97 0.01 

0. 03 0.8 

0.05 1.53 

0.08 1.01 

0.08 3.85 0. 01 

0.84 0.02 

In this section, academic achievement difference between preparatory ori gin 

and freshman origin female stude nts and academic achievement d ifferen ce 

between preparatory origin and freshman origin male AAU students is 

analyzed . The analysis of the difference in academic achievement of fema les of 

the two groups and for males of the two groups was treated separately. In 

each case, first, the whole group was analyzed and then the difference was 

observed within faculties. 
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4.2.1 Comparison of female students of the two groups 

a. Whole Group Considered 

The comparison of acad emic achievement differences between pre parato ry 

origin and freshman ori g in femal e students , whole group con sid ered , was 

summarized in tables 15 and 16 below. The statistics employed t o compare 

th e academic achieveme nt scores , as measured by th e cum ul ative CPA of 

males and females was an independent- sample t -test. A signi f icant di fference 

in sco res of the two g roups at p< .05 level is observed (see t abl e 16) in all th e 

three measures. 

Table 15: Group Statistics for Prepa ra tory a nd Freshman Female Students Academic 
Achievement as Measured by GPA 

Table 13: Group Statistics for Prepa ra tory a nd Freshman Female 
Studen ts 

Std. Std. Error 
GROUP N Mean Deviation Mean 

Prep. female students 125 2.11 0.595 0.0532 
SEM 1 GPA -

fresh. female students 67 2.39 0.697 0.0852 

Prep. female students 110 2. 13 0.536 0.0511 
SEM2GPA 

fresh. fem ale students 61 2.34 0.697 0.0892 

Prep. female students 109 2.20 0.447 0.0428 
Cumu. GPA 

fresh. female students 61 2.38 0.657 0.0841 

The magnitude of the difference in the means is moderate (.064). That is 

about 6% of the variance in academic achievement is ex plained by sex . 
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Table 16: Independent Samples Test for Preparatory and Freshman 
Female Students Academic Achievement as Measured by CPA 

Levene's Test 
t-test for Equality of 

for Equality of 
Means Mean 

Std. Error 95% Confidence 
Variances 

Difference 
Differenc I nterval of the 

Measures Sig . e Difference 
F Sig. t df 

( 2-tailed) 

Lower Upper 

-
SEM1 GPA 3.7 0.056 -2.91 - 190 0.004 -0.2785 0.0958 

0.4674 
-0.0896 

-
SEM2GPA 6.889 0.009 -2 .17 169 0.031 -0.2072 0.0955 

0.3956 
-0.0188 

-
Cumu. GPA 17.158 0 -2.13 168 0.034 -0.1814 0.085 

0.3493 
-0 .01 35 

h. Analysis within faculties 

To analyze differences in academic achievement between fem ale students o f 

the two groups with in each faculty, an independent sample t-test was 

conducted for each faculty and the result is summarized in appendi x E. As 

illustrated in tables of the appendix E, no significant diffe rence among 

females of the two groups is observed in all the six Faculties analyzed (three 

of the faculties were excluded due to insufficient number) at p ,.OS level. The 

mean plot below further illustrates the case. 
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Althoug h not significant, freshman female students of Law faculty were 

performed cons istently higher from the whole group and fro m preparatory 

female Law Faculty students. It was observed that the significant difference in 

academic achievement, which was, noted when female students of the two 

groups were compared as a whole is now minimized and became insignificant. 

This shows that the significant difference observed is not as such facu lty 

dependent. 
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4.2.2 Comparison of male students of the two groups 

a. Whole Group Considered 

When t he academic achievement of male students of the two groups, as 

measured by first, second, and cumulative GPAs , were compared considering 

the whole group, a significant difference was observed in all the three 

measures at p<.05 level (see tables 17 and 18). 

Table 17: Group Statist ics for Preparatory and Freshman Male 
S dAd . A h' M d b GPA tu ents ca emlc c levement as easure ,y 

SEX4 N Mean 
Std . Std. Error 

Deviation Mean 

SEM1_GPA 
Prep. male 

298 2.4929 0.6022 0.0349 
students 

Fresh. male 
235 2.6538 0.5779 0.0377 

students 

SEM2GPA 
Prep. male 

283 2.4936 0.6029 0.0358 
students 

Fresh. male 
227 2.6017 0.5511 0.0366 

students 

Cumu. GPA 
Prep. male 

280 2.5305 0.5381 0.0322 
students 

Fresh. male 
227 2.6401 0.5107 0.0339 

students 

Table 18: Independent Samples Test for Preparatory and Freshman Male 
Students Academic Achievement as Measured by GPA 

Levene's Test 
t-test for Equality of 

for Equality of 
Variances 

Means 

F Sig. t df 
Sig. 

(2-tailed) 

SEM1 GPA 0.02 0.88 -3.13 511 0.00 -

SEM2GPA 2.15 0.14 -2.09 508 0.04 

Cumu. GPA 0.07 0.80 -2.33 505 0.02 
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95% 
Mean Std. Error Confidence 

Difference Difference Interval of the 
Difference 

Lower Upper 

-0.16 0.05 -0.26 -0.06 

-0.11 0.05 -0.21 -0.01 

-0.11 0.05 -0.20 -0.02 



b. Analysis within faculties 

Comparison of male preparatory origin students and male freshman origin students 

reveled that, the only significant difference is between male students of Science and 

Pharmacy Faculties. Since the courses in both faculties were of natural science 

courses, a better emphasis on these courses at the preparatory schools may improve 

the result. The mean plot below further illustrates the situation 
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As can be seen from the mean plot above, Irrespective of the route, school of 

Pharmacy students performed higher than the rest of the group. Male students 

of Faculties of Language and business preparatory origin were the list 

achievers of the whole group. 

4.3 Academic Achievement Difference in AGE 

A One-way between groups analysis of variance was conducted to explore t he 

impact of age on level of academic achievement , as measured by first, second 

and cumulative GPA. Subjects in each cohort were divided into three grou ps 

according their age (Group 1: 17 or less ; Group 2: 18 to 19; Group 3: 20 and 

above). Then, corresponding age groups in the two cohorts were compared. 

TABLE 19: Between Groups One- Way ANOVA for Academic Achievement of 
Different Age Groups as Measured by First, Second, And 
Cumulative GPAs 

Sum of 
df 

Mean 
F Sig . 

Squares Square 

Cumu. GPA 
Between 

3.92 5 0.784 2.644 0.022* 
Groups 

Within Groups 199.09 671 0.297 
Total 203.01 676 

SEM1 GPA 
Between 

9.05 5 1.809 4.682 0.000 1* - Groups 
Within Groups 277.81 719 0.386 

Total 286.86 724 

SEM2GPA 
Between 

5.03 5 1.007 2.78 0.017* 
Groups 

Within Groups 244.49 675 0.362 
Total 249.53 680 

There was a statistically significant difference at the p< .. OS level in all the 

three academic achievement scores for the age groups: 

[F(S, 724)=4 .68,p=.00 1, for the first semester G PA, [F(S ,680) = 2.78, 

p = .0.0 17], for the second semester and [F(S,676) =2.64, p = .022] (see tab le 

19). Despite reaching statistical significance, the actual difference in mean 
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scores between the groups was small. The effect size, calculated using eta 

squared, r;2, which is given by 

SSb 
n 2 

'f = SS ' 
I 

was .03, for the first semester CPA, .02 for the second semester and 

cumulative CPA. 

Further analysis using mUltiple comparison using Tukey HSD, reveled that the 

only significant difference observed was between the age group 2 (between 18 

and 19 years inclusive) of preparatory and freshman origins. In the remaining 

two groups, no significant difference is observed .05 level in all the three 

measures. Tables 20 below summarize the Tukey multiple comparisons. 

TABLE 20 : Multiple Comparisons (Tukey HSD) for Academic Achievement Of 
Different Age Croups as Measured by First, Second, And 
Cumulative CPAs 

Dep. 
(I) AGE2 (J) AGE2 

Variable 
Cumu. 

17 years or less prep 17 years or less fresh 
GPA 

Between 18and 1 9 Between 18and 19 years 
years inclusive prep inclusive fresh 

20 years or above prep 20 years or above fresh 
SEM1 - 17 years or less prep 17 years or less fresh 

GPA 
Between 1 8and 1 9 Between 18and 19 years 

years inclusive prep inclusive fresh 
20 years or above prep 20 years or above fresh 

SEM2G 
1 7 years or less prep 17 years or less fresh 

PA 
Between 18and 1 9 Between 18and 19 years 

years inclusive prep inclusive fresh 
20 years or above prep 20 years or above fresh 

. . 
The mean difference IS significant at the .05 level 

EXPLORING THE INCOMING: MA THESIS, AAU JUNE, 2005 

45 

Mean 
Std. 

Difference 
Error 

Sig. 95% CI 
(I-J) 

Lower Upper 
Bound Bound 

-0.09 0.19 1.00 -0.63 0.44 

-0.17 0.05 
0.02 

-0.32 -0.02 1 * 

-0.19 0.11 0.55 -0.50 0.13 

-0.11 0.21 1.00 -0.72 0.50 

-0.26 0.06 
.000 

-0.43 -0.10 
1 * 

-0.09 0.12 0.98 -0.44 0.26 

-0.21 0.21 0.92 -0 .80 0.38 

-0.13 0.06 0.22 -0 .30 0.04 

-0.33 0.12 0.09 -0.68 0.02 



4.4 Academic Achievement Difference Between Faculties 

Another question worth discussing is to whether or not there exists a difference 

in academic achievement between the nine faculties considered in the study. A 

one-way between groups analysis of variance was conducted to explore th e 

impact of the faculty the student admitted to on the academic achievement of 

the students, as measured by the first, the second and the cumulative GPAs'. 

The result of the analysis was summarized in table-21 below. 

Table 21 : One-Way ANOVA For Comparing Academic Achievement Differen ce 

Between Faculties 

Sum of 
Squares 

SEM 1 Between 
16.188 

GPA Groups 

lWithin Groups 270.67 

~otal 286.86 

SEM 2 
Between 

11 .58 
GPA 

Groups 

!Within Groups 237.95 

~otal 249.53 

Cumu. 
Between 

10.28 
Groups 

GPA 
Within Groups 192.73 

Total 203.01 
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df 
Mean 

F Sig. 
Square 

8 2.024 5.353 .001 

716 .378 

724 

8 1.447 4.087 .001 

672 .354 

680 

8 1.285 4.454 .0001 

668 .289 

676 



There was a statistically significant difference at the p<.OOl level in all the 

three academic achievement scores for the nine faculties 

[F(8,716)=5.353,p=.00l], for the first semester CPA,[F(8,672) = 4.087, 

P = .000], for the second semester and [F(8,668) =4.454, P = .000]. Despite 

reaching statistical significance, the actual difference in mean scores between 

the groups was moderate. The effect size, calculated using eta squared, 17 2 , 

which is given by 

SSb 
n 2 

" = SS ' 
I 

was .06, for the first semester CPA, .05 for the second semester CPA, and .05 

for the cumulative CPA. 

Post-hoc comparisons results using the Scheffe test indicated that in the first 

semester CPA, the mean score of School of Pharmacy (M=2.74, SD=.64) was 

significantly different (higher) from the mean score of Faculty of Business and 

Economics ( M=2.30, SD=.70),and Faculty of Education (M=2.29, SD=.52) . 
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Table 22: Post-hoc (Scheffe) Comparison of the Academic Achievement of 

Faculties 

Dependent Mean 
Variable (I) Faculty (J) Faculty Difference Std. Sig. 

(I-J) Error 

School of 
Faculty of Bus. & Econ. 0.44 0.103 0.001 

Pharmacy 
Faculty of Edu . 0.45 0 .1 98 0.001 

SEM.1 GPA 
Inst itute of Lang. St u. 0.44 0. 125 0.0 14 

Faculty of Social 
Faculty of Bus. & Econ . 0.33 0.076 0.001 

Science Faculty of Edu. 0.35 0.084 0.001 
Institute of Lang. Stu. 0.33 0.104 0.037 
Faculty of Bus. & Econ. 0.48 0.10 I 0.00 1 

School of Faculty Tech . 0.33 0.103 0.032 

SEM.2 GPA 
Pharmacy Faculty of Sc. 0.40 0. 105 0.004 

Institute of Lang. Stu. 0.40 0 .1 26 0.044 
Faculty of S. Sc. Faculty of Bus. & Econ. 0.26 0.076 0.016 
Faculty of Law Faculty of Bus. & Econ. 0.35 0.112 0.045 

Faculty of Bus. & Econ. 0.45 0.092 0.00 1 
School of Faculty of Science 0.34 0.096 0.009 

CGPA 
Pharmacy Faculty of Edu . 0.36 0.098 0.008 

Institute of Lang. Stu. 0.41 0. 114 0.009 
Faculty of Social Faculty of Bus. & Econ. 0.25 0 .069 0.007 
Science 

Similarly, the mean score of Faculty of Social Science (M= 2.74, SD= .64) was 

significantly higher than that of the Faculty of Education (M=2.29 , SD=.52 ), 

and Faculty of Business and Economics. (See Table 13 above and appendi x D ). 

The mean plot below illustrates the case. 
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Figure 4: The Mean Plot for the First Semester Academic Achievement Difference 
Between Faculties 

In the second semester GPA, the result of Scheffe- test indicated that mean 

score of Faculty of Business and Economics (M=2.2S, SO=.63) was significantly 

lower than the mean scores of social sc ience (M=2. 54, SO=.61), law (M=2 .63, 

SO= .53), and pharmacy (M=2.76, SO=.57). Similarly, the mean GPA of School 

of Pharmacy is significantly higher than the mean scores of technology 

(M =2.29 , SO=.66), science (M=2.35,SO=.56) and language (M=2.36, SO=.61) 

see appendix 0). The mean plot below further clarifies the situation. 
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Figure 5: The Mean Plot for the Second Semester Academic Achievement 

Difference Between Faculties 

Dot/Lines show Means 

The Scheffe test using the cumulative GPA as dependent variable indicated 

that the same School of Pharmacy mean GPAs (2.74, SO=) is significantly 

higher than the mean GPAs' of the Faculty of Education (M=2.43, SO=.46) , 

language (M=2.37, SO=.48) and the Faculty of Business and Economics 

(M=2.34, SO=.60). the mean cumulative GPA of the Faculty of Business and 

Economics is also significantly different (lower) than the mean score of Faculty 

of Social Science (see appendix 0). The mean plot below further illustrates the 

condition. 
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As the mean plots illustrate, School of Pharmacy students mean score was 

consistently higher than the remaining faculties. Similarly, the mean GPAs of 

the Faculty of Business and Economics and Institute of Language Studies were 

consistently low. 
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Key Findings 

Some of the noteworthy observations and findings from this study are 

summarized here. Throughout the study, it is frequently observed that: (a) 

students with low entrance grades perform better at AAU if they attend their 

first year at the university; and (b) preparatory origin students and freshman 

origin students often perform equally at AAU if they scored above the median 

score in the admission examinations. This may seem counter-intuitive because 

overall performance scores are generally higher for freshman origin students 

than preparatory origin students. Some reasons that may attribute to these 

differences are : since preparatory origin students are new to the university 

system (social life, study culture, lecture system, dormitory usage, class 

schedule and library usage etc.), they may need some time to adapt the 

environment and this second year may be the adaptation period. This is 

evidenced by the increase in mean CPA from the first semester to the second. 

Furthermore, The pass rate of freshman origin students was significantly 

higher than the pass rate of preparatory origin students. Similarly, the 

withdrawal, dismissal and wastage rates of preparatory origin students are 

higher than that of freshman origin students. 

These problems may be tackled partly by in-depth orientation programs that 

include practical practices and by designing supportive and focused 

intervention programs. 

In a" the six faculties, analyzed, no statistically significant difference was 

observed between academic achievement, as measured by CPA, of preparatory 

origin female students and freshman origin female students. Nevertheless, 
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freshman origin female students performed sign ificantly higher, as a group, 

than preparatory origin female students in all the three measures 

In seven out of nine faculties preparatory origin male students performed 

equally well as their freshman counter mates .In Faculties of Science and 

Pharmacy, freshman origin male students performed significantly higher than 

preparatory origin male students. 

After categorizing students into three age groups: group 1, less or equal to 

17 years; group 2, between 18 and 19 years inclusive; and group 3, 20 years 

or above the two cohorts were compared. Only between age group 2 

preparatory and freshman origin students, a significant difference, in favo r of 

freshman origin students, was observed. 

Another important observation worth noting is the comparison made between 

faculties. Significant difference is observed in mean academic achievement, as 

measured by cumulative CPA, between faculties. Significant difference is 

observed between: 

• School of Pharmacy and Faculty of Business and Economics 

(2.74 versus 2.30) 

• School of Pharmacy and Institute of Language Studies (2.74 versus 2.30) 

• . School of Pharmacy and Faculty of Education (2.74 versus 2.29) 

• Faculty of Social Science and Faculty of Education (2.64 versus 2.29) 

• Faculty of Social Science and Faculty of Business and Economics 

(2.64 versus 2.30) 

• Faculty of Social Science and Institute of Language Studies 

(2.64 versus 2.30) in the first semester, 
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Between 

• School of Pharmacy and Faculty of Business and Economics 

(2.76 versus 2.28) 

• Pharmacy and Faculty of Technology (2.76 versus 2.29) 

• School of Pharmacy and Faculty of Science (2.76 versus 2.35) 

• School of Pharmacy and Institute of Language Studies 

(2.76 versus 2.36). 

• Faculty of Social Science and Faculty of Business and Economics 

(2.54 versus 2.28) 

• Faculty of Law and Faculty of Business and Economics (2.63 versus 2.28) 

in semester 2 CPA; and 

Between 

• School of Pharmacy and Faculty of Business and Economics 

(2.79 versus 2.34) 

• Pharmacy and Faculty of Education (2.79 versus 2.43) 

• School of Pharmacy and Faculty of Science (2.79 versus 2.44) 

• School of Pharmacy and Institute of Language Studies (2.79 versus 2.37) 

• Faculty of Social Science and Faculty of Business and Economics (2.59 

versus 2.34). In the cumulative average score of semester one and two 

(CCPA). 

EXPLORING THE INCOMING. MA THESIS, AAU JUNE, 2005 

54 



V. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Conclusions 

This research compared academic performance of two distinct groups of 

students joined AAU second year in the year 2003/2004. Preparatory origin 

students who jo ined second tear via two years of preparatory school, and 

freshman origin students who joined second year after completing first year at 

AAU. Instruments used for comparison were first semester GPA, second 

semester GPA, cumulative GPA, pass rate, withdrawal rate, dismissal rate, and 

wastage rate. A total of 725 students from nine faculties and 22 departments 

sampled randomly and analyzed after stratifying by department and 

achievement level. Below major results of descriptive and inferential analysis 

were noted. 

1. In this study no significant difference between preparatory origin and 

freshman origin "high achievers" second year students of the year 

2003/2004. However, significant difference in academic achievement as 

measured by semesters and cumulative GPAs is observed between the 

"low achievers" of Science Faculty (at p= .00 level) School of Pharmacy 

(at p<.Ol level), and Business and Economics Faculty (at p<.05 level), in 

which freshman origin students performing better. The significant 

difference, when occurred, is observed in all the three semesters. The 

overall trend is that as the stay of students at the university increased, 

the difference in mean academic achievement as measured by GPA 

decreases and becomes inSignificant. 

2. Overall significant pass rate, withdrawal rate, dismissal rate, and 

wastage rate differences were observed between the two groups in favor 
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of freshman origin students at p< .01 level. Further analysis reveled 

that these differences were limited to "low achiever" groups. That is low 

pass rate and high dismissal and wastage rates were observed in 

preparatory origin low achiever groups as compared to the low achiever 

groups of freshman origin students. 

3. In comparing female students of the two groups within faculties, no 

statistically significant difference was observed between the two 

admission groups. 

4. In seven of the nine faculties compared in this study, preparatory origin 

male students performed equally well as freshman origin male students. 

In faculties of Science and Pharmacy, freshman origin male students 

mean score was significantly higher than their preparatory origin 

counter mates 

5. In the study, it was observed that faculties differ in academic 

achievements as measured by semester and cumulative GPAs (Schoo l of 

pharmacy consistently achieving higher and Institute of language 

studies and Faculty of business and Economics consistently achieving 

low). This difference is significant between faculty of Business & 

Economics and Faculty of Social Science (at p<.OOl level (only in the first 

semester) ; Faculty of education and Faculty of Social Science 

( at p<.OOl level); Faculty of education and School of Pharmacy (at 

p<.OOl level) Faculty of Social Science with Faculty of Language Studies 

(at p<.OS level)and between Faculty of Business & Economics and School 

of Pharmacy (in all the three semester). 

6. Substantial increment in proportion (about 10%) of female students who 

admitted to AAU through preparatory origin than the freshman route 
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was also noted in the study. 

7. In this study, no significant difference was evidenced between the age 

groups of 17 and less, 18-19, and 20 and above. 

Recommendations 

* The study exhibited high dismissal rate of preparatory origin students. 

Varieties of reasons may be attributed for these. Definitely school 

related factors are in the list. Conducting continuous surveys l ike non­

returning student survey, an surveys on attrit ion and retention may 

benefit the institution by identifying reasons behind . Based on the 

survey findings different intervening and supportive programs may be 

designed. 

* Designing and implementing an early warning systems (campus-wide) 

requiring the instructors to refer students experiencing academic 

difficulty (in most cases six weeks after the class begin) for advising, 

t utoring and other existing services based on an early exams, quizzes, 

and assignments may help in elevating the prob lem of at-r isk studen t s. 

This may require hiring a few more academ ic advisors but it may 

minimize the wastage rate. 

* In school system like ours, in which students joining highe r institutions 

are obliged to start their major area courses without introduct ory 

courses, well tailored, focused and exhaustive orientation courses may 

benefit the students by thoroughly introducing them to the system and 

hence minimize the attrition rate. 
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• Most "low achiever" students were admitted to AAU with low EHEECE 

average scores. Nevertheless no supportive intervention programs and 

tutorials were designed to compensate these. Designing some sort of 

supportive classes for those students who are academically at-risk may 

contribute in minimizing the attrition. 

• Female students were admitted to AAU with moderate modifications of 

admission scores whereas they have to compute with their male counter 

mates, which were admitted with relat ively higher adm ission score. 

Designing some sort of compensating intervention programs (like 

tutorials) may improve their academic performance. 

• Students attending preparatory schools face diversified problems. Home 

atmosphere, work load, lack of support, inconvenient leaving and study 

environment, insufficient study time and study materials , schoo l facility, 

teachers efficiency, are among others Attending the preparatory year (s) 

at the university may minimizes this problems, hence an advantage. 

Nevertheless, designing some intervening programs at preparato ry 

schools may minimize school related problems and some of student and 

family related problems to improve the success of students. 

• Organizing a wel l systematized database system and making it availab le 

to researchers and other concerned authorities has a mult itude of 

advantages. The more exhaustive the database is of the academic and 

biographic data of students the more informative it will be. Hence 

working on this direction effectively and efficiently is strongly 

recommended. 
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Suggestions for Further Study 

* Tracking these groups further may enrich this study and may come 

out with more tangible and conclusive evidences. 

* Faculty preference of the two groups is observed to be different t his 

may need further investigation to find out the rational behind. 

* Female students of Faculty of Law scored high average score 

compared to that of males in the same faculty. Investigating their 

practice and sharing the experience may benefit girls in othe r 

faculties . 

* The study was limited to only nine faculties of AAU. Studying other 

faculties of AAU and extending the study to other unive rsity may 

help in drawing a more general picture. 

* Further study of the problems of transit ion students benefits 

students, The University and the society 

EXPLORING THE INCOMING: MA THESIS, AAU JUNE, 2005 

59 



REFERENCES 

Anderson, G. , Benjamin, B. & Fuss, M.A. (1994). The Determinants of Success in University 
In t roductory Economics Courses ', journal of Economic Education, Vol. 25, No. 2, pp. 99-
119. 

Ary, D., Jacobs , L., and Razaviech , A. (1996). Introduction to Research in Education: 
(5 th ed.) . Fort Worth : Harcourt Brace : College Publishers 

Astin , A. (1993) . What matters in college? Four critical years revisited. San Francisco : 
Jossey-Bass. 

Bean , J.P. (1985): 'Interaction effects based on class level in an exp loratory model of 
college student dropout syndrome', American Educational Research journal, Vol. 22, pp. 
35-64 . 

Benson, M.T. (ed) (1991): A statistical analysis of the predictions of graduation rates fo r 
college student athletes , NCAA Academic Performance Study. Unpublished artic le 

Borg , W. R., & Gall, M. D. (1989): Educational research: An Introduction. (5 th ed .). New York : 
Longman. 

Breslow, R., (2005 ). A comparison of academ ic performance of off-campus nontrad itional 
pharmD studen ts with campus-based pharmD students . American journal of 
Pharmace utical: 69( 1) Art icle 8. 

Bridge man , B , & Wendler, C. (1991). Gend er differences in predi ctors of co ll ege 
math ematics performance and in college mathemat ics grades. Journal of Educational 
Psychology: 83 (2 ), 275 -284. 

Brow ne, P.A. & Kermond, B. (1986). Students withdrawing from full time higher education. 
A res earch repo rts HEARU, Monash University, Melbourne . 

Canabal, M.E. (1 99 8, December) . College student degree of participat ion in the labor force : 
Determinants an d relat ionship to school performance. College Student journal, 32(4) , 597-
606. 

Carlan , E. , and Byx be R. (2000). Community Colleges under the Microscope : An Analysis of 
Performance Predictors for Native and Transfer Students . Community College Review fall 
2000 . 

Clark , E. & Ramsay , W. (1990). 'Problems of Retention in Tertiary Education" . Education 
Research and Perspectives, Vol. 17, No. 2, pp. 47-59. 

Cuseo , J. (November , 2000). The case for careful Attention to the Transfer transition . A 
paper presented at the Seventh National Conference on Student Transition: Cincinnati . 
Ohio , U.S.A. 

DeBerard M, Spiel mans G., Deina L. Julika L. (2004): Predictors of Academic Achievement 
and Retention Among College Freshman: A longitudinal Study. College Student journal. 

EXPLORING THE INCOMING MA THESIS, AAU JUNE, 2005 

60 



DeBerard, M. S., & Julika, D. L. (2000) . Correlation of gender with 1 Sf semester GPA and 1 Sf 

semester academic warning in college freshmen . Unpublished raw data. 

Education and Training Policy (1994): Federal Democrat ic Government of Ethiopia. Apri l, 
1994 Addis Ababa 

Es hetu Wencheko (1998). A study of performance of teacher and non-teacher streams 
graduates with reference to natural science : a test about the location. The Ethiopian 
Journal of Education. 

Farabaugh-Dork ins, C. (1991): 'Beginning To Understand Why Older Students Drop Out of 
College: A Path Analytic Tes t of the Bean/Metzner Model of Nontraditional Student 
Attrition', The Association of Institutional Research, Vol. 39, pp. 1-10. 

Fe ntaw Abegaz (2001). Admission Type and female students' academic success at AAU : 
the case of Social science Students . The Ethiopian Journa l of Education. V XXI, No. 1, Dec. 
2001 pp 49-64. 

Ferguson, G. & Takane, Y. (1989) . Statistical Analysis in Psychology and Education (6 th ed.) . 
McGraw Hill international Editions pp 198-200 

Ford, J. , & Bosworth, D. (1 995, June). Part-time work and full-time education . Studies in 
Higher Education, 20(2), 187-203 . 

'l'?Uuc')' °'L'I.II'IC (Feb. 1999): nU·t'l1'l1 J'.I.P,C; nh~'/'l1 'r?OuC-l' ool']/lt\ MmzS l.ro· -rMC:: 

Galicki, S. J.. & McEwen , M. K., (1989) . The relationsh ip of residence to retention of black 
whi te students: A longitudinal study of retention . Journal of Counseling and Development, 
V 72,pp 281-288 

Gay, L. R., (1987). Educational Research : Competencies for Analysis and Application (3'd 
ed) . Columbus, Ohio: Merrill Publishing Company. 

Ge bre Selasie Seyo um (1983). Ways to reduce too high students attr ition and to promote 
academ ic excellence at AAU . A research report, College of Social Sciences freshman 
programme. 

Gillespie, M. & Noble, J. (1992), Factors Affecting Student Persistence : A Longitudinal 
Study, American College Tes t ing Program , Iowa City. 

Hes lop, J.. (2 004) . Alternate Path to SFU: A Comparative Academi c Performance Study of 
B.C. College Transfer Students and B.C. Di rect Entry Secondary School Students Admitted 
to SFU from 1992 to 1999. A research report prepared for British Colo mbia Council on 
Admiss ion and Transfer, Canada. 

Ke lley, E., Richard J. and House, D. (March, 1994): Academic Background And Admission 
Test Scores as Predictors of College Math ematics Outcomes . Paper Presented at Midwest 
Region Invitational Association for Institutional Research Conference, Indianapolis, Indiana. 
(ERIC Reproduction No. 374141) 

Keller, D., Crouse, J.. & Trusheim, D. (1993). Relationships among gender differences in 
freshman course grades and course characteristics . Journal of educational Psychology 
85 (4), 702-709 . 

EXPLORING THE INCOMING: MA THESIS, AAU JUNE, 2005 

61 



Kirby, D., & Sharpe, D. (2001). Student attrition from Newfoundland and Labrador's public 
college. Alberta journal of Educational Research, 47 (4), 353-368. 

Laekmariam Berhe, (1994) : The effect of the Ethiopian School Leaving Certificate 
Examination on Students Attrition Rate in Wondogenet College of Forestry. The Ethiopian 
Journal of Education, Vol. XV (2),65-103. 

Losak, J. and Lin, T. (1973). A Comparison of Academic Success: College credit via General 
Examination.The Journal of Educational Reasearch Vol 67, NO.3 

Lu, L. (1994). University transition: major and minor stressors, personality characteristics 
and mental health. Psychological Medicine, 24, 81-87 . 

LU , L. (1994) : University Transition: Major and Minor Stressors, Personality Characteristics 
and Mental Health : Psychological Medicine, Vol. 24, 81-87 

Mathewos Tamiru Uune,2000) . Factors Affecting Academic Achievement of Students at 
Bole Senior Secondary School. The Ethiopian Journal of Education Vol. XX , no. 1 

McClelland, A A & Kruger, P. W. (1993). An Investigation of the Subsequent Performance 
in Tertiary Studies of Students Admitted Through the Queens land Tertiary Admissions 
Center in 1989-90, Australian Government Publishing Service, Canberra. 

McGrath, M. ,& Braunstein , A (1997). The prediction of freshmen attrition: An examination 
of the importance of certain demographic, academic , financial, and social factors . College 
Student Journal , 31 (3), 396-408. 

Mcinnis, C & James , R. (1995 ): First Year On-Campus, Australian Government Publishing 
Service . 

Mi lem, J,F. & Berger, J.B. (1997) A modified model of college student persistence : 
Ex ploring the relationship between Astin's t heory of involvement and Tinto's theory of 
student departure . journal of College Student Development, 38 (4) , 387-400. 

Ministry of Education . (1994). Education and Training Policy. Addis Ababa: Educational 
Material Production and Dis t ribution Agency . 

Pallant, J.. (2001): SPSS Survival Manual. Open University Press, Buckingham , Philadelph ia 

Palmer, S. and S. Bray, (2003 ) Comparative Academic Performance of Engineering and 
technology students at Deakin University, Australia. International journal of Continuing 
Engineering and Life Long Learning. V. 13, Nos.1/2 . 

Pargetter, R., Mcinnis C, Jams R., Evans M., Peel M., Dobson I., (1998): Trans ition from 
Secondary to Tertiary: a Performance Study. Retrieved from 
http://www.dest .gov.au/archive/highered/eippubs/eip98-20/bib .htm 

Pascarella, E. , Bohr, L. , Nora, A , Desler, M., & Zusman, B. (1994, Summer) . Impacts of 
Preparatory origin and freshman origin work on first year cognitive outcomes . Journal of 
College Student Development, 35, 364-370. 

Perkins, G. , Pitter, G., Wijesinghe, H., Howat, C , & Whitfield, D. Relationship of financial 
aid, work and college performance. AIR 1999 Annual Forum Paper. 

EXPLORING THE INCOMING: MA THESIS, AAU JUNE, 2005 

62 



Porter, O. F. (1990) . Undergraduate completion and persistence at four-year colleges and 
universities : Detailed Findings . Washington, DC: National Institute of Independent Colleges 
and Universities. 

Powell, J. 1979. From School to University, The Australian Journal of Education, Vol. 23, 
No. 2, pp. 113-120. 

Ryland, E. B., Riordan , R. J.. & Brack, C. (1994) . Selected characteristics of high-risk 
students and their enrollment persistence. Journal of College Student Development, 35 (1), 
54-58. 

Schram, eM . (1996). A meta-analysis of gender differences in applied statistics 
achievement. Journal of college Student development, v 30,No. 6 , 515-520 

Sentayehu Tadesse (1998). Differences in academic achievement as a function of 
parenting styles . The Ethiopian Journal of Education, Vol. XVIII, No.2 , pp 63-80 . 

Siegfried , J. & Walstead, W. (1990). Research on Teaching College Economics. In the 
Principles of Economics Comes: A Handbook, for instructors, ed. Saunders, P. & Walstead , 
W., N.Y., McGraw Hill. 

Stern, D., & Nakata, Y. (1991, january/February) . Paid employment among U.S . college 
students. Journal of Higher Education, 62(1),25-43. 

Tekeste Negash (1990) : The crises of Ethiopian Education . Uppsala, Sweden , 

Tinto, V. 1995, 'Educational Communities and Student Success in the First Year of 
University', Transition from Secondary School to University Conference Paper, Monash 
University. 

Tutton, P.j.M. & Wigg , S.J. (1990): 'The influence of last secondary school attend ed, 
subjects taken in last year of secondary education and gender on preclinical performance 
of med ical students' , Australian Journal of Education, Vol . 34, No.2 , pp. 168-1 73. 

flA-H·~·.I' 6 .. J.'.,I,-'I'l? -'I!I"hl.·t'L'/? I,T-flt'Lh V·J·9°UC+ °'l.'LMC (2002): fl·I'.I':'{"m·C; tl-'to· 
r-)' 9°UC-)'C; {)t'.\mC; TC"'JI, .. 'l"i·· (7o'}ht'.\ ()Mlt'lm' A;f~1'C; t'.\ ~ ~,), V.pLfl M-I ' .1'1'-)' :: 

Van de Water , G. (1996). The effect of part-time work on academic performance and 
progress: An examination of the Washington state work-study program . National Resource 
Center for the Freshman Year Ex perience and Students in Transition , S 7-67. 

West, L.H.T, Hare , T., Bennie , eN., Browne, PA & Kermond, B. (1986) : Students 
withdrawing from full time higher education , HEARU, Monash University, Me lbourne West , 
L.H.T, Hare , T. , Bennie , eN., 

Wilkie, e, & jones , M. (1996) . Academic benefits of Student employme nt to f irst-year 
developmental education students. 

Yalew Endawoke, june, 2003: Causes of Student Attrition in Bahir Dar University Qual itati ve 
Analysis . The Ethiopian Journal of Education, Vol. XXIII, No.1. 

EXPLORING THE INCOMING: MA THESIS, AAU JUNE. 2005 

63 



APPENDICES 

APPENDIX A : 

APPENDIX B: 

APPENDIXC : 

APPENDIX D 

APENDIX E: 

INDEPENDENT SAMPLE TEST AND GROUP STATISTICS 
FOR THE TWO ADMISSION GROUPS AS ANALYZED BY 
FACULTY 65 

COMPARISON OF THE MEANS OF PREPARATORY AND 
FRESHMAN ORIGIN STUDENTS BY ACHIEVEMENT 
LEVEL 74 

COMPARISON OF THE MEAN ACADEMIC 
ACHIEVEMENTS OF PREPARATORY AND FRESHMAN 
ORIGIN STUDENTS BY FACULTY AND ACHIEVEMENT 
LEVEL 76 

ACADEMIC DIFFERENCE BETWEEN FACULTI ES 94 

COMPARISONS OF THE TWO GROUPS WITH RESPECT 
TO SEX 105 

EXPLORING THE INCOMING: MA THESIS, AAU JUNE, 2005 

64 



APPENDIX A: INDEPENDENT SAMPLE TEST AND GROUP STATISTICS 
FOR THE TWO ADMISSION GROUPS AS ANALYZED BY 
FACULTY 

A-1.1 Group Statistics of FRESHMAN ORIGIN and PREPARATORY ORIGIN 
Business & Economics Faculty Students Academic Achievement 

FACULTY OF BUSINESS & ECONOMICS N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 

SEM1.GPA Freshman 52 2.3840 .7479 .1037 

Preparatory 69 2.2420 .6652 8.008E-02 

SEM. 2GPA Freshman 48 2.3633 .6138 8.859E-02 

Preparatory 63 2.2148 .6381 8.039E-02 

CGPA Freshman 48 2.4034 .6350 9.166E-02 

Preparatory 63 2.2919 .5659 7.129E-02 

A-1.2 Independent Samples Test between FRESHMAN ORIGIN and 
PREPARATORY ORIGIN Business & Economics Faculty Students Academic 

Achievement 

Levene's Test for -test for Equality of Means 
Equality of 
Variances 

F Sig. t df 

Equal 
SEM. 1 rvariances 

GPA ~ssumed 1.718 .192 1.101 119 
Equal 
variances 
not 
assumed 1.083 102.588 
Equal 

SEM. 2 variances 
GPA assumed .000 .990 1.235 109 

Equal 
tvariances 
not 
~ssumed 1.242 103.217 
Equal 
rvariances 

CGPA ~ssumed 1.654 .201 .975 109 
Equal 
rvariances 
not 
assumed .960 94.774 
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Sig . 
(2-tailed) 

.273 

.281 

.219 

.217 

.332 

.339 

Mean Std. Error 95% Confidence 
Differenc Differenc Interval of the 

e e Difference 
Lower Upper 

.1419 .1289 -.1133 .3972 

.1419 .1310 -.1180 .4018 

-8.9833E-
.1485 .1203 02 .3869 

-8.8725E-
.1485 .1196 02 .3858 

.1115 .1143 -.1151 .3381 

.1115 .1161 -.1190 .3420 



A-2.1 Group Statistics for FRESHMAN ORIGIN and PREPARATORY ORIGIN 
Technology Faculty Students Academic Achievement 

FACULTY OF 
TECHNOLOGY N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 

SEM.1 GPA Freshman 49 2.6462 .6583 9.404E-02 

Preparatory 59 2.3300 .7625 9.927E-02 
SEM. 2 GPA Freshman 48 2.3690 .6220 8.978E-02 

Preparatory 52 2.4704 .6977 9.675E-02 

CGPA Freshman 48 2.5306 .5876 8.482E-02 

Preparatory 52 2.4860 .6067 8.413E-02 

A-2.2 Independent Samples Test for FRESHMAN ORIGIN and PREPARATORY 
ORIGIN Technology Faculty Students Academic Achievement 

Academic Levene's Test 
Achievem for Equality of 

ent Variances t-test for Equality of Means 

Sig. 
F SiQ. t df (2-tailed) 

SEM. 1 Equal 
GPA variances 

assumed .348 .557 2.281 106 .025 
Equal 

variances 
not 

assumed 2.313 106 .023 
SEM. 2 Equal 

GPA variances 
assumed .184 .669 -.765 98 .446 

Equal 
variances 

not 
assumed -.768 98 .444 

CGPA Equal 
variances 
assumed .054 .817 .373 98 .710 

Equal 
variances 

not 
assumed .374 98 .709 

EXPLORING THE INCOMING MA THESIS, AAU JUNE, 2005 

66 

Std. 95% Confidence 
Error Interval of the 

Mean Differen Difference 
Difference ce 

Lower Upper 

.3162 .1386 .0414 .5911 

.3162 .1367 .0451 .5873 

-.1014 .1326 -.3645 .1617 

-.1014 .1320 -.3633 .1605 

.0447 .1196 -.1927 .2820 

.0447 .1195 -.1924 .2817 



A-3.1 Group Statistics of FRESHMAN ORIGIN and PREPARATORY ORIGIN 
Science Faculty Students 

FACULTY OF 
SCIENCE N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 

SEM.1 
GPA Freshman 36 2.6638 .5765 9.609E-02 

Preparatory 60 2.3455 .5508 7.111E-02 
SEM. 2 

SEM.1 
GPA 

SEM. 2 
GPA 

CG PA 

. .... 
EX} 

GPA Freshman 32 2.6513 .5690 .1006 

Preparatory. 56 2.1850 .4799 6.413E-02 

CGPA Freshman 32 2.6613 .5502 9.727E-02 

Preparatory 54 2.3102 .4586 6.241 E-02 

A-3 .2 Independent Samples Test of FRESHMAN ORIGIN and PREPARATORY 
ORIGIN Science Faculty Students 

Levene's Test for t-test for 
Equality of Variances Equality of 

Means 
95% Confidence 

Interval of the 
Sig. (2- Mean Std. Error Difference 

F Sig. t df tailed) Difference Difference 
Lower Upper 

Equal 
variances 
assumed .185 .668 2.694 94 .008 .3183 .1182 8.368E-02 .5529 

Equal 
variances 

not 
assumed 2.663 71 .168 .010 .3183 .1195 7.996E-02 .5566 

Equal 
variances 
assumed 1.013 .317 4.096 86 .000 .4663 .1139 .2400 .6927 

Equal 
variances 

not 
assumed 3.909 56.104 .000 .4663 .1193 .2274 .7053 

Equal 
variances 
assumed 1.785 .185 3.183 84 .002 .3511 .1103 .1318 .5705 

Equal 
variances 
LolirRt ·TH 

.... ... ...... .. . ........ .. .. .. ... ......... ... ...... ... ... ... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ... ...... ..... . ..... .. .... .... . .. . . 
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A-4.1 Independent Samples Test for FRESHMAN ORIGIN and PREPARATORY 
ORIGIN Education Faculty Students 

FACULTY OF EDUCATION N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 

SEM.1 GPA Freshman 19 2.2879 .3373 7.738E-02 

Preparatory 68 2.2896 .5575 6.760E-02 

SEM. 2 GPA Freshman 17 2.5315 .4042 9.804E-02 

Preparatory 61 2.4632 .5404 6.920E-02 

CGPA Freshman 17 2.4171 .3572 8.663E-02 

Preparatory 60 2.4325 .4877 6.296E-02 

A-4.2 Independent Samples Test for FRESHMAN ORIGIN and PREPARATORY 
ORIGIN Education Faculty Students 

Levene's Test for 
Equality of 
Variances Hest for Equality of Means 

95% Confidence 

F Sig. t df 

Equal 
SEM.1 variances 

GPA assumed 3.306 .073 -.012 85 

Equal 
variances 

not assumed -.016 48.390 
Equal 

SEM2- variances 
GPA assumed 2.223 .140 .484 76 

Equal 
variances 

not assumed .569 33.683 
Equal 

variances 
CGPA assumed 2.038 .158 -.121 75 

Equal 
variances 

not assumed -.144 34.737 
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Interval of the 
Sig. (2- Mean Std. Error Difference 
tailed) Difference Difference 

Lower Upper 

-1.6331E-
.990 03 .1346 -.2692 .2660 

-1.6331 E-
.987 03 .1027 -.2082 .2049 

6.829E-
.630 02 .1412 -.2129 .3495 

6.829E-
.573 02 .1200 -.1757 .3122 

-1.5441 E-
.904 02 .1272 -.2688 .2379 

-1.5441 E-
.886 02 .1071 -.2329 .2020 



A-S.1 Group Statistics of FRESHMAN ORIGIN and PREPARATORY ORIGIN Social 
Science Faculty Students 

FACULTY SOCIAL SCIENCE N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 

SEM.1 GPA Freshman 55 2.6476 .6210 8.373E-02 

Preparatory 87 2.6284 .4998 5.358E-02 
SEM. 2 GPA Freshman 55 2.5632 .6492 8.754E-02 

Preparatory 86 2.5252 .5928 6.392E-02 

CGPA Freshman 55 2.6053 .5801 7.822E-02 

Preparatory 86 2.5829 .4987 5.378E-02 

A-S.2 Independent Samples Test of FRESHMAN ORIGIN and PREPARATORY 
ORIGIN Social Science Faculty Students 

Levene's Test for 
Equality of t-test for Equality 
Variances of Means 

95% Confidence 
Interval of th e 

Sig. (2- Mean Std. Error Difference 
F Sig . df 

Equal 
SEM. 1 variances 

GPA assumed 4.240 .047 .714 33 
Equal 

variances 
not 

assumed .633 15.003 
Equal 

SEM. 2 variances 
GPA assumed 3.234 .081 .478 33 

Equal 
variances 

not 
assumed .408 13.991 

Equal 
variances 

CGPA assumed 3.015 .092 .297 32 
Equal 

variances 
not 

... .. . R-~$.l,Jm~~:L . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .... .. ... ~ .. ... .... ,g;ip. .... . 1g,7.7J. 
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tailed Difference Difference 
Lower Upper 

.480 .1412 .1978 -.2613 .5436 

.536 .1412 .2231 -.3344 .6168 

.636 .0970 .2030 -.3160 .5101 

.690 .0970 .2379 -.4132 .6073 

.768 .0562 .1888 -.3284 .4407 

. .. . :&0.2 .. .. ....... ,o.opg ..... ..... g.1.~5 ... . .. ~ .. 4.H~~L ... :~;311 

----- ---



A-6.1 Group Statistics for Faculty of Informatics Students 

FACULTY 
INFORMATICS N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 

SEM.1 GPA Freshman 24 2.4894 .4810 9.819E-02 

Preparatory 11 2.3482 .6646 .2004 

SEM. 2 GPA Freshman 24 2.5143 .4680 9.554E-02 

Preparatory 11 2.4173 .7225 .2179 

CGPA Freshman 24 2.5012 .4395 8.970E-02 

Preparatory 10 2.4450 .6334 .2003 

A-6.2 Independent Samples Test Group Statistics for Faculty of Informatics Students 

Levene's 
t-test for Equality of 

Test for 
Equality of 

Means 

Variances 

Sig. F Sig. t df 
(2-tailed) 

SEM.1 
Equal 

GPA 
variances 5.206 .024 .203 140 .840 
assumed 

Equal 
variances 

.193 97.060 .847 not 
assumed 

SEM2- Equal 

GPA 
variances .992 .321 .357 139 .721 
assumed 

Equal 
variances 

.350 107.517 .727 
not 

assumed 
Equal 

CGPA variances 2.870 .092 .243 139 .808 
assumed 

Equal 
variances 

.236 102.555 .814 not 
assumed 

........... .... .............. ........ ................. . .................. 
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Mean 
Difference 

.01918 

.01918 

.03797 

.03797 

.02235 

.02235 

. . 

------

Std. Error 
95% Confidence 

Interval of the 
Difference 

Difference 
Lower Upper 

.09469 -.1680 .2064 

.09941 -.1781 .2165 

.1062 -.1721 .2480 

.1084 -.1769 .2528 

.09182 -.1 592 .2039 

.09492 -. 1659 .2106 



A-7.1 Group Statistics for Faculty of Law Students 

FACULTY OF 
N Mean 

Std. Std. Error 
LAW Deviation Mean 

SEM.1 
Freshman 20 2.6965 .5193 .1161 

GPA 

Preparatory 19 2.5684 .7322 .1680 

SEM.2 
Freshman 20 2.7235 .4889 .1093 

GPA 

Preparatory 18 2.5250 .5722 .1349 

CGPA Freshman 20 2.7106 .4730 .1058 

Preparatory 18 2.5767 .6204 .1462 

A-7.2 Independent Samples T-test for Faculty of Law Students 

Levene's Test 
for Equality of t-test for Equality of Means 

Variances 

F Sig. t df 

SEM. 
Equal 

1 GPA 
variances 1.391 .244 3.219 49 
assumed 

SEM2-
Equal 

GPA 
variances .047 .829 1.896 48 
assumed 

Equal 
CGPA variances .194 .662 2.373 48 

assumed 
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Sig. (2-
tailed) 

.002 

.064 

.022 

Mean 
Std. 

95% Confidence 
Differenc 

Error 
Interval of the 

Differenc 
e Difference 

e 
Lower Upper 

.5396 .1676 .2028 .8765 

.3048 .1607 -.01842 .6280 

.3260 .1374 .04979 .6021 



A-S.1 Group Statistics for School of Pharmacy Students 

SCHOOL OF Std. Std. Error 
PHARMACY N Mean Deviation Mean 

SEM.1 Freshman 30 2.9610 .4411 .08053 
GPA Preparatory 21 2.4214 .7539 .1645 

SEM. 2 Freshman 30 2.8778 .5351 .09770 
GPA Preparatory 20 2.5730 .5884 .1316 

Freshman 30 2.9160 .4561 .08326 

CGPA Preparatory 20 2.5900 .5045 .1128 

A-S.2 Independent Samples Test for School of Pharmacy Students 

Levene's 
t-test for 

Test for 
Equality 

Equality of 
Variances 

of Means 

F Sig. t df 

Equal 
SEM1 - variance 

2.399 .1 30 .633 37 
GPA s 

assumed 
Equal 

SEM2- variance 
.484 .491 1.153 36 GPA s 

assumed 
Equal 

CGPA 
variance 

1.268 .268 .753 36 
s 

assumed 
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Sig . (2- Mean Std. Error 
95% Confidence 

I nterval of the 
tailed) Difference Difference 

Difference 
Lower Upper 

.531 .1280 .2024 -.2821 .5382 

.256 .1985 .1722 -.1506 .5477 

.457 .1339 .1779 -.2269 .4947 



A-9.1 Group Statistics for Institute of Language Studies 

INSTITIUT OF LANGUAGE Std. Std. Error 
STUDIES N Mean Deviation Mean 

Freshman 17 2.4912 .5484 .1330 

Preparatory 29 2.1903 .4648 .08631 
SEM.2 

GPA Freshman 14 2.5625 .5934 .1586 

Preparatory 26 2.2496 .5950 .1167 

CGPA Freshman 14 2.5840 .4387 .1172 

Preparatory 26 2.2577 .4676 .09171 

A-9.2 Independent Samples Test for Institute of Language Studies Students 

Levene's Test for Hest for 
Equality of Equality 
Variances of Means 

F Sig. t df 

Equal 
SEM. 1 variances 

GPA assumed .066 .798 1.982 44 
Equal 

SEM.2 tvariances 
GPA assumed .000 .995 1.588 38 

Equal 
tvariances 

CGPA assumed .449 .507 2.149 38 
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Mean Std. Error 95% Confidence 
Sig. (2- Differenc Differenc Interval of the 
tailed) e e Difference 

Lower Upper 

.054 .3008 .1518 -.00502 .6067 

.121 .3129 .1971 -.08605 .7118 

.038 .3263 .1518 .01897 .6336 



GPA 

SEM1 

SEM2 

Cumu. 

APPENDIX B: COMPARISON OF THE MEANS OF PREPARATORY AND 
FRESHMAN ORIGIN STUDENTS BY ACHIEVEMENT LEVEL 

8-1. 1 Mean academic Achievement of Preparatory and Freshman origin 

"low achiever" Students 

ach_level N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 

SEM. 1 GPA Prep low achievers 210 2.1797 .5128 .03539 

Fresh low 146 2.5120 .6006 .04970 
achievers 

SEM. 2 GPA Prep low achievers 190 2.1912 .5323 .03862 

Fresh low 137 2.5314 .6168 .05270 
achievers 

CGPA Prep low achievers 188 2.2336 .4403 .03211 

Fresh low 137 2.5370 .5613 .04796 
achievers 

8-1.2 Independent Sample T- Test of Academic Achievement for preparatory and 
Freshman origin "low achiever" Students 

Levene's Test t-test for 
for Equality Equality 
of Variances of Means 

Sig. 
F Sig. t df (2-tailed) 

Equal 
~ariances 
assumed 8.835 .003 -5.602 354 .000 
Equal 
variances 
assumed 2.967 .086 -5.332 325 .000 
Equal 
variances 
assumed 10.594 .001 -5.459 323 .000 
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95% Confidence 
Mean Std. Error Interval of the 

Difference Difference Difference 
Lower Uppe 

-.3323 .05931 -.4489 -.2156 

-.3402 .06380 -.4657 -.2147 

-.3035 .05559 -.4128 -.1941 



GPA 

SEM1 

SEM2 

CGPA 

8-2.1 Group Statistics for preparatory and Freshman origin "high achiever" 
Students by Achievement Level 

~ch_level N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 

SEM.1 GPA Prep high achievers 213 2.5752 .6631 .04543 

Fresh high 156 2.6713 .6209 .04971 
achievers 

SEM. 2 GPA Prep high achievers 203 2.5785 .6138 .04308 

Fresh high 151 2.5578 .5739 .04671 
achievers 

CGPA Prep high achievers 201 2.6264 .5476 .03862 

Fresh high 151 2.6271 .5462 .04445 
achievers 

8-2.2 Independent Samples T-Test for preparatory and Freshman origin s "high 
achiever" Students 

Levene's Test for Hest for Equality 
Equality of Variances of Means 

F Sig. t df 

Equal 
variances 
not 
assumed .000 .990 -1.427 346 
Equal 
variances 
lassumed .772 .380 .323 352 
Equal 
ivariances 
~ssumed .164 .685 -.012 350 
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Sig. (2-
. tailed) 

.155 

.747 

.990 

95% Confidence 
Mean Std. Error Interval of the 

Difference Difference Difference 
Lower Upper 

-.09608 .06735 -.2285 .0364 

.02074 .06417 -.1055 .1469 

-.07151 .05891 -.1166 .1151 



SEM.1 

SEM. 2 

CGPA 

APPENDIXC: COMPARISON OF THE MEAN ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENTS OF 
PREPARATORY AND FRESHMAN ORIGIN STUDENTS BY 
FACULTY AND ACHIEVEMENT LEVEL 

C-1.1.1 Group Statistics for Preparatory and Freshman origin 
Faculty of Business & Economics "low achievers" 

FACULTY3 N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 
Admission Group 

SEM. 1 Preparatory 35 1.9574 .5224 .08830 
Preparatory 
Freshman Freshman 28 2.2988 .6834 .1292 

SEM. 2 Preparatory 30 1.9547 .5287 .0965 
Preparatory 
Freshman Freshman 26 2.3349 .6020 .1181 

~GPA Preparatory 30 2.0363 .3936 .0719 
Preparatory 
Freshman Freshman 26 2.3333 .6189 .1214 

C-1.1.2 Independent Samples T-test for Preparatory and Freshman origin Faculty of 
Business & Economics "low achievers" 

Levene's Test for Hest for Equality of 
Equality of Means 
Variances 

Sig. (2-
F Sig. t df 

Equal 
variances 
assumed 2.556 .115 -2 .248 61 
Equal 
lVariances 
!assumed .096 .758 -2.517 54 
Equal 
lVariances 
assumed 3.250 .077 -2.172 54 
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tailed) 

.028 

.015 

.034 

95% Confidence 
Mean Std. Error Interval of the 

Difference Difference Difference 
Lower Upper 

-.3414 .1519 -.6451 -.03768 

-.3803 .1511 -.6831 -.0774 

-.2970 .1368 -.571 2 -.0228 



SEM.1 

SEM. 2 

CGPA 

C-1 .2.1 Group Statistics for Preparatory and Freshman origin Faculty of 

Business & Economics "high achievers" 

Std. 
~dmission Group N Mean Deviation Std. Error Mean 

SEM.1 Preparatory 34 2.5350 .6755 .11 59 

Freshman 24 2.4833 .8204 .1675 

SEM. 2 Preparatory 33 2.4512 .6437 .11 21 

Freshman 22 2.3968 .6400 .1364 

CGPA Preparatory 33 2.5242 .6026 .1049 

Freshman 22 2.4862 .6583 .1403 

C-1.2.2 Independent Samples Test for Preparatory and Freshman origin Business 
& Economics "high achievers" 

Levene's Test for t-test for 
Equality of Equality of 
Variances Means 

Sig . (2-
F Sig. t df tailed) 

Equal 
variances 
assumed 1.545 .219 .262 56 .794 

Equal 
variances 
assumed .108 .744 .308 53 .759 

Equal 
variances 
assumed .978 .327 .221 53 .826 
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95% Confidence 
Interval of the 

Mean Std. Error Difference 
Difference Difference 

Lower Upper 

5.167E-02 .1969 -.3427 .4461 

5.443E-02 .1768 -. 3001 .4090 

3.803E-02 .1721 -.3071 .3832 



SEM.1 

SEM.2 

CGPA 

C-2.1.1 Group Statistics for Preparatory and Freshman origin Technology Faculty 

"low achievers" 

N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 

Admission Group 
29 2.0707 .7250 .1346 

SEM.1 Preparatory 

Freshman 20 2.3016 .5756 .1287 

Preparatory 24 2.2329 .6652 .1358 
SEM.2 

Freshman 19 2.1645 .5712 .1311 

24 2.2617 .5641 .1151 

CGPA Preparatory 

Freshman 19 2.2659 .4993 .1146 

C-2.1.2 Independent Samples Test for Preparatory and Freshman Origin Technology 
Faculty "low achievers" 

Levene's Test for 
Equality of Hest for Equality 
Variances of Means 

F Sig. t df 

Equal 
variances 
assumed .528 .471 -1 .188 47 
Equal 
variances 
assumed .099 .754 .356 41 
Equal 
variances 
assumed .176 .677 -.025 41 
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95% Confidence 
Interval of the 

Sig. (2- Mean Std. Error Difference 
tailed) Difference Difference 

Lower Upper 

.241 -.2310 .1944 -.6219 .1600 

.724 .0684 .1921 -.3196 .4564 

.980 -.04194 .1648 -.3370 .3286 



SEM.1 

SEM.2 

CGPA 

C-2.2.1 Group Statistics for Preparatory and Freshman origin Technology Faculty 
"high achievers" 

Admission Group N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 

30 2.5807 .7232 .1320 
SEM. 1 

Preparatory 

Freshman 29 2.8839 .6121 .1137 

SEM. 2 Preparatory_ 28 2.6739 .6704 .1267 

Freshman 29 2.5029 .6266 .1164 

28 2.6782 .5840 .1104 
CGPA 

Preparatory 

Freshman 29 2.7041 .5836 .1084 

C-2.2.2 Independent Samples Test for Preparatory and Freshman origin Technology 
Faculty "high achievers" 

Levene's Test for 
Equality of Hest for Equality of 
Variances Means 

Sig. (2-
F Sig. t df tailed) 

Equal 
variances 

not 
assumed .040 .842 -1.740 56 .087 

Equal 
variances 

not 
assumed .044 .835 .994 54 .325 

Equal 
variances 
assumed .164 .688 -.167 55 .868 
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95% Confidence 
Mean Std. Error Interval of the 

Differenc Differenc Difference 
e e 

Lower Upper 

-.3032 .1742 -.6522 .0458 

.1710 .1720 -.1738 .5158 

-.02588 .1547 -.3359 .2841 



SEM.1 

SEM. 2 

~GPA 

C-3.1.1 Group Statistics for Preparatory and Freshman origin 
Faculty of Science "low achievers" 

Admission Group N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 

SEM.1 
Preparatory 33 2.2382 .3864 .0673 

Freshman 15 2.8252 .4517 .1166 

SEM.2 Preparatory 31 1.9987 .4167 .0748 

Freshman 13 2.8306 .5265 .1460 

~GPA 
Preparatory 30 2.1363 .3504 .0640 

Freshman 13 2.8406 .4567 .1267 

C-3.1.2 Independent Samples Test for Preparatory and Freshman origin Faculty of 
Science "low achievers" 

Levene's T es t-test for Equality 
for Equality of of Means 

Variances 

F Sig. df Sig. 
(2-tailed) 

Equal .033 .856 -4.360 24 
variances no 

assumed 
Equal 1.906 .175 -5 .584 42 

variances 
assumed 

Equal .589 .447 -5.515 41 
variances 
assumed 
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. - -j, 

.000 

.000 

.000 

Mean Std. Error 95% ConfidencE 
Difference Difference Interval of thE 

DifferencE 

Lower Uppe 
-.5870 .1346 -.8651 -.309C 

-.8319 .1490 -1.1325 -.5313 

-.7042 .1277 -.9621 -.4464 



SEM. 1 

SEM. 2 

CGPA 

C-3.2.1 

SEM.1 

SEM.2 

CGPA 

C-3.2.2 

Equal 
rv'ariances 
~ssumed 

Equal 
rv'ariances 
assumed 
Equal 
variances 
assumed 

Group Statistics for Preparatory and Freshman origin 
Faculty of Science "high achievers" 

Admission Group N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 

27 2.4767 .6872 .1322 

Preparatory 

Freshman 21 2.5485 .6367 .1389 

Preparatory 25 2.4160 .4586 .0917 

Freshman 19 2.5287 .5776 .1325 

24 2.5275 .4910 .1002 

Preparatory 

Freshman 19 2.5386 .5859 .1344 

Independent Samples Test for Preparatory and Freshman origin Faculty 
of Science "high achievers" 

Levene's Test for t-test for Equality of Means 
Equality of 
Variances 

F Sig. t df Sig. (2- Mean Std. Error 95% Confidence 
ta iled) Difference Difference Interval of the 

Difference 
Lower Upper 

.059 .809 -.371 46 .712 -.07185 .1937 -.4617 .318C 

.588 .448 -.722 42 .475 -.1127 .1561 -.4277 .2024 

.732 .397 -.068 41 .946 -.01115 .1642 -.3428 .3205 
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SEM.1 

SEM. 2 

CGPA 

,. 

C-4.1.1 Group Statistics for Preparatory and Freshman origin Faculty of Education 

"low achievers" 

IAdmission Group N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 

33 2.1255 .3471 .06041 
SEM.1 

Preparatory 

Freshman 10 2.3471 .3756 .1188 

SEM.2 Preparatory 29 2.3060 .3839 .0713 

Freshman 8 2.5294 .5095 .1801 

29 2.2441 .3087 .0573 
CGPA 

Preparatory 

Freshman 8 2.4678 .4434 .1568 

C-4.1.2 Independent Samples Test for Preparatory and Freshman origin Faculty of 
Education "low achievers" 

Levene's Test for 
Equality of t-test for Equality of 
Variances Means 

F Sig. t df 

Equal 
variances 
assumed .346 .560 -1.737 41 

Equal 
variances 

not 
assumed -1.663 14 

Equal 
variances 
assumed .945 .338 -1 .357 35 

Equal 
variances 

not 
assumed -1.153 9 

Equal 
variances 
assumed 2.246 .143 -1 .648 35 

Equal 
variances 

not 
assumed -1.340 8.957 
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Mean Std. Error 95% Confidence 
Sig. (2- Differenc Differenc Interval of the 
tailed) e e Difference 

Lower Upper 

.090 -.2216 .1276 -.4793 .0361 

.119 -.2216 .1333 -.5074 .06420 

.183 -.2234 .1646 -.5575 .1107 

.278 -.2234 .1937 -.6594 .2127 

.108 -.2237 .1358 -.4993 .0519 

.213 -.2237 .1669 -.6016 .1542 



SEM. 1 

SEM.2 

CGPA 

C-4.2.1 Group Statistics for Preparatory and Freshman origin Faculty of 
Education "high achievers" 

Admission Group N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 

SEM.1 
Preparatory 35 2.4443 .6695 .1132 

Freshman 9 2.2222 .2967 .09891 

SEM.2 Preparatory 32 2.6056 .6230 .1101 

Freshman 9 2.5333 .3157 .1052 

CGPA 
Preparatory 31 2.6087 .5589 .1004 

Freshman 9 2.3719 .2797 .0932 

C-4.2.2 Independent Samples Test for Preparatory and Freshman origin Faculty 
of Education "high achievers" 

Levene's Test for t-test for 
Equality of Equality of 
Variances Means 

Sig . 
F SiQ. t df . (2-tailed) 

Equal 
variances 
assumed 4.370 .043 .964 42 .340 
Equal 
ivariances 
not 
lassumed 1.477 30 .150 
Equal 
ivariances 
lassumed 4.063 .051 .334 39 .740 
Equal 
tvariances 
not 
~ssumed .475 27 .639 
Equal 
tvariances 
lassumed 4.253 .046 1.219 38 .230 
Equal 
tvariances 
not 
lassumed 1.728 27.456 .095 
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Mean 
Difference 

.2221 

.2221 

7.229E-02 

7.229E-02 

.2368 

.2368 

95% Confidence 
Std. Error Interval of the 
Difference Difference 

Lower Upper 

.2303 -.2427 .6868 

.1503 -.08471 .5288 

.2164 -.3654 .5100 

.1523 -.2403 .3849 

.1942 -.1564 .6300 

.1370 -.0441 .5177 



SEM. 1 

SEM.2 

~GPA 

C-S.1.1 Group Statistics for Preparatory and Freshman origin Faculty of Social 
Science "low achievers" 

Admission Group N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 

40 2.4875 .4471 7.069E-02 

SEM.1 
Preparatory 

Freshman 
32 2.6516 .6312 .1116 

SEM.2 Preparatory 4C 2.4118 .5122 .08098 

Freshman 
32 2.6690 .6314 .1116 

40 2.4555 .4366 .06903 
CGPA 

Preparatory 

Freshman 32 2.6570 .5655 .09996 

C-S.1.2 Independent Samples Test for Preparatory and Freshman origin Faculty of 
Social Science "low achievers" 

Levene's Test for Hest for Equality of 
Equality of Means 
Variances 

F Sig. df 

Equal 4.849 .031 -1.289 70 
variances 
assumed 

Equal -1.242 54 
variances 

no 
assumed 

Equal .675 .414 -1.910 70 
variances 
assumed 

Equal -1.866 59 
variances 

no 
assumed 

Equal 2.784 .100 -1.707 70 
variances 
assumed 

Equal -1.659 57 
variances 

no 
assumed 
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.L 

Sig. (2- Mean Std. ErrOr 95% Confidence 
tailed) Difference Difference Interval of the 

Difference 

Lower Upper 
.201 -.1641 .1272 -.4178 .0897 

.220 -.1641 .1321 -.4289 .1008 

.060 -.2573 .1347 -.5260 .01142 

.067 -.2573 .1379 -.5332 1.863 

.092 -.2015 .1181 -.4370 .03396 

.103 -.2015 .1215 -.4447 .0417 



SEM. 1 

SEM. 2 

CGPA 

C-5.2 .1 Group Statistics for Preparatory and Freshman origin Faculty of Social 
Science "high achievers" 

Admission Group N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 

47 2.7483 .5153 7.517E-02 
SEM.1 

Preparatory 

Freshman 23 2.6420 .6205 .1294 

SEM. 2 Preparatory 46 2.6239 .6442 .09498 

Freshman 23 2.4159 .6587 .1373 

46 2.6937 .5269 .07769 
CGPA 

Preparatory 

Freshman 23 2.5333 .6051 .1262 

C -5.2.2 Independent Samples T- Test for Preparatory and Freshman orig in Faculty 
of Social Science "high achievers" 

Levene's Test for 
Equality of Hest for Equality of 
Variances Means 

F Sig. t df 

Equal 
variances 
assumed 2.289 .135 .757 68 
Equal 
variances 
not 
assumed .710 37 
Equal 
variances 
assumed .363 .549 1.255 67 
Equal 
variances 
not 
assumed 1.245 43 
Equal 
variances 
assumed 1.493 .226 1.134 67 
Equal 
variances 
not 
assumed 1.083 39 

EXPLORING THE INCOMING: MA THESIS, AAU JUNE, 2005 

85 

95% Confidence 
Interval of th e 

Sig. (2- Mean Std. Error Difference 
tailed) Difference Difference 

Lower Upper 

.452 .1063 .1403 -.1738 .3863 

.482 .1063 .1496 -.1968 .4093 

.214 .2080 .1657 -.1228 .5388 

.220 .2080 .1670 -.1287 .5447 

.261 .1604 .1414 -.1219 .4427 

.286 .1604 .1482 -.1393 .4601 



SEM . 1 

SEM.2 

~GPA 

Admission Group N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 

6 1.8883 .5440 .2221 
SEM.1 

Preparatory 

Freshman 12 2.4648 .5830 .1683 

SEM.2 Preparatory 6 2.0567 .6191 .2527 

Freshman 12 2.3776 .4741 .1369 

5 2.0340 .6043 .2703 
CGPA 

Preparatory 

Freshman 12 2.4210 .4880 .1409 

C-6.1.2 Independent Samples Test for Preparatory and Freshman origin 

Faculty of Informatics "low achievers" 

Levene's Test for 
Equality of 
Variances t-test for Equality of Means 

F Sig. df 

Equal .629 .439 -2.019 16 
variances 
assumed 

Equal -2.069 11 
variances 

no 
assumed 

Equal .256 .620 -1.225 16 
variances 
assumed 

Equal -1.116 8 
variances 

no 
assumed 

Equal .079 .782 -1.394 15 
variances 
assumed 

Equal -1 .270 6 
variances 

no 
assumed 
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Sig . (2- Mean 
tailed) Difference 

.061 -.5765 

.063 -. 5765 

.238 -.3209 

.296 -.3209 

.184 -.3870 

.249 -.3870 

Std. Error 95% Confidence 
Difference Interval of the 

Difference 

Lower Upper 
.2855 -1.1818 .0289 

.2787 -1 .1913 .0384 

.2619 -.8761 .2343 

.2874 -.9830 .3412 

.2776 -.9788 .2048 

.3048 -1.1243 .3502 



Sem. 1 
GPA 

Sem. 2 
GPAA 

CGPA 

C-6.2.1 Group Statistics For Preparatory And Freshman Origin 
Faculty Of Informatics "high achievers" 

Ach . Level N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 

Sem . 1 GPA Preparatory 5 2.9000 .1908 .0853 

Freshman 12 2.5139 .3776 .1090 

Sem. 2 GPA Preparatory 5 2.8500 .6300 .2818 

Freshman 12 2.6510 .4386 .126E 

CGPA Preparatory 5 2.8560 .3393 .1517 

Freshman 12 2.5813 .3893 .1124 

Table C-6.2.2 Independent Samples Test for Preparatory and Freshman Origin 
Faculty of Informatics "high achievers" 

Levene's Test Hest for Equality of 
for Equality of Means 

Variances 

Sig. (2- Mean 
F Sig. t df tailed) Difference 

Equal variances 
assumed 3.309 .089 2.146 15 .049 

Equal variances 
not assumed 2.789 14 .014 

Equal variances 
assumed .403 .535 .752 15 .464 

Equal variances 
not assumed .644 6 .545 

Equal variances 
assumed .117 .737 1.370 15 .191 

Equal variances 
not assumed 1.455 9 .181 
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.3861 

.3861 

.199C 

.1990 

.2747 

.2747 

95% Confidence 
Std. Error Interval of the 
Difference Difference 

Lower Upper 

.1799 .0256 .7697 

.1384 .0893 .6829 

.2645 -.3648 .762_8 

.3089 -.5669 .9648 

.2005 -.1526 .702C 

.1888 -.1551 .704E 



SEM. 1 

SEM. 2 

CGPA 

SEM. 1 

SEM.2 

CGPA 

C-7.1.1 Group Statistics for Preparatory and Freshman origin 

Facultyof Law "low achievers" 

Admission Group N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 

9 2.1378 .5844 .1948 

Preparatory 

Freshman 
10 2.5400 .5082 .1607 

PreparatoQ' 8 2.2313 .6027 .21 31 

Freshman 
10 2.5387 .4298 .1359 

8 2.2238 .5720 .2022 

Preparatory 

Freshman 10 2.5379 .4317 .1365 

C-7.1.2 Independent Samples Test for Preparatory and Freshman origin 

Faculty of Law "low achievers" 

Levene's Test for 
Equality of Variances Hest for Equality of Means 

F Sig. t df 

Equal 
~ariances 

assumed .883 .361 -1 .605 17 
Equal 
variances 
not 
assumed -1.593 16 
Equal 
variances 
assumed 1.250 .280 -1.264 16 
Equal 
variances 
not 
assumed -1 .216 12 
Equal 
variances 
assumed 1.049 .321 -1 .330 16 
Equal 
variances 
not 
assumed -1 .288 12.771 

EXPLORING THE INCOMING. MA THESIS, AAU JUNE, 2005 

88 

Sig . (2- Mean 
tailed) Difference 

.127 -.4022 

.131 -.4022 

.224 -.3074 

.247 -.3074 

.202 -.3142 

.221 -.3142 

95% Confidence 
Std. Error Interval of the 
Difference Difference 

Lower Upper 

.2506 -. 9309 .1265 

.2525 -.9376 .1331 

.2432 -.8229 .2081 

.2527 -.8567 .2419 

.2362 -.8149 .1865 

.2440 -.8422 .2139 



SEM.1 

SEM.2 

CGPA 

C-7.2.1 Group Statistics for Preparatory and Freshman origin 
Facultyof Law "high achievers" 

Admission Group N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 

Preparatory 10 2.9560 .6452 .2040 

Freshman 10 2.8529 .5066 .1602 

Preparatory 10 2.7600 .4449 .1407 

Freshman 10 2.9084 .4939 .1562 

Preparatory 10 2.8590 .5228 .1653 

Freshman 10 2.8832 .4687 .1482 

C -7.2.2 Independent Samples Test for Preparatory and Freshman origin 

Facultyof Law "high achievers" 

Levene's Test for 
Equality of 
Variances Hest for Equality of Means 

F Sig. t df 

Equal 
variances 

SEM.1 assumed .946 .344 .397 18 
Equal 
variances 
not assumed .397 17 
Equal 
tvariances 

SEM.2 ~ssumed .333 .571 -.706 18 
Equal 
tvariances 
not assumed -.706 17 
Equal 
~ariances 

CGPA ~ssumed .096 .760 -.109 18 
Equal 
!Variances 
not assumed -.109 18 
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:~'''' 
~-.';;- '-'~;" 

95% Confidence 
Sig. Mean Interval of the 
(2- Differen Std. Error Difference 

tailed) ce Difference 
Lower Upper 

.696 .1031 .2594 -.4419 .6481 

.696 .1031 .2594 -.4441 .6503 

.489 -.1484 .2102 -.5900 .2932 

.489 -.1484 .2102 -.5904 .2936 

.914 -.02423 .2220 -.4907 .4423 

.914 -.02423 .2220 -.4911 .4426 

--- ---- ---- -



SEM. 1 

SEM. 2 

CGPA 

C-8.1.1 Group Statistics for Preparatory and Freshman origin School of 
Pharmacy "low achievers" 

Admission Group N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 

SEM. 1 Preparatory 11 2.3882 .3448 .1040 

Freshman 11 2.9658 .4738 .1429 

SEM.2 Preparatory 10 2.3280 .4808 .1521 

Freshman 11 3.0606 .5765 .1738 

CGPA Preparatory 19 2.3740 .3726 .1178 

Freshman 11 3.0181 .5227 .1576 

C-8.1.2 Independent Samples Test for Preparatory and Freshman origin 
School of Pharmacy "low achievers" 

Levene's Test for 
Equality of 
Variances Hest for Equality of Means 

Sig. 
F Sig. t df i (2-tailed) 

Equal 
variances 
assumed 1.634 .216 -3.269 20 .004 
Equal 
variances 
not 
assumed -3.269 18 .004 
Equal 
variances 
assumed .975 .336 -3.144 19 .005 
Equal 
variances 
not 
lassumed -3.172 19 .005 
Equal 
ivariances 
lassumed 1.920 .182 -3.220 19 .005 
Equal 
tvariances 
not 
lassumed -3.273 18 .004 
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Mean 
Difference 

-.5776 

-.5776 

-.7326 

-.7326 

-.6441 

-.6441 

95% Confidence Interval 

Std. Error of the Difference 

Difference 
Lower Upper 

.1767 -.9461 -.2090 

.1767 -.9484 -.2068 

.2330 -1 .2203 -.2449 

.2309 -1 .2162 -.2490 

.2000 -1.0627 -.2255 

.1968 -1.0574 -.2308 



SEM. 1 

SEM. 2 

~GPA 

C - 8.2.1 Group Statistics for Preparatory and Freshman origin 

School of Pharmacy "high achievers" 

Admission Group N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 

SEM.1 Preparatory 10 2.4580 1.0621 .335E 

Freshman 19 2.9583 .4344 .0996E 

SEM. 2 Preparatory 10 2.8180 .6052 .1914 

Freshman 19 2.771 9 .4944 .11 34 

k:;GPA Preparatory 10 2.8060 .5429 .1717 

Freshman 19 2.8568 .4162 .09549 

C - 8.2.2 Independent Samples Test for Preparatory and Freshman origin 

Facultyof Law "high achievers" 

Levene's Test for 
Equality of t-test for Equality 
~ariances of Means 

Sig . 
F Sig. t df (2-tailed) 

Equal 
r.;ariances 
~ssumed 3.821 .061 -1 .808 27 .082 
Equal 
r.;ariances 
not 
assumed -1.428 11 .182 
Equal 
variances 
assumed .874 .358 .221 27 .827 
Equal 
variances 
not 
assumed .207 15 .839 
Equal 
variances 
assumed .412 .527 -.281 27 .781 
Equal 
variances 
not 
assumed -.259 15 .799 , 
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95% Confidence 
Mean Interval of th e 

Differenc Std. Error Difference 
e Difference 

Lower Upper 

-.5003 .2768 -1.0682 .06754 

-.5003 .3503 -1.2748 .2742 

.04607 .2086 -.3819 .4741 

.0461 .2225 -.4269 .5190 

-.05082 .1806 -.4214 .3198 

-.0508 .1965 -.4702 .3686 



SEM. 1 

SEM. 2 

CGPA 

C-9.1.1 

SEM. 1 

SEM. 2 

CGPA 

C-9. 1.2 

Equal 
variances 
assumed 

Equal 
variances 

no 
assumed 

Equal 
variances 
assumed 

Equal 
variances 

no 
assumed 

Equal 
variances 
assumed 

Equal 
variances 

no 
assumed 

Group Statistics for Preparatory and Freshman origin 

Institute of Language Studies "low achievers" 

Admission Group N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 

Preparatory 14 2.0600 .3786 .1012 

Freshman 8 2.2562 .4238 .1498 

Preparatory 12 2.1100 .5710 .1648 

Freshman 6 2.4896 .7928 .3237 

Preparatory 12 2.1208 .4019 .1160 

Freshman 6 2.4214 .4488 .1832 

Independent Samples T-Test for Preparatory and Freshman origin 

Institute of Language Studies "low achievers" 

Levene's Test for 
Equality of t-test for Equality of 
Variances Means 

95% Confidence 
I nterval of the 

Sig. (2- Mean Std. Erro Difference 
F Sig. df tailed Difference Difference 

Lowe Upper 

.050 .825 -1 .121 20 .276 -.1962 .1751 -.5614 .1689 

-1.085 13 .297 -.1962 .1808 -.5858 .1933 

1.297 .272 -1 .171 16 .259 -.3796 .3242 -1.0670 .3078 

-1 .045 8 .328 -.3796 .3632 -1 .2230 .4638 

.005 .942 -1.441 16 .169 -.3006 .2086 -.7427 .1416 

-1 .386 9 .199 -.3006 .2169 -.7899 .1888 
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SEM. 1 

SEM.2 

CGPA 

C - 9.2.1 Group Statistics for Preparatory and Freshman origin 

Institute of Language Studies "high achievers" 

Admission Group N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 

SEM.1 
Preparatory 15 2.3120 .5159 .1332 

Freshman 9 2.7000 .5831 .1944 

SEM.2 Preparatory 14 2.3693 .6096 .1629 

Freshman 8 2.6172 .4439 .1569 

~GPA Preparatory 14 2.3750 .5017 .1341 

Freshman 8 2.7059 .4170 .1474 

C - 9.2.2 Independent Samples Test for Preparatory and Freshman origin 

Institute of Language Studies "high achievers" 

Levene's Test for 
Equality of -test for Equality 
Variances of Means 

Sig. 
F Siq. t df (2-tailed) 

Equal 
tvariances 
~ssumed .481 .495 -1.700 22 .103 
Equal 
tvariances 
not 
~ssumed -1 .647 15 .120 
Equal 
/Variances 
~ssumed 1.258 .275 -1 .004 20 .327 
Equal 
tvariances 
not 
jassumed -1.096 19 .287 
Equal 
tvariances 
lassumed .537 .472 -1.576 20 .131 
Equal 
tvariances 
not 
assumed -1.660 17 .115 
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95% Confidence 
Mean Std. Error Interval of the 

Difference Difference Difference 
Lower Upper 

-.3880 .2282 -.8613 .0853 

-.3880 .2356 -.8893 .1133 

-.2479 .2470 -.7631 .2673 

-.2479 .2262 -.7221 .2263 

-.3309 .2100 -.7690 .1071 

-.3309 .1993 -.7512 .0894 

-----



APPENDIX D ACADEMIC DIFFERENCE BETWEEN FACULTIES 

D-1 Mean academic Achievement of Faculties 

Std. 
N Mean Deviation 

Faculty of 
SEM.1 Business & 

GPA Economics 121 2.3030 .7025 
Faculty of 

Technology 108 2.4735 .7312 
Faculty of 
Science 96 2.4649 .5787 

Faculty of 
Education 87 2.2892 .5157 
Faculty of 

Social 
Science 142 2.6358 .5478 

Faculty of 
Informatics 35 2.4450 .5393 
Faculty of 

Law 39 2.6341 .6269 
School of 
Pharmacy 51 2.7389 .6420 
Institute of 
Language 

Studies 46 2.3015 .5127 
Total 725 2.4686 .6295 

Faculty of 
SEM.2 Business & 

GPA Economics 111 2.2790 .6292 
Faculty of 

Technology 100 2.4217 .661 1 
Faculty of 
Science 88 2.3546 .5584 

Faculty of 
Education 78 2.4781 .5122 
Faculty of 

Social 
Science 141 2.5400 .6134 

Faculty of 
Informatics 35 2.4838 .5512 
Faculty of 

Law 38 2.6295 .5323 
School of 
Pharmacy 50 2.7559 .5714 
Institute of 
Language 

Studies 40 2.3591 .6060 
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95% Confidence 
Std. Error Interval for Mean 

Lower Upper 
Bound Bound 

.06386 2.1766 2.4295 

.07036 2.3340 2.6129 

.05906 2.3476 2.5821 

.05529 2.1793 2.3991 

.04597 2.5449 2.7267 

.09116 2.2597 2.6302 

.1004 2.4309 2.8373 

.0899 2.5583 2.9194 

.0756 2.1493 2.4538 

.0234 2.4227 2.5145 

.0597 2.1606 2.397 c 

6.061 2.2905 2.5529 

.0595 2.2362 2.4729 

.058 2.3626 2.5936 

.05166 2.4379 2.6422 

.09317 2.2945 2.6731 

.0863 2.4545 2.8044 

.0808 2.5935 2.9183 

.0958 2.1653 2.5529 

Maxi 
Minimum mum 

.60 3.83 

.23 4.00 

.79 4.00 

.65 3.71 

1.17 4.0C 

1.33 3.39 

1.50 4.00 

.00 3.80 

1.17 3.60 
.OC 4.00 

.9Ll 3.8Ll 

.72 3.89 

1.35 4.0C 

1.00 3.88 

.79 3.80 

1.17 3.7j 

1.57 3.71 

1.61 4.00 

1.32 3.8J2 



Std. 
N Mean Deviation 

Total 681 2.4564 .6058 

Faculty of 
Business & 

CGPA Economics 111 2.3401 .5966 

Faculty of 
Technology 100 2.5074 .5950 

Faculty of 
Science 86 2.4408 .5203 

Faculty of 
Education 77 2.4291 .4599 
Faculty of 

Social 
Science 141 2.5916 .5300 

Faculty of 
Informatics 34 2.4846 .4947 

Faculty of 
Law 38 2.6471 .5443 

School of 
Pharmacy 50 2.7856 .4978 
Institute of 
Language 

Studies 40 2.3719 .4787 

Total 677 2.4994 .5480 
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95% Confidence Maxi 
Std. Error Interval for Mean Minimum mum 

Lower Upper 
Bound Bound 

.0232 2.4108 2.5019 .72 4.00 

.0566 2.2279 2.4523 1.25 3.76 

.0595 2.3893 2.6255 1.12 3.86 

.0561 2.3293 2.5524 1.57 3.72 

.0524 2.3247 2.5335 1.34 3.79 

.0446 2.5034 2.6799 1.25 3.91 

.0848 2.3120 2.6572 1.33 3.24 

.0883 2.4682 2.8261 1.63 3.81 

.0704 2.6441 2.9270 1.91 3.91 

7.569E-02 2.2188 2.5250 1.67 32_~ 

2.106E-02 2.4580 2.5407 1.12 3.91 



0-2 Multiple Comparisons (Scheffe test) for equality of means between facult ies 

Mean 
Difference (1- Std. 95% Confidence 

J) Error Sig . Interval 
Dependen (I) Faculty (J) Faculty Lower Upper 

Variable Bound Bound 
SEM 1 Faculty of Faculty of -.1704 8.139E- .477 -.4229 .082C 

GPA Business & Technology 02 
Economics 

Faculty of Science -.161 8 8.404E- .596 -.4225 .098e 
02 

Faculty of 1.383E-02 8.643E- 1.000 -.2542 .281 9 
Education 02 
Faculty of Social -. 3328 7.607E- .000* -.5687 -. 0968 
Science 02 
Faculty of -. 1420 .1180 .956 -.5080 .2241 
Informatics 
Faculty of Law -.3311 .1132 .083 -.6822 .0201 
School of -.4358 .1026 .001 * -.7542 -.1174 
Pharmacy 
Institute of 1.509E-03 .1065 1.000 -. 3288 .331E 
Language Studies 

Faculty of Faculty of Business .1704 8.139E- .477 -8.2008E- .422!=; 
iT echnology & Economics 02 02 

Faculty of Science 8.614E-03 8.624E- 1.000 -.2589 .2761 
02 

Faculty of .1843 8.857E- .487 -9.0461 E- .459C 
Education 02 02 
Faculty of Social -.1623 7.850E- .495 -.4058 .0812 
Science 02 
Faculty of 2.849E-02 .1196 1.000 -.3424 .3994 
Informatics 
Faculty of Law -. 1606 .1149 .899 -.5169 .1 957 
School of -.2654 .1045 .213 -.5894 .0586 
Pharmacy 
Institute of .1720 .1 083 .811 -.1 638 .5077 
Language Studies 

Faculty of Faculty of Business .1618 8.404E- .596 -9 .8825E- .4225 
Science & Economics 02 02 

Faculty of -8 .6138E-03 8.624E- 1.000 -.2761 .2589 
Technology 02 
Faculty of .1757 9.101 E- .593 -. 1066 .4580 
Education 02 
Faculty of Social -.1710 8.124E- .470 -.4229 .081 C 
Science 02 
Faculty of 1.988E-02 .1214 1.000 -.3567 .396Ll 
Informatics 
Faculty of Law -.1692 .1168 .878 -. 5314 .1 92S 
School of -.2740 .1065 .199 -.6044 .056E 
Pharmacy 

...... ........ .. ..................... ..... .......... ...... ....... ....... ............. .......... .. ....... .. ......... .. ... ..... ... .... ....... ... ... .... ..... . 
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Mean 
Difference (1-

J) 
Dependen (I) Faculty (J) Faculty 

Variable 
Institute of .1633 
Language Studies 

Faculty of Faculty of Business -1 .3828E-02 
Education 1& Economics 

Faculty of 
~echnology 

-.1843 

Faculty of Science -.1757 

Faculty of Social -.3466 
Science 
Faculty of -.1558 
Informatics 
Faculty of Law -.3449 
School of -.4496 
Pharmacy 
Institute of -1 .2320E-02 
Language Studies 

Faculty of Faculty of Business .3328 
Social Science & Economics 

Faculty of .1623 
Technology 
Faculty of Science .1710 

Faculty of .3466 
Education 
Faculty of .1908 
Informatics 
Faculty of Law 1.734E-03 
School of -.1030 
Pharmacy 
Institute of .3343 
Language Studies 

Faculty of Faculty of Business .1420 
Informatics & Economics 

Faculty of -2.8492E-02 
Technology 
Faculty of Science -1.9878E-02 
Faculty of .1558 
Education 
Faculty of Social -.1908 
Science 
Faculty of Law -.1891 
School of -.2939 
Pharmacy 
Institute of .1435 
Language Studies 

Faculty of Law Faculty of Business .3311 
& Economics 
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Std. 95% Confidence 
Error Sig. Interval 

Lower Uppe 
Bound Bounc 

.1103 .864 -.1786 .5053 

8.643E- 1.000 -.2819 .2542 
02 

8.857E- .487 -.4590 .0905 
02 

9.1 01E- .593 -.4580 .1066 
02 

8.371 E- .001* -.6063 -.08697 
02 

.1231 .941 -.5375 .2259 

.1185 .086 -.7124 .022E 

.1084 .001 * -.7860 -.1132 

.1121 1.000 -.3600 .3353 

7.607E- .000* .0969 .5687 
02 

7.850E- .495 -.08115 .4058 
02 

8.124E- .470 -.08103 .4229 
02 

8.371 E- .001 * .0870 .6063 
02 

.1160 .780 -.1691 .5507 

.1112 1.000 -.3430 .3465 

.1004 .983 -.4144 .2083 

.1043 .037* .0108 .6578 

.1180 .956 -.2241 .5080 

.1196 1.000 -.3994 .342.:1 

.1214 1.000 -.3964 .3567 

.1231 .941 -.2259 .537!: 

.1160 .780 -.5507 .1691 

.1432 .925 -.6331 .254S 

.1350 .420 -.7125 .1247 

.1379 .982 -.2843 .5712 

.1132 .083 -.02010 .6822 



Mean 
Difference (1-

J) 
Dependen (I) Faculty (J) Faculty 

VariablE 
Faculty of .1606 
~echnoloqy 
Faculty of Science .1692 
Faculty of .3449 
Education 
Faculty of Social -.0017 
Science 
Faculty of .1891 
Informatics 
School of -.1048 
Pharmacy 
Institute of .3326 
Language Studies 

School of Faculty of Business .4358 
Pharmacy & Economics 

Faculty of 
Technology 

.2654 

Faculty of Science .2740 
Faculty of .4496 
Education 
Faculty of Social .1030 
Science 
Faculty of .2939 
Informatics 
Faculty of Law .1048 
Institute of .4373 
Language Studies 

Institute of Faculty of Business -.0151 
Language & Economics 
Studies 

Faculty of -.1720 
IT echnology 
Faculty of Science -.1633 
Faculty of .0123 
Education 
Faculty of Social -.3343 
Science 
Faculty of -.1435 
Informatics 
Faculty of Law -.3326 
School of -.4373 
Pharmacy 

SEM. 2 Faculty of Faculty of -.1427 
GPfl Business & IT echnology 

Economics 
Faculty of Science -.0756 
Faculty of -.1991 
Education 
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Std. 95% Confidence 
Error Siq. Interval 

Lowe Uppe 
Bound Bounc 

.1149 .899 -.1957 .516S 

.1168 .878 -. 1929 .531 <1 

.1185 .086 -.02262 .712<1 

.1112 1.000 -.3465 .343C 

.1432 .925 -.2549 .6331 

.1308 .997 -.5104 .3009 

.1338 .239 -.08255 .7477 

.1026 .001* .1174 .754~ 

.1045 .213 -.05865 .589<1 

.1065 .199 -.0565 .604<1 

.1084 .001* .1133 .786C 

.1004 .983 -.2083 .4144 

.1350 .420 -.1247 .7125 

.1308 .997 -.3009 .5104 

.1250 .014* .0495 .8251 

.1065 1.000 -. 3318 .3288 

.1083 .811 -. 5077 .1638 

.1103 .864 -.5053 .178E 

.1121 1.000 -.3353 .360C 

.1043 .037* -.6578 -.0107E 

.1379 .982 -.5712 . 284~ 

.1338 .239 -.7477 .082E 

.1250 .014* -.8251 -.049~ 

.0820 .722 -.3972 .111 E 

.0849 .994 -.3390 .187S 
.OE .016* -.4953 -.026E 



Mean 
Difference (1-

J) 
Dependen (I) Faculty (J) Faculty 

Variable 
Faculty of -.2048 
Informatics 
Faculty of Law -.3505 

School of -.4769 
Pharmacy 
Institute of -8.0139E-02 
Language Studies 

Faculty of Faculty of Business .1427 
Technology & Economics 

Faculty of Science 6.714E-02 

Faculty of -5.6374E-02 
Education 
Faculty of Social -.1183 
Science 
Faculty of -6.2098E-02 
Informatics 
Faculty of Law -.2078 
School of -.3342 
Pharmacy 
Institute of 6.258E-02 
Language Studies 

Faculty of Faculty of Business 7.558E-02 
Science & Economics 

Faculty of -6.7136E-02 
If echnology 
Faculty of -.1235 
Education 
Faculty of Social -.1855 
Science 
Faculty of -.1292 
Informatics 
Faculty of Law -.2749 
School of -.4013 
Pharmacy 
Institute of -4.5546E-03 
Language Studies 

Faculty of Faculty of Business .1991 
Education & Economics 

Faculty of 5.637E-02 
Technology 
Faculty of Science .1235 

Faculty of Social -6.1963E-02 
Science 
Faculty of -5.7232E-03 
Informatics 
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Std. 95% Confidence 
Error Sig. Interval 

Lower Upper 
Bound Bound 

.1154 .699 -.5626 .153C 

.1118 .045* -.6974 -3.6036E 
03 

.1014 .000* -.7912 -. 1625 

.1097 .998 -.4205 .2602 

8.204E- .722 -.1118 .3972 
02 

8.698E- .998 -.2026 .3369 
02 

8.989E- .999 -.3352 .2224 
02 

7.780E- .846 -.3596 .123C 
02 

.1169 1.000 -.4246 .3004 

.1134 .661 -.5595 .1439 

.1031 .032 -.6538 -.0144 

.1113 1.000 -.2827 .4079 

8.493E- .994 -.1879 .3390 
02 

8.698E- .998 -.3369 .2026 
02 

9.254E- .921 -.4105 .1635 
02 

8.084E- .345 -.4362 .0653 
02 

.1189 .976 -.4981 .239E 

.1155 .295 -.6332 .0834 

.1054 .004* -.7282 -.0744 

.1135 1.000 -.3565 .3474 

8.792E- .364 -7.3606E- .4718 
02 02 

8.989E- .999 -.2224 .3352 
02 

9.254E- .921 -.1635 .4105 
02 

8.397E- .998 -.3224 .1985 
02 

.1211 1.000 -.3812 .3698 



Mean 
Difference (1-

J) 
Dependen (I) Faculty (J) Faculty 

Variable 
Faculty of Law -.1514 
School of -.2778 
Pharmacy 
Institute of .1190 
Language Studies 

Faculty of Faculty of Business .2611 
Social Science & Economics 

Faculty of .1183 
If echnology 
Faculty of Science .1855 

Faculty of 6.196E-02 
Education 
Faculty of 5.624E-02 
Informatics 
Faculty of Law -8.9445E-02 
School of -.2158 
Pharmac), 
Institute of .1809 
Language Studies 

Faculty of Faculty of Business .2048 
Informatics & Economics 

Faculty of 6.210E-02 
Technology 
Faculty of Science .1292 
Faculty of 5.723E-03 
Education 
Faculty of Social -5.6240E-02 
Science 
Faculty of Law -.1457 
School of -.2721 
Pharmacy 
Institute of .1247 
Language Studies 

Faculty of Law Faculty of Business .3505 
& Economics 
Faculty of .2078 
If echnology 
Faculty of Science .2749 
Faculty of .1514 
Education 
Faculty of Social 8.945E-02 
Science 
Faculty of .1457 
Informatics 
School of -.1264 
Pharmacy 
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Std. 95% Confidence 
Error Sig. Interval 

Lowe Uppe 
Bound Bounc 

.1177 .936 -.5165 .2137 

.1078 .196 -.6122 .0566 

.1157 .983 -.2400 .4779 

7.551 E- .016' .0279 .4953 
02 

7.780E- .846 -.1230 .3596 
02 

8.084E- .345 -.0653 .436::: 
02 

8.397E- .998 -.1985 .3224 
02 

.1124 1.000 -.2923 .4048 

.1088 .996 -.4268 .2479 
9.794E- .403 -.5196 .088 

02 
.1066 .749 -.1497 .5116 

.1154 .699 -.1530 .5626 

.1169 1.000 -.3004 .4246 

.1189 .976 -.2396 .4981 

.1211 1.000 -.3698 .381::: 

.1124 1.000 -.4048 .2923 

.1394 .981 -.5781 .2861 

.1311 .491 -.6788 .1347 

.1377 .993 -.3025 .5519 

.1118 .045' .0360 .6974 

.1134 .661 -.1439 .5595 

.1155 .295 -.0834 .6332 

.1177 .936 -.2137 .5165 

.1088 .996 -.2479 .4268 

.1394 .981 -.2867 .5781 

.1281 .987 -.5236 .2708 



Mean 
Difference (1-

J) 
Dependen (I) Faculty (J) Faculty 

Variable 
Institute of .2704 
Language Studies 

School of Faculty of Business .4769 
Pharmacy & Economics 

Faculty of 
Irechnology 

.3342 

Faculty of Science .4013 
Faculty of .2778 
Education 
Faculty of Social .2158 
Science 
Faculty of .2721 
Informatics 
Faculty of Law .1264 
Institute of .3967 
Language Studies 

Institute of Faculty of Business 8.014E-02 
Language & Economics 
Studies 

Faculty of -6.2581 E-02 
Technology 
Faculty of Science 4.555E-03 
Faculty of -.1190 
Education 
Faculty of Social -.1809 
Science 
Faculty of -.1247 
Informatics 
Faculty of Law -.2704 
School of -.3967 
Pharmacy 

CGPA Faculty of Faculty of -.1673 
Business & Technology 
Economics 

Faculty of Science -.1007 

Faculty of -8 .8970E-02 
Education 
Faculty of Social -.2515 
Science 
Faculty of -.1445 
Informatics 
Faculty of Law -.3070 
School of -.4455 
Pharmacy 
Institute of -3.1769E-02 
Language Studies 
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Std. 95% Confidence 
Error Sig. Interval 

Lower Uppe 
Bound Bouna 

.1348 .539 -.1477 .6885 

.1014 .000* .1625 .7912 

.1031 .032 .0145 .6538 

.1054 .004* .0744 .7282 

.1078 .196 -.0566 .6122 

9.794E- .403 -.0880 .5196 
02 

.1311 .491 -.1347 .6788 

.1281 .987 -.2708 .5236 

.1262 .044* .0521 .7883 

.1097 .998 -.2602 .4205 

.1113 1.000 -.4079 .2827 

.1135 1.000 -.3474 .3565 

.1157 .983 -.4779 .240C 

.1066 .749 -.5116 .1497 

.1377 .993 -.5519 .3025 

.1348 .539 -.6885 .1477 

.1262 .044* -.7883 -.0521 

7.406E- .368 -.3970 .0624 
02 

7.716E- .930 -.3401 .1386 
02 

7.966E- .972 -. 3361 .1581 
02 

6.816E- .007* -.4629 -.0401 
02 

.1053 .908 -.4711 .1821 

.1010 .060 -.6202 .0611 
9.149E- .000* -.7292 -.1617 

02 
9.906E- 1.000 -.3390 .2755 

02 



Mean 
Difference (1-

J) 
Dependen (I) Facu lty (J) Faculty 

Variable 
Faculty of Faculty of Business .1673 
Technology & Economics 

Faculty of Science 6.657E-02 

Faculty of 7.831 E-02 
Education 
Faculty of Social -8.4225E-02 
Science 
Faculty of 2.276E-02 
Informatics 
Faculty of Law -.1397 
School of -.2782 
Pharmacy 
Institute of .1355 
Language Studies 

Faculty of Faculty of Business .1007 
Science & Economics 

Faculty of -6 .6568E-02 
Technology 
Faculty of 1. 174E-02 
Education 
Faculty of Social -.1508 
Science 
Faculty of -4 .3805E-02 
Informatics 
Faculty of Law -. 2063 
School of -.3447 
Pharmacy 
Institute of 6.894E-02 
Language Studies 

Faculty of Faculty of Business 8.897E-02 
Education & Economics 

Faculty of -7 .8311 E-02 
If echnology 
Faculty of Science -1 .1743E-02 

Faculty of Social -.1625 
Science 
Faculty of -5 .5548E-02 
Informatics 
Faculty of Law -.2181 
School of -.3565 
Pharmacy 
Institute of 5.720E-02 
Language Studies 

Faculty of Faculty of Business .2515 
Social Science & Economics 
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Std. 95% Confidence 
Error Sig. Interval 

Lower Upper 
Bound Bound 

7.406E- .368 -6.2424E- .3970 
02 02 

7.899E- .996 -.1785 .311 E 
02 

8.144E- .989 -. 1743 .330S 
02 

7.022E- .957 -.3020 .1336 
02 

.1066 1.000 -.3080 .3535 

.1024 .911 -.4572 .1778 
9.304E- .069 -.5667 1.040E-02 

02 
.1005 .917 -.1762 .4472 

7.716E- .930 -.1 386 .3401 
02 

7.899E- .996 -.3116 .1785 
02 

8.427E- 1.000 -.2496 .2731 
02 

7.349E- .507 -.3787 7.716E-02 
02 

.1088 1.000 -.3813 .2937 

.1046 .563 -.5308 .1182 
9.553E- .009 -.6410 -4 .8446E 

02 02 
.1028 .999 -.2499 .3878 

7.966E- .972 -.1581 .3361 
02 

8.144E- .989 -.3309 .1743 
02 

8.427E- 1.000 -.2731 .249E 
02 

7.611 E- .449 -.3986 7.355E-02 
02 

.1106 1.000 -.3986 .2875 

.1065 .510 -.5483 .1122 
9.756E- .008 -.6591 -5.3890E 

02 02 
.1047 1.000 -.2675 .3819 

6.816E- .007* 4.010E-02 .4629 
02 



Mean 
Difference (1-

J) 
Dependen (I) Faculty (J) Faculty 

Variable 
Faculty of 8.422E-02 
Technology 
Faculty of Science .1508 

Faculty of .1625 
Education 
Faculty of .1070 
Informatics 
Faculty of Law -5.5516E-02 

School of -.1939 
Pharmacy 
Institute of .2197 
Language Studies 

Faculty of Faculty of Business .1445 
Informatics & Economics 

Faculty of -2.2763E-02 
Technology 
Faculty of Science 4.380E-02 
Faculty of 5.555E-02 
Education 
Faculty of Social -.1070 
Science 
Faculty of Law -.1625 
School of -.3009 
Pharmacy 
Institute of .1127 
Language Studies 

Faculty of Law Faculty of Business .307C 
& Economics 
Faculty of .1397 
IT echnology 
Faculty of Science .2063 
Faculty of .2181 
Education 
Faculty of Social 5.552E-02 
Science 
Faculty of .1625 
Informatics 
School of -.1384 
Pharmacy 
Institute of .2753 
Language Studies 

School of Faculty of Business .4455 
Pharmacy & Economics 

Faculty of .2782 
Technology 
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Std. 95% Confidence 
Error Sig. Interval 

Lower Uppe 
Bound Bounc 

7.022E- .957 -.1336 .302C 
02 

7.349E- .507 -7.7160E- .3787 
02 02 

7.611 E- .449 -7.3547E- .3986 
02 02 

.1 026 .982 -.2113 .425:: 

9.818E- 1.000 -.3600 .249C 
02 

8.841 E- .410 -.4682 8.028E-02 
02 

9.622E- .352 -7.8727E- .5182 
02 02 

.1053 .908 -.1821 .4711 

.1066 1.000 -.3535 .3080 

.1088 1.000 -.2937 .381~ 

.1106 1.000 -.2875 .3986 

.1026 .982 -.4253 .211 :: 

.1268 .937 -.5558 .230E 

.1194 .222 -.6713 6.941 E-02 

.1 253 .993 -.2759 .5014 

.1010 .060 -6.1123E- .6202 
03 

.1024 .911 -.1 778 .4572 

.1046 .563 -.1182 .5308 

.1065 .510 -.1122 .5483 

9.818E- 1.000 -.2490 .3600 
02 

.1268 .937 -.2308 .5558 

.1156 .957 -.4970 .2201 

.1217 .365 -.1022 .6527 

9.149E- .000* .1617 . 729~ 

02 
9.304E- .069 -1 .0396E- .5667 

02 02 



Mean 
Difference (1-

J) 
Dependen (I) Faculty (J) Faculty 

Variable 
Faculty of Science .3447 

Faculty of .3565 
Education 
Faculty of Social .1939 
Science 
Faculty of .3009 
Informatics 
Faculty of Law .1384 
Inst itute of .4137 
Language Studies 

Institute of Faculty of Business 3.177E-02 
Language & Economics 
Studies 

Faculty of -.1355 
Technology 
Faculty of Science -6.8943E-02 
Faculty of -5.7200E-02 
Education 
Faculty of Social -.2197 
Science 
Faculty of -.1127 
Informatics 
Facultyof Law -.2753 
School of -.4137 
Pharmacy 

.. 
* The mean difference IS significant at the .05 level. 
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Std. 95% Confidence 
Error Sig. Interval 

Lower Uppe 
Bound Bound 

9.553E- .009* 4.845E-02 .6410 
02 

9.756E- .008* 5.389E-02 .6591 
02 

8.841 E- .410 -8.0280E- .4682 
02 02 

.1194 .222 -6.9407E- .6713 
02 

.1156 .957 -.2201 .4970 

.1139 .009* 6.026E-02 .7671 

9.906E- 1.000 -.2755 .3390 
02 

.1005 .917 -.4472 .1762 

.1028 .999 -.3878 .249S 

.1047 1.000 -.3819 .267:: 

9.622E- .352 -.5182 7.873E-02 
02 

.1253 .993 -.5014 .2759 

.1217 .365 -.6527 .1022 

.1139 .009* -.7671 -6 .0260E 
02 



APENDIX E: COMPARISONS OF THE TWO GROUPS WITH RESPECT 

TO SEX 

E-1 Comparison of Female Students of the Two Groups 

E-1.1.1 Group Statistics for Preparatory Female and Freshman Female Students 

of Business and Economics Faculty 

SEX3 N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 

prep.bus. female students 15 2.0673 0.7083 0.1829 
SEM1 _GPA fresh.bus. female students 21 2.3159 0.7359 0.1606 

prep.bus . female students 13 2.0546 0.5764 0.1 599 
SEM2GPA fresh.bus. female students 19 2.3068 0.6203 0.1423 

prep.bus. female students 13 2.1723 0.4531 0.1257 
Cumu. GPA fresh . bus. female students 19 2.3186 0.6735 0.1545 

E-1.1 .2 Independent Samples Test for Preparatory Female and Freshman Female 
Students of Business and Economics Faculty 

Levene's Test 
for Equality of t-test for Equality of 

Variances Means 
95% Confidence 

Mean Std. Error Interval of the 

F Sig. t df Siq. (2-tailed) Difference Difference Difference 

Lower Upper 

SEM1 GPA 0.187 0.668 -1.015 34 0.317 -0.2485 0.245 -0.7464 0.2493 

SEM2GPA 0.176 0.678 -1.162 30 0.255 -0.2522 0.2171 -0 .6955 0.1912 

Cumu. GPA 3.441 0.073 -0.683 30 0.5 -0.1463 0.2142 -0.5838 0.2913 

E-1.2.1 Group Statistics for Preparatory Female and Freshman Female Students of 
Technology Faculty 

SEX3 N Mean 

SEM1 GPA prep.Technology female students 16 1.7306 

fresh. Technology female students 8 2.1331 

SEM2GPA prep.Technoloqy female students 13 1.81 

fresh. Technology female students 7 1.9136 

Cumu. GPA prep.Technology female students 13 1.9208 

fresh. Technology female students 7 2.1015 
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Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 

0.7075 0.1769 

0.8291 0.2931 

0.4142 0.1149 

0.8285 0.3131 

0.3132 0.0869 

0.7807 0.2951 



Levene's Test for 
Equality of 
Variances Hest for Equality of Means 

95% Confidence 
Sig. Mean Std. Error Interval of the 

F Sig. t df 2-tailed) Difference Difference Difference 

Lower Upper 

SEM1 GPA 0.244 0.627 -1.242 22 0.227 -0 .4025 0.324 -1.0745 0.2695 

SEM2GPA 8.749 0.008 -0.377 18 0.71 -0.1036 0.2746 -0.6806 0.4733 

Cumu. GPA 10.636 0.004 -0.744 18 0.466 -0.1808 0.243 -0.6912 0.3297 

E-1.3.1 Group Statistics for Preparatory Female and Freshman Female 

Students of Social Science Faculty 

SEX3 N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 

SEM1 GPA prep. Social Sc female students 26 2.4485 0.4684 0.0919 

fresh. Social Sc female students 11 2.103 0.6977 0.2104 

SEM2GPA prep. Social Sc female students 26 2.2419 0.5505 0.108 

fresh. Social Sc female students 11 2.0091 0.689 0.2077 

Cumu. GPA prep. Social Sc female students 26 2.3612 0.4613 0.0905 

fresh. Social Sc female students 11 2.0563 0.6371 0.1921 

E-1.3.2 Independent Samples Test for Preparatory Female and 
Freshman Female Students of Social Science Faculty 

Levene's Test for 
Equality of Hest for Equality of 
Variances Means 

Sig. (2-
F Sig. t df tailed) 

SEM1 GPA 0.919 0.344 1.766 35 0.086 

SEM2GPA 1.12 0.297 1.091 35 0.283 

Cumu. GPA 0.226 0.638 1.637 35 0.111 
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--------- -- -

95% Confidence 

Mean Std. Error Interval of the 

Difference Difference Difference 

Lower Upper 

0.3454 0.1956 -0.0517 0.7426 

0.2328 0.21 34 -0.2004 0.6661 

0.3048 0.1862 -0.0732 0.6828 



E-1.4.1 Group Statistics for Preparatory Female and Freshman Female 

Students of Law Faculty 

SEX3 N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 

SEM1 GPA Iprep. Law female students 6 2.3333 0.9229 0.3768 

fresh. Law female students 8 2.95 0.5682 0.2009 

SEM2GPA Iprep. Law female students 5 2.53 0.7782 0.348 

fresh. Law female students 8 2.9112 0.6256 0.2212 

Cumu. GPA Iprep. Law female students 5 2.512 0.8418 0.3764 

fresh. Law female students 8 2.9322 0.5699 0.2015 

E-1.4.2 Independent Samples Test for Preparatory Female and Freshman Female 

Students of Law Faculty 

Levene's Test for 
Equality of t-test for Equality of 
Variances Means 95% Confidence 

Sig . (2- Mean Std. Error Interval of the 
F Siq. t df tailed) Difference Difference Difference 

Lower Upper 

SEM1 GPA 1.923 0.191 -1 .549 12 0.147 -0.6167 0.3981 -1 .4839 0.2506 

SEM2GPA 0.639 0.441 -0 .976 11 0.35 -0 .3812 0.3905 -1.2408 0.4783 

Cumu. GPA 1.754 0.212 -1.082 11 0.302 -0.4202 0.3885 -1.2752 0.4348 

E-1.S.1 Group Statistics for Preparatory Female and Freshman Female 

Students of School of Pharmacy 

SEX3 N Mean 

SEM1 GPA Iprep. Pharmacy female students 16 2.2381 

fresh . Pharmacy female students 6 2.6667 

SEM2GPA Iprep. Pharmacy female students 15 2.2193 

fresh . Pharmacy female students 6 2.4444 

Cumu. GPA 'prep. Pharmacy female students 14 2.2693 

fresh . Pharmacy female students 6 2.5455 
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Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 

0.4676 0.1169 

0.3978 0.1624 

0.4152 0.1072 

0.4389 0.1792 

0.3652 0.0976 

0.3942 0.1609 



E-1.S.2 Independent Samples Test for Preparatory Female and Freshman 
Female Students of School of Pharmacy 

Levene's 
195% Confidence Test for 

Equality of t-test for Equality of Interval of the 

Variances Means Difference 

Sig. (2- Std. Error 
F Sig. t df tailed) Mean Difference Difference Lower Upper 

SEM1 GPA 0.002 0.966 -1 .984 20 0.061 -0.4285 0.216 -0.8791 0.022 

SEM2GPA 0.231 0.636 -1.105 19 0.283 -0.2251 0.2036 -0.6513 0.2011 
Cumu. GPA 0.044 0.837 -1.515 18 0.147 -0.2762 0.1822 -0.6591 0.1067 

E-1.6.1 Group Statistics for Preparatory Female and Freshman Female Students of 
Institute of Language Studies 

SEX3 N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 

SEM1 GPA Prep .. female language stu. 16 2.1363 0.4729 0.1182 

Fresh. female language stu. 10 2.485 0.6174 0.1952 

SEM2GPA Prep. female language stu. 14 2.2136 0.5343 0.1428 

Fresh. female language stu . 8 2.6745 0.6533 0.231 

Cumu. GPA Prep. female language stu. 14 2.24 0.4096 0.1095 

Fresh female. language stu. 8 2.6252 0.4954 0.1751 

E-1.6.2 Independent Samples Test for Preparatory Female and Freshman 
Female Students of Institute of Language Studies 

Levene's Test for 
Equality of t-test for Equality of 
Variances Means 

Sig. (2- Mean 
F Sig. t df tailed) Difference 

SEM1 GPA 0.3 0.589 -1 .627 24 0.117 -0.3487 

SEM2GPA 0.262 0.614 -1 .797 20 0.087 -0.4609 

Cumu. GPA 0.03 0.864 -1.968 20 0.063 -0.3852 
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95% Confidence Interval 
Std. Error of the Difference 
Difference Lower Upper 

0.2143 -0.7911 0.0936 

0.2565 -0.996 0.0741 

0.1957 -0.7934 0.023 



E-2: Comparison of Male Students of the Two Groups 
E-2.1.1 Group Statistics for Preparatory and Freshman Male Students of 

Business and Economics Faculty 

SEX3 N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 

SEM1 GPA Iprep. Bus. male students 54 2.2906 0.6513 0.0886 

fresh . Bus. male students 31 2.4301 0.7646 0.1373 

SEM2GPA prep. Bus. male students 50 2 .2564 0.6521 0.0922 

fresh . Bus. male students 29 2.4003 0.6176 0.1147 

Cumu. GPA prep. Bus. male students 50 2.323 0.5917 0.0837 

fresh. Bus. male students 29 2.459 0.6142 0.1141 

E-2.1 .2 Independent Samples Test for Preparatory and Freshman Male 
Students of Business and Economics Faculty 

Levene's Test for t-test for Equality of 
Equality of Variances Means 

95% Confidence 
Sig . (2- Mean Std. Error Interval of the 

SEM1 GPA 

SEM2GPA 

Cumu. GPA 

E-2.2.1 

SEM1 GPA 

SEM2GPA 

Cumu. GPA 

F Sig. t df tailed) Difference Difference Difference 

Lower Upper 

1.436 0.234 -0.892 83 0.375 -0.1396 0.1565 -0.4508 

0.124 0.726 -0.964 77 0.338 -0.1439 0.1493 -0.4412 

0.197 0.659 -0 .971 77 0.335 -0.136 0.1 4 -0.4149 

Group Statistics for Preparatory and Freshman Male Students of 
Technology Faculty 

SEX3 N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 

prep.Technology male students 42 2.5824 0.6396 0.0987 

fresh . Technolo~JY male students 41 2.7464 0.5803 0.0906 

prep.Technology male students 39 2.6905 0.6326 0.1013 

fresh. Technology male students 41 2.4467 0.556 0.0868 

prep.Technoloqy male students 39 2.6744 0.5633 0.0902 

fresh . Technology male students 41 2.6039 0.5259 0.0821 
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0.1717 

0. 1535 

0. 1429 



E-2.2.2 Independent Sample T-test for Preparatory and Freshman Male 
Students of Technology Faculty 

Levene's Test for 
Equality of t-test for Equality of 
Variances Means 

Mean 95% Confidence 
Sig. (2- Differenc Std. Error Interval of the 

F Sig. t df tailed) e Difference Difference 

Lower Upper 

SEM1 GPA 0.19 0.664 -1.222 81 0.225 -0.164 0.1342 -0.4309 0.1029 

SEM2GPA 0.298 0.587 1.833 78 0.071 0.2438 0.133 -0.021 0.5086 

Cumu. GPA 0.006 0.941 0.579 78 0.564 0.0705 0.1218 -0.172 0.3129 

E-2.3.1 Group Statistics for Preparatory and Freshman Male Students of Science Faculty 

SEX3 N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 

SEM1 GPA prep. Science male students 46 2.4898 0.4963 0.0732 

fresh. Science male students 34 2.68 0.5871 0.1007 

SEM2GPA prep. Science male students 44 2.2805 0.4541 0.0685 

fresh. Science male students 31 2.6856 0.5437 0.0977 

Cumu. GPA prep. Science male students 42 2.4162 0.4389 0.0677 

fresh. Science male students 31 2.6863 0.5405 0.0971 

E-2 .3.2 Independent Samples Test for Preparatory and Freshman Male Students 
of Science Faculty 

Levene's Test 
for Equality of Hest for Equality of 

Variances Means 

Sig. (2-
F Sig. t df tailed) 

SEM1 GPA 1.283 0.261 -1.567 78 0.121 

SEM2GPA 1.199 0.277 -3.505 73 0.001 

Cumu. GPA 2.199 0.143 -2.355 71 0.021 
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Mean 
Difference 

-0.1902 

-0.4052 

-0.2701 

95% Confidence 
Std. Error Interval of the 
Difference Difference 

Lower Upper 

0.1214 -0.4318 0.0514 

0.1156 -0.6355 -0.1748 

0.1147 -0.4988 -0.0414 



E-2.4.1 Group Statistics for Preparatory and Freshman Male Students of 
Education Faculty 

SEX3 N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 

SEM1 GPA [prep .edu . male students 52 2.401 0.5423 0.0752 

fresh.edu . male students 19 2.2879 0.3373 0.0774 

SEM2GPA [prep.edu. male students 49 2.5238 0.5263 0.0752 

fresh .edu. male students 17 2.5315 0.4042 0.098 

Cumu. GPA [prep.edu. male students 48 2.5048 0.4867 0.0702 

fresh.edu. male students 17 2.4171 0.3572 0.0866 

E-2.4.2 Independent Samples Test for Preparatory and Freshman Male Students of 
Education Faculty 

Levene's Test for 
Equality of 
Variances t-test for Equalit of Means 95% Confidence 

Sig. (2- Mean Std. Error Interval of the 
F Sig. t df tailed) Difference Difference Difference 

Lower Upper 

SEM1 GPA 3.473 0.067 0.848 69 0.399 0.113 0.1332 -0.1528 0.3788 

SEM2GPA 2.651 0.108 -0.055 64 0.956 -0.0071 0.1404 -0.2881 0.2727 

Cumu. GPA 2.44 0.123 0.68 63 0.499 0.0877 0.1291 -0 .1702 0.3456 

E-2.S.1 Group Statistics for Preparatory and Freshman Male Students of Social 
Science Faculty 

SEX3 N Mean 

SEM1 GPA prep. Social Sc male students 61 2.7051 

fresh. Social Sc male students 45 2.7512 

SEM2GPA prep. Social Sc male students 60 2.648 

fresh. Social Sc male students 44 2.7017 

Cumu. GPA prep. Social Sc male students 60 2.679 

fresh. Social Sc male students 44 2.7425 
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Std. Deviation 

0.4966 

0.5635 

0.572 

0.5664 

0.4869 

0.4815 

Std. Error Mean 

0.0636 

0.084 

0.0738 

0.0854 

0.0629 

0.0726 



E-2.S.2 Independent Samples Test for Preparatory and Freshman Male 
Students of Social Science Faculty 

Levene's Test 
for Equality of 

Variances Hest for Equality of Means 
95% Confidence 

Sig. (2- Mean Std. Error Interval of the 
F Sig. t df tailed) Difference Difference Difference 

Lower Upper 

SEM1 GPA 1.675 0.198 -0.446 104 0.656 -0.0461 0.1033 -0.251 0.1588 

SEM2GPA 0 0.982 -0.475 102 0.636 -0.0537 0.1131 -0.278 0.1705 

Cumu. GPA 0 0.996 -0.66 102 0.511 -0.0635 0.0962 -0.2543 0.1273 

E-2.6.1 Group Statistics for Preparatory and Freshman Male Students of 
Informatics Faculty 

SEX3 N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 

SEM1 GPA prep. Informatics male students 8 2.625 0.5396 0.1908 

fresh. Informatics male students 23 2.5203 0.4668 9.73E-02 

SEM2GPA Iprep. Informatics male students 8 2.5938 0.7725 0.2731 

fresh. Informatics male students 23 2.529 0.4729 9.86E-02 

Cumu. GPA Iprep. Informatics male students 8 2.5975 0.6125 0.2165 

fresh. Informatics male students 23 2.5242 0.4343 9.06E-02 

E-2.6.2 Independent Samples Test for Preparatory and Freshman Male Students 
of Informatics Faculty 

Levene's Test for 
Equalit of Variances Hest for Equality of Means 

Sig. (2- Mean 
F Sig. t df tailed) Difference 

SEM1 GPA 0.001 0.978 0.526 29 0.603 0.1047 

SEM2GPA 2.111 0.157 0.282 29 0.78 6.48E-02 

Cumu. GPA 1.134 0.296 0.37 29 0.714 7.33E-02 
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95% Confidence 
Std. Error Interval of the 
Difference Difference 

Lower Upper 

0.1992 -0.3028 0.5122 

0.2299 -0.4054 0.5349 

0.1984 -0.3324 0.4791 



E-2.7.1 Group Statistics for Preparatory and Freshman Male Students of Law 
Faculty 

Std. Std. Error 
SEX3 N Mean Deviation Mean 
prep. Law male 

SEM1 GPA students 13 2.6769 0.6394 0.1773 
fresh. Law male 
students 12 2 .5275 0.427 1 0.1233 
prep. Law male 

SEM2GPA students 13 2.5231 0.5118 0.142 
fresh . Law male 
students 12 2.5984 0.348 0.1005 
prep. Law male 

Cumu. GPA students 13 2.6015 0.5538 0.1536 
fresh . Law male 
students 12 2.5628 0.3467 0.1001 

E-2 .7.2 Independent Samples Test for Preparatory and Freshman Male Students 
of Law Faculty 

Levene's Test for 
Equality of Variances t-test for Equality of Means 

95% Confidence 
Sig. (2- Mean Std. Error Interval of the 

F Sig . t df tailed) Difference Difference Difference 

Lower Upper 

SEM1 GPA 1.227 0.279 0.681 23 0.503 0.1495 0.2195 -0.3045 0.6035 

SEM2GPA 1.19 0.287 -0.426 23 0.674 -0.0753 0.1766 -0.4406 0.29 

Cumu. GPA 1.098 0.306 0.208 23 0.837 0.0387 0.1867 -0.3475 0.4249 

E-2.8.1 Group Statistics for Preparatory and Freshman Male Students of 
School of Pharmacy 

SEX3 N Mean 

SEM1 GPA prep. Pharmacy male students 82.4838 

fresh. Pharmacy male students 24 3.0346 

SEM2GPA prep. Pharmacy male students 83.0012 

fresh . Pharmacy male students 24 2.9861 

Cumu . GPA prep. Pharmacy male students 82.9625 

fresh . Pharmacy male students 24 3.0086 
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Std. 
Deviation 

1.1725 

0.4274 

0.5512 

0.5079 

0.4994 

0.4286 

Std. Error Mean 

0.4145 

0.0872 

0.1949 

0.1037 

0.1766 

0.0875 



E-2.8.2 Independent Samples Test for Preparatory and Freshman Male Students 
of School of Pharmacy 

Levene's Test for 
Equality of t-test for Equality of 
Variances Means 95% Confidence 

Sig. (2- Mean Std. Error Interval of th e 
F Sig. t df tailed) Difference Difference Difference 

Lower Upper 

SEM1 GPA 6.142 0.019 -1.988 30 0.056 -0.5509 0.2771 -1.1169 0.01 51 

SEM2GPA 0.106 0.747 0.072 30 0.943 0.0151 0.2116 -0.417 0.4473 

Cumu. GPA 0.001 0.975 -0 .253 30 0.802 -0.0461 0.1821 -0.418 0.3259 

E-2.9.1 Group Statistics for Preparatory and Freshman Male Students of 
Institute of Language Studies 

Std. 
Std. Error 

SEX3 N Mean Deviation Mean 

SEM1 GPA Iprep. language stu . male students 13 2.2569 0.4647 0.1289 

fresh . language stu. male students 7 2.5 0.4796 0.1813 

SEM2GPA prep. language stu. male students 12 2.2917 0.6809 0.1966 

fresh. language stu. male students 62.4132 0.5208 0.2126 

Cumu. GPA prep. language stu. male students 12 2.2783 0.5458 0.1576 

fresh. language stu. male students 6 2.529 0.3879 0.1584 

E-2.9.2 Independent Samples Test for Preparatory and Freshman Male Students 
of Institute of Language Studies 

Levene's 
Test for 

Equality of 
Variances t-test for Equalit of Means 

Sig. 
(2- Mean Std. Error 

F Sig. t df tailed) Difference Difference 

SEM1 GPA 0.07 0.794 -1.104 18 0.284 -0 .2431 0.2202 

SEM2GPA 1.702 0.21 -0.383 16 0.707 -0.1215 0.3176 

Cumu. GPA 1.591 0.225 -0.999 16 0.333 -0.2507 0.2509 
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95% Confidence Interval of the Difference 

Lower Upper 

-0.7057 0.2195 

-0.7949 0.5518 

-0.7826 0.2812 
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