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Abstract 
The study is aimed at finding the differences in students’ academic achievement based on 

the admission system type to IAIN Batusangkar and the size of the contribution of admission 
systems to students’ achievement. The study uses the quantitative research approach. The 
comparative multivariate technique is used for the data analysis. Subjects include 159 student 
candidates for the local-exam stream, 161 for the national-exam stream, and 123 for the 
achievement-based stream. Findings show that there is a significant difference in academic 
achievement between students admitted through the achievement stream and students admitted 
through the local and national-exam streams. There is no significant difference between the 
local-exam system and the national-exam system. The contribution of admission systems over 
academic achievement is 5.4%; specified: 5.2% for Semester I, 2.3% for Semester II, 3.8% for 
Semester III, 4.1% for Semester IV, and 4.4% for Semester V. 
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Introduction 

The student selection system in the 
university is aimed at grouping candidates 
who are qualified to be accepted and who are 
not. Accepted candidates are predicted to be 
able to finish the education program without 
much difficulty. Declined candidates are 
those who are predicted to have a lot of 
difficulty in finishing the education program. 
There are at least four things to consider in 
the student entrance system; namely: (1) 
prediction effectiveness, (2) economic effi-
ciency, (3) teaching-learning inventive, and 
(4) equity (Suryabrata, 2004). Accuracy in 
pre-diction is the ability of the screening 
instrument to be able to predict that the 
accepted students will be successful in their 
classes. Economic efficiency is integrated in 
the prediction effectiveness in knowing 
whether, by increasing fund, time, and effort, 
it will be worthwhile in terms of the pre-
diction (social benefit and cost). In the 
equality aspect, equal opportunity is given to 
those who register. 

Further, Suryabrata (2004) stated that 
selection results will group candidates into 
four categories: (1) those are predicted to be 
successful and are successful; (2) those who 
are predicted to fall short will fall short; (3) 
those are predicted to be successful but fail; 
and (4) those who are predicted to fail but 
actually make it.  If 1 and 2 happen, it will 
not be a problem; however, if it is 3 and 4, 
this will raise problems. In the case of 3 and 
4, the prediction is said to be positively 
deficient or negative prediction.  In order to 
minimalize negative prediction, Suryabrata 
suggested six alternatives: (1) success criteria, 
(2) treatment strategy, (3) candidate origin, 
(4) kind and number of predictors, (5) 
technique for combining the predictors, and 
(6) technique for determining passing grades. 
A selection system functions effectively 
when the predictors function well. This will 
happen if the instruments are valid. Further 
up, Mardapi (1993) stated university en-
trances selection system needs instruments 
to measure candidates’ qualifications, one of 
which is a test that is valid and reliable. 

Instrument validity, as explained by 
Allen & Yen (1979), is the accuracy of the 
instrument in its measurement function. 
Meanwhile, Azwar (2007) stated that stated 
that validity can be explained by how far an 
X observed score can detect its pure T score. 
A score may not be identical with its real 
score; they can be identical when the test is 
valid, complete without errors. In other 
words, validity is related to how far an 
instrument measures what it is supposed to 
measure. In addition, an instrument  must be 
able to give a picture of how accurate the 
data are. By accuracy is meant that an instru-
ment must be able to depict the smallest 
differences among the subjects (Mardapi, 
2008). Whether or not an instrument is valid 
substantially depends on the measurement 
objective. Validity is not applicable for all; an 
instrument may be valid for one objective 
but not for another. As it has been stated by 
Cronbach (1984), an instrument that is valid 
for one decision making may not be as valid 
for another and for another group. 

In terms of its estimation, for both the 
characteristics and functions of a test, Azwar 
(2007b) categorized validity into three types: 
(1) content validity, (2) construct validity, 
and (3) criterion-related validity. Content 
validity answers the question how far the test 
items cover all the domains of contents, ob-
jects, or situations being measured. Analysis 
of content validity does not involve statistics, 
but expert judgement. Content validity is 
categorized into two types: face validity and 
logical validity. Face validity places emphases 
on appearance. Face validity is achieved 
when each test item measures a relevant 
aspect and the underlying principle is com-
mon sense. Construct validity shows how far 
an instrument measures the theoretical 
constructs of what is supposed to be mea-
sured. Construct validity looks at how far the 
scores resulting from the measurement ref-
lect the theoretical constructs that underline 
the development of the instrument. To mea-
sure construct validity, complex statistical 
analyses are needed such as factor analysis 
and multi-trait multi-method analysis. Cri-
terion-related validity is based on criteria; i.e. 
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it is detected by the relation between the 
scores of the test and the scores of the 
criteria. Suryabrata (2004) stated criterion-
related validity is divided into two types: 
concurrent validity and predictive validity. Concur-
rent validity is obtained by using the test 
scores as a predictor and the scores of 
another test as a criterion in the same time. 
Correlation between these two score types 
gives concurrent validity.  

Besides being valid, an instrument 
must be reliable. Reliability refers to how far 
the instrument and results of the measure-
ment are trusty. Measurement results are 
trusty if, in a number of measurement on the 
same subjects, the results are relatively the 
same (Suryabrata, 2005). Reliability, accord-
ing to Mehrens (1980), is the degree of con-
sistency between two measurements on the 
same subjects. Furthermore, Allen & Yen 
(1979) refer to reliability as a condition 
wherein the observed scores have a high 
correlation with the actual scores. Reliability 
has two concepts: internal consistency and 
stability reliability. Internal consistency in-
volves one-time testing, known as single-trial 
administration, while stability reliability refers 
to two score groups, results of two test ad-
ministrations, using the same, or identical, 
test on the same subjects but at different 
times (Mardapi, 2008). Further on, Surapra-
nata (2006) stated that there are at least four 
concepts of reliability: parallel or equivalent, 
test-retest, split-half, and internal consis-
tency. 

Different screening objectives use dif-
ferent instruments. The university selection 
instrument is aimed at predicting that 
accepted candidates will not have difficulties 
in finishing their study. Student candidates 
registering into IAIN Batusangkar in the 
academic year 2013 were selected by way of 
three streams (1) local, (2) national, and (3) 
academic achievement. Local admission is 
done by way of written tests and interviews 
conducted solely by IAIN Batusangkar. The 
preparation of the test instruments, adminis-
tering of the tests, and issuance of results 
were done by the university. For the national 
stream, the test instruments were prepared 

by the central committee; the administering 
of the test by the local committee. Mean-
while, for the academic achievement stream, 
selection was done since students were still 
in the high school by using scores in the 
report cards. In the present time, these three 
admission systems are known as (1) Acade-
mic Achievement Selection of Islamic State 
University (SPAN-PTKIN), (2) Entrance 
Examination of Islamic State University 
(UM-PTKIN), and (3) Local Screening. 
However, since the used data are those of the 
2013 students, the old names are used. All 
the three admission systems have the same 
objective in admitting candidates who are 
predicted to be successful and rejecting the 
ones who are predicted to fail. It is a fact, 
however, that there is no information, up to 
the present time, which among the three 
modes of selection is the better one seen 
from the academic achievement of the 
students during their study in the university. 
Thus, the present study is conducted under 
the title of the impact of the selection types 
on the academic achievement of students of 
the Islamic Economy and Business, IAIN 
Batusangkar. 

Method 

In view of the nature of the data and 
the way the data were obtained, it can be said 
that the study is ex-post facto research. No 
manipulation or treatment was given to the 
research variables. Ex post facto research, as 
stated by Kartowagiran (1998), is one that 
tries to reveal the impact of a variable with 
no manipulation that may obstruct the 
genuine cause-effect relation of the variables.  

The study took place in IAIN Batu-
sangkar, and the gathered data were students’ 
academic achievement (GPA) of the 2013 
academic year, semesters I, II, III, IV, and V. 
The study was conducted in four months. 
The study used multivariate analysis of 
variance (MANOVA) as the data analysis 
technique, with generalized randomized 
block design (GRB-p) suggested by Kirk 
(1995). The design of the comparison of 
academic achievements can be seen in Table 
1. 
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Table 1. Comparison Design of Students’ 
Academic Achievement among 

Local, National and Achievement 

Admission 
Stream  

Grade Point Average 

X1 X2 X3 X4 X5 X6 

Local (1) 

X111 

X211 

Etc. 

X112 

X212 

Etc. 

X113 

X213 

Etc. 

X114 

X214 

Etc. 

X115 

X215 

Etc. 

X116 

X216 

Etc. 

National (2) 

X121 

X221 

Etc. 

X122 

X222 

Etc. 

X123 

X223 

Etc. 

X124 

X224 

Etc. 

X125 

X225 

Etc. 

X126 

X226 

Etc. 

Achievement(3) 

X131 

X231 

Etc. 

X132 

X232 

Etc. 

X133 

X233 

Etc. 

X134 

X234 

Etc. 

X135 

X135 

Etc. 

X136 

X236 

Etc. 

Notes 
X1 = IP Semester 1 Admission Stream 
X2 = IP Semester 2 1 = Local 
X3 = IP Semester 3 2 = National 
X4 = IP Semester 4 3 = Achievement 
X5 = IP Semester 5   
X6 = Grade Point Average   

Findings and Discussion 

Findings  

The general findings can be divided 
into two: descriptive and inferential. These 
can be presented as follows. 

Descriptive Data 

 

Figure 1. GPA Averages of Students 
of the Syariah Accounting 

Department, Academic Year 2013 

In Figure 1, it can be seen that, in each 
semester, the highest GPA average is owned 
by students who are admitted through the 

national stream. The second highest GPA 
average belongs to the local-stream students. 
Students who are admitted by way of their 
school academic achievements have the 
lowest GPA average. For the local admission 
system, the lowest GPA average is during 
Semester I; while in Semesters II to V they 
are superior to those of students of the third 
admission type. The data for students of the 
Syariah Management Department can be 
seen in Figure 2. 

 

Figure 2. GPA Averages of Students 
of the Syariah Management 

Department, Academic Year 2013 

 

Figure 3. GPA Averages of Students 
of the Syariah Banking Department, 

Academic Year 2013  

Different from the Syariah Accounting 
Department, where the highest GPAs are 
obtained by students of the national admis-
sion, in the Syariah Management Department, 
students of the school achievement admis-
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sion type are superior to other students from 
Semesters I to V. After this, students of the 
local admission system follow. Next is the na-
ture of academic achievements of students of 
the Syariah Banking Department in Figure 3. 

For the Syariah Banking Department, 
the highest GPA average belongs to the 
achievement-stream students. This is the 
same as what happens in the Syariah Manage-
ment Department. Figure 4 presents data of 
the Informatics Management Department. 

 

Figure 4. GPA Averages of Students 
of the Informatics Management 

Department, Academic Year 2013 

In Figure 4, students who are admitted 
through the school academic achievements 
have higher achievements than those from 
both the local and national admission sys-
tems throughout the five semesters. Seeing 
results from the four departments, it turns 
out that students of the national recruitment 
system do better in their academic achieve-
ments are only in those of the Syariah Ac-
counting Department. For the Departments 
of Syariah Management, Syariah Banking, and 
Informatics Management, students who have 
higher achievements are those who are ad-
mitted through the school academic achieve-
ment stream. So, based on the data descrip-
tion, it can be seen that there is an impact of 
the admission types on the students’ acade-
mic achievements. However, to know wheth-
er or not the difference is significant, an 
analy-sis is conducted that compares the 
differences among departments and among 
semesters. 

Multivariate Analysis of Variance (MANOVA) 

An assumption of the =MANOVA is 
that each dependent variable should have the 
same variance for all the groups.  To test this 
assumption, the Levene’s test is used. Results 
of the Levene’s test can be seen in Table 2. 

Table 2. Levene’s Test of Equality of Error 
Variances 

 F df1 df2 sig 

Semester I 1.883 2 440 .153 

Semester II .533 2 440 .587 

Semester III .052 2 440 .949 

Semester IV .544 2 440 .581 

Semester V 1.041 2 440 3.54 

Grade Point Average .105 2 440 .900 

The null hypothesis test: Error variance of 
the dependent variable is equal across groups 

a. Design: Intercept + JM 

In Table 2, it can be seen that all 
dependent variables have a significance level 
higher than 0.05. This means that each de-
pendent variable has the same variance 
fulfilling the requirement of the MANOVA. 
Multivariate tests are used to find the diffe-
rences among students’ academic achieve-
ments across semesters I, II, III, IV, and V 
and among the academic achievements of 
students who are admitted by the three 
modes of local, national, and achievement. 

Results of the analyses can be seen in 
Table 3. 

The multivariate test to know whether 
each factor has an impact on the dependent 
variable groups can be done by any of the 
four multivariate tests for significance; they 
are Pillai’s Trace, Wilks’ Lambda, Hotelling’s 
Trace, and Roy’s Largest Root. Based on 
Table 3, it can be seen that the Wilks’ 
Lambda F = 3.562 and sig. = 0.000, so that 
the H0 is rejected meaning that there is a 
difference in academic achievements among 
students of semesters I, II, III, IV, and V and 
in the GPAs among students who are admit-
ted through the modes local, national, and 
achievement. To know the differences in the 
students’ achievements in each semester 
among the three recruitment systems, data 
analysis is presented in Table 4. 
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Table 3. Multivariate Tests 

Effect Value F Hypothesis df Error df Sig. 

Intercept Pillai's Trace .993 10091.262b 6.000 435.000 .000 
Wilks' Lambda .007 10091.262b 6.000 435.000 .000 
Hotelling's Trace 139.190 10091.262b 6.000 435.000 .000 
Roy's Largest Root 139.190 10091.262b 6.000 435.000 .000 

JM Pillai's Trace .093 3.555 12.000 872.000 .000 
Wilks' Lambda .909 3.562b 12.000 870.000 .000 
Hotelling's Trace .099 3.568 12.000 868.000 .000 
Roy's Largest Root .070 5.091c 6.000 436.000 .000 

 

.a. Design: Intercept + JM .c. The statistic is an upper bound on F that yields a lower bound on 
the significance level .b. Exact statistic 

Table 4. Tests of Between-Subjects Effects 

Source Dependent Variable 
Type III Sum 

of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Corrected 
Model 

Semester I 2.253a 2 1.126 12.009 .000 
Semester II 1.512b 2 .756 5.073 .007 
Semester III 3.340c 2 1.670 8.798 .000 
Semester IV 2.298d 2 1.149 9.294 .000 
Semester V 2.316e 2 1.158 10.012 .000 
Grade Point Average 2.451f 2 1.226 12.485 .000 

Intercept Semester I 4699.200 1 4699.200 50099.666 .000 
Semester II 4218.383 1 4218.383 28296.248 .000 
Semester III 4228.578 1 4228.578 22276.030 .000 
Semester IV 4595.648 1 4595.648 37180.221 .000 
Semester V 4605.016 1 4605.016 39815.163 .000 
Grade Point Average 4469.043 1 4469.043 45524.328 .000 

JM Semester I 2.253 2 1.126 12.009 .000 
Semester II 1.512 2 .756 5.073 .007 
Semester III 3.340 2 1.670 8.798 .000 
Semester IV 2.298 2 1.149 9.294 .000 
Semester V 2.316 2 1.158 10.012 .000 
Grade Point Average 2.451 2 1.226 12.485 .000 

Error Semester I 41.271 440 .094   
Semester II 65.595 440 .149   
Semester III 83.524 440 .190   
Semester IV 54.386 440 .124   
Semester V 50.890 440 .116   
Grade Point Average 43.194 440 .098   

Total Semester I 4789.900 443    
Semester II 4332.029 443    
Semester III 4351.165 443    
Semester IV 4697.794 443    
Semester V 4706.235 443    
Grade Point Average 4558.086 443    

Corrected 
Total 

Semester I 43.524 442    
Semester II 67.107 442    
Semester III 86.864 442    
Semester IV 56.684 442    
Semester V 53.206 442    
Grade Point Average 45.645 442    

 

.a. R Squared = .052 (Adjusted R Squared = .047) .d. R Squared = .041 (Adjusted R Squared = .036) 

.b. R Squared = .023 (Adjusted R Squared = .018) .e. R Squared = .044 (Adjusted R Squared = .039) 

.c. R Squared = .038 (Adjusted R Squared = .034) .f. R Squared = .054 (Adjusted R Squared = .049) 
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Table 5. Summary of the Results of Analysis of Differences in Students’ Achievements  

No Achievement F Sig. Decision 
Contribution of Recruitment 

Type on Achievement  

1 Semester I 12.009 .000 H0 rejected 5.2% 

2 Semester II 5.073 .007 H0 rejected 2.3% 

3 Semester III 8.798 .000 H0 rejected 3.8% 

4 Semester IV 9.294 .000 H0 rejected 4.1% 

5 Semester V 10.012 .000 H0 rejected 4.4% 

6 GPA 12.485 .000 H0 rejected 5.4% 

 

Table 6. Multiple Comparisons 

Dependent Variable (I) Stream (J) Stream 
Mean Difference 

(I-J) Std. Error Sig. 

Semester I Local National -.0138 .03424 .922 

Achievement -.1656* .03678 .000 

National Local .0138 .03424 .922 

Achievement -.1519* .03668 .000 

Achievement Local .1656* .03678 .000 

National .1519* .03668 .000 

Semester II Local National -.0425 .04317 .617 

Achievement -.1455* .04636 .008 

National Local .0425 .04317 .617 

Achievement -.1030 .04624 .085 

Achievement Local .1455* .04636 .008 

National .1030 .04624 .085 

Semester III Local National .0040 .04871 .997 

Achievement -.1918* .05232 .001 

National Local -.0040 .04871 .997 

Achievement -.1958* .05218 .001 

Achievement Local .1918* .05232 .001 

National .1958* .05218 .001 

Semester IV Local National .0165 .03931 .915 

Achievement -.1517* .04222 .002 

National Local -.0165 .03931 .915 

Achievement -.1683* .04210 .000 

Achievement Local .1517* .04222 .002 

National .1683* .04210 .000 

Semester V Local National -.0680 .03802 .203 

Achievement -.1822* .04084 .000 

National Local .0680 .03802 .203 

Achievement -.1142* .04073 .020 

Achievement Local .1822* .04084 .000 

National .1142* .04073 .020 

Grade Point Average Local National -.0242 .03503 .787 

Achievement -.1767* .03762 .000 

National Local .0242 .03503 .787 

Achievement -.1525* .03752 .000 

Achievement Local .1767* .03762 .000 

National .1525* .03752 .000 
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Based on Table 4, differences in stu-
dents’ academic achievements are summa-
rized in Table 5. From Table 5, it is known 
that for every semester, including for grade 
point averages, the H0 is rejected. This means 
that, for each semester, there is a difference 
in academic achievements among students 
who are admitted by the local, national, and 
achievement systems. It can therefore be 
concluded that there is an impact of re-
cruitment systems on students’ achieve-
ments. In terms of the contribution of re-
cruitment systems on semesters, the highest 
is on GPA, then Semester I, then Semester 
V last. 

To further know in more details the 
differences among the recruitment systems, 
the Scheffe test is done. The results can be 
seen in Table 6. 

From the results of the multiple com-
parison calculations, the mean difference 
between the local and national systems is -
0.0138 with a significance 0.922, between the 
local and achievement -0.1656 and 0.000, 
and between the national and achievement 
systems 0.1519 and 0.000. It can be stated 
that there is a difference in achievements 
between students of the achievement recruit-
ment and local recruitment and between 
students of the achievement recruitment and 
national recruitment.  There is no significant 
difference in achievement between students 
of the local and national recruitment systems 
for Semester I. For more detailed pictures, 
more information on the results of the 
Scheffe test is presented in Table 7. 

Table 7. GPA Average for Semester I 

Scheffea,b,c   

Recruitment Stream N 
Subset 

1 2 

Local 159 3.2223  

National 161 3.2360  

Achievement 123  3.3879 

Sig.  .929 1.000 

 
In terms of the homogenous subset, it 

can be seen that, for students’ GPAs for 
Semester I, the local and national streams 
can be one group and the achievement 
stream stands alone as a different group. 

This means that there is no difference in 
students’ achievement for Semester I be-
tween the local and national groups. Seen 
from the averages, it turns out that higher 
achievements are obtained by students of the 
achievement recruitment system. 

In Table 6, for Semester II, a mean 
difference of -0.0435 is found between the 
local and national streams with a significance 
of 0.617; local and achievement streams -
0.1455 with a significance of 0.008; and 
national and achievement -0.1030 with a 
significance of 0.085. It turns out that dif-
ferences only occur between the local and 
achievement groups; no difference between 
the local and national groups and between 
the national and achievement groups. This 
can be seen in Table 8. 

Table 8. GPA Average for Semester II 

Scheffea,b,c   

Recruitment Stream N 

Subset 

1 2 

Local 159 3.0470  

National 161 3.0894 3.0894 

Achievement 123  3.1924 

Sig.  .645 .076 

 
In terms of the homogenous subset, it 

can be seen that students’ achievements for 
Semester II are categorizable into two 
groups, however achievements of students 
of the national group overlap with those of 
the two other groups. This means that the 
achievements of the national stream could 
be one group with those of the local stream 
and with those of the achievement stream. 
Seen from the score averages, higher achieve-
ments are with students of the achievement 
system.  

As can be seen in Table 6, for Se-
mester III, a mean difference is obtained 
between the local and national streams 
(0.0040) with a significance = 0.997; between 
the local and achievement streams (-0.1918) 
with a significance = 0.001; and between the 
national and achievement streams (0.1958) 
with a significance = 0.001. It can be con-
cluded that there are differences in students’ 
achievements between the local and achieve-
ment groups and between the national and 
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achievement groups. There is no difference 
for the local and national groups. This is 
presented in a summary form as Table 9. 

Table 9. GPA Average for III 

Scheffea,b,c   

Recruitment Stream N 
Subset 

1 2 

Local 161 3.0468  

National 159 3.0508  

Achievement 123  3.2426 

Sig.  .997 1.000 

 
From the homogeneous subsets, it can 

be seen that the GPAs of students recruited 
through the national system are in one group 
with those of the achievement system. From 
the averages, it turns out that achievements 
in Semester III are higher with students who 
are admitted through the school achieve-
ment system. 

For Semester IV, as can be seen in 
Table 6, the local and national groups have a 
mean difference of 0.0165 with a significance 
of 0.915; the local and achievement groups -
0.1517 with 0,002; and the national and 
achievement groups -0.1683 with 0.000. 
There is a difference in the academic achieve-
ments of the students who are accepted 
through the local and achievement systems, 
and through the national and achievement 
systems for Semester IV. These differences 
are further shown in Table 10. 

Table 10. GPA Average for Semester IV 

Scheffea,b,c   

Recruitment 
Stream 

N 
Subset 

1 2 

Local 159 3.1656  

National 161 3.2336  

Achievement 123  3.3478 

Sig.  .235 1.000 

 
From the homogeneous subsets, it can 

be seen the academic achievements of Se-
mester V students from the local and natio-
nal streams become one group and those of 
the achievement stream stands alone as a 
different group. Based on their average 
score, the students of the achievement re-

cruitment system tend to have higher GPAs 
than those of the other two streams. 

Finally, for Semester V, as can be seen 
in Table 6, there is a mean difference 
between the students admitted by the local 
and national streams by -0.0242 with a sig-
nificance of 0.787, between the local and 
achievement streams by -0.1767 with a signi-
ficance of 0.000, and between the national 
and achievement streams by -0.1525 with a 
significance of 0.000. Based on these data,  it 
can be seen that there is a difference between 
the local and achievement groups and the 
national and achievement groups. However 
there is no difference between the local and 
national groups. For a more detailed picture, 
this is represented in Table 11. 

Table 11. GPA Average for Semester V 

Scheffea,b,c   

Recruitment Stream N 
Subset 

1 2 

Local 159 3.1337  

National 161 3.1579  

Achievement 
123  

3.310
4 

Sig.  .805 1.000 

 
Seen from the homogeneous subsets, 

it can be seen that the GPAs of the students 
of the local and national streams become one 
group, while those of the achievement 
stream form a different group. Based on the 
GPA average scores, the academic achieve-
ment of the achievement group is higher 
than those of the other two groups.  

Discussion 

The academic achievement of stu-
dents admitted by the national recruitment 
system is higher in the Accounting Depart-
ment than that in the local and achievement 
systems. This high achievement occurs in all 
semesters except for Semester I where there 
are equal levels. On the contrary, there is a 
different phenomenon for the other three 
departments; Syariah Management, Syariah 
Banking, and Informatics Management. For 
these three departments, high academic 
achievement is achieved by students of the 
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school achievement system. Up from Se-
mester I through Semester V, students from 
the achievement stream consistently show 
higher academic performances. In this re-
cruitment system, the primary consideration 
is laid on the achievements of the candidates 
through the scores in the high-school report 
cards from Grade X to Grade XII. Can-
didates are nominated by the school, taken 
from the best ten of the class. Meanwhile, 
candidates who are admitted through the 
national or local entrance examinations rely 
solely on the results of the examination.  

From the multiple comparisons of 
students’ GPAs, it can be seen that there are 
significant differences between the achieve-
ment stream and the national and local 
streams. Meanwhile, there is no significant 
difference in the GPAs between the national 
and local streams. The absence of diffe-
rences in this matter may be caused by the 
fact that the national and local systems are 
the same in that they rely solely on the results 
of the entrance tests. It is different from the 
school achievement system in which criteria 
for accepting the candidates are based on the 
academic achievements of the candidates in 
their three years of high-school education. It 
is true that selection is influenced by several 
factors such as, among others, procedures, 
motivation, testing contexts, candidates’ ex-
periences, scoring methods, and exam super-
visors’ characteristics (Gregory, 2013). In-
cluded in these are validity and reliability of 
the test items. It has been further proposed 
by Ghani (2008) that types and autonomy 
levels have impacts on learning outcomes.  

Contribution of the admission system 
toward GPA is not that high, only 5.4%; to 
be more specific: 5.2% for Semester I, 2.3% 
for Semester II, 3.8% for Semester III, 4.1% 
for Semester IV, and 4.4% for Semester V. 
Stronger influences come from some other 
different factors. In general, factors affecting 
achievement can be internal or external. In-
ternal factors include health, psyche, intelli-
gence, attention, interest, talents, maturity, 
and readiness. Fatigue can also be one. 
External factors include family, school, and 
society (Slameto, 2010). A study by Waluyo 

(2006) shows that learning styles and 
approaches have impacts on learning out-
comes. Finally, teachers’ evaluation techni-
ques and instruments can also influence 
learning achievements; considering that the 
instruments used by the teacher may not 
have been valid and reliable.  

Conclusion 

Based on the results of the multiva-
riate statistical analyses, it is found that there 
is a significant difference in the students’ 
academic achievements between those ad-
mitted by the school achievement recruit-
ment stream and those admitted by the 
national or local entrance examinations. In 
another fact, there is no significant diffe-
rence in the academic achievement between 
students who are accepted through the 
national examination stream and those who 
are accepted through the local examination 
stream. The GPAs of students of the 
achievement system are higher than GPAs 
of students of the national and local systems 
through Semesters I to V. Contribution of 
the admittance type towards students’ GPAs 
is 5.4%; to be more specific: 5,2% for 
Semester I, 2.3% for Semester II, 3.8% for 
Semester III, 4.1% for Semester IV, and  
4.4% for Semester V . 

In view of the research findings, it is 
suggested that university admission systems 
have more say for the achievement-based re-
cruitment method added with considerations 
of the candidates’ performances during their 
three-year educational processes in the high 
school. Since the contribution of admission 
systems towards academic achievement is 
not so high, it is also suggested that sufficient 
attention be given to students’ instructional 
processes after being admitted to study in the 
university. 
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