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Abstract

The value of the Matriculation and the Alternative Admissions tests scores in predicting
success for the Bachelor of Business Science Extended Curriculum Programme students

at the University of Cape Town

R.H.C. Francis

M.Phil. Minor Dissertation, Faculty of Humanities, University of Cape Town

The focus of this minor dissertation is on the relationship between the Matriculation examination
results, the Alternative Admissions Research Project (AARP) test scores and the academic success
of students in the Bachelor of Business Science (BBusSc) degree programme. This study is
particularly focused on the BBusSc Extended Curriculum Programme (ECP) students, and reports on
the 2001 to 2003 cohorts for the period 2001 to 2005 to ascertain what value the data available upon
admission contribute in terms of predicting success for students from historically disadvantaged

backgrounds within the diverse education landscape in South Africa.

This study examines and gives a descriptive analysis of the concurrent validity of AARP test scores
and the Matriculation examination results and the predictive validity of each set of scores in relation
to performance in each academic year of study, as well as the relationship of these scores with

retention at university and graduation.

The predictive validity of the AARP test results and the Matriculation examination scores alone and in
conjunction with other pre-admission data for the Extended Curriculum students are analysed and
discussed and then compared to performance, retention and success of Mainstream BBusSc
students. The assessment of this validity contrasts the ECP with the mainstream curriculum
provisions to highlight the possible effects of the sustained interventions provided by the BBusSc
ECP.

The conclusion presents trends and the actual value that these entrance data are able to provide for
the selection of students and the significance of these for future student admission to the BBusSc
ECP.

Key words

Academic preparedness, Matriculation scores, selection and admissions processes, alternative
admissions tests, concurrent and predictive validity, business science students, extended curriculum,
retention characteristics, academic success factors, impact of interventions
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1. CHAPTER ONE — STATEMENT OF PURPOSE

1.1. Background to the study

In the past three decades the school education system in South Africa has undergone very dramatic
changes for well-known political and established educational reasons. The changes have had
substantial implications for the curriculum, its delivery, the actual quality of teaching and learning in
the majority of schools in this country, and the value, use and interpretation of assessment methods
and results. The policy and practices that have accompanied these changes have been multifaceted,
and sometimes even confusing and complicating issues for the majority of stakeholders in the South
African education landscape. Increased participation at secondary school level and the diversification
of learners completing their schooling and proceeding to higher education have brought additional
complexities in terms of assessing readiness for and ensuring access for students who have the

potential to succeed in higher education.

Each year in South Africa, thousands of scholars write the Senior School Leaving Certificate
(Matriculation) examinations. The Matriculation examination is a high stakes examination at the
conclusion of their school career—a passage into the world of work or a possible gateway to any of
the Higher Education Institutions (HEls) in South Africa and worldwide. As argued by Haeck and
Yeld, this examination has traditionally been used for a dual purpose, namely “to certify a level of
achievement on the course of study preceding the examination and to act as a gatekeeper for post-
secondary educational opportunities” (Haeck and Yeld, 1994, pg.2). However, this examination may

serve even more purposes.

It may be:

* administrative (e.g. for purposes of the national and provincial education departments, an
indicator of teacher delivery, school’s success, i.e. quality assurance),

= political (affirming the success of the current massification of education, impact of changes and
specific interventions and the transition from the previous education dispensation),

» statistical (for purposes of national and international comparisons),

= regulatory (dictating eligibility for specific further education and training), and for

» placement-related (a signal to the variety of tertiary options on current levels of achievement, skill,

effort, attitude, and motivation of applicants).

All of these purposes have been “packed” into the interpretation of Matriculation results and yet they

are all so distinct in their inherent assumptions. Since the school system is still so uneven in terms of

16



its quality and standards, the Matriculation results have become progressively diffuse in terms of their
ability to provide a measure of “potential”, or describe actual achievement or predict success for the

variety of options offered by the HEls in this country.

As summarised by Stiggins (1994, pg. 12-14) if assessments are to be truly meaningful they must (1)
be based on quality assessment instruments, that is, instruments that are valid and reliable with
appropriate and clear targets, (2) have a clear purpose, (3) with method(s) matched to target and
purpose, (4) be an appropriate sample of the learning domain and (5) control for all sources of
interference. If these five basic standards suggested by Stiggins are to be met for each examination
taken by the matriculant in order for the Matriculation examination to be reliable and valid, it wouid
seem reasonable to conclude that assessments in the years prior to these examinations could greatly
affect performance in this high-stakes Matriculation examination. If prior assessments have not been
valid and reliable, it follows from Stiggins’ point that we are in danger of looking at Matriculation
results that are not necessarily meaningful for higher education selection and admission purposes.
Various studies internationally and also in South Africa have shown that preparation and subsequent
success at tertiary level is tied directly to a firm foundation at secondary school level. It follows,
therefore, that we need to have an understanding of the nature of this foundation if we are to

responsibly admit students to tertiary education in South Africa.

Although the Matriculation results continue to serve as the primary measure for admitting students
into tertiary education, there are other forms of information gathering that have been used by HEIs in
South Africa. The Alternative Admissions Research Project (AARP) based at the University of Cape
Town (UCT) has been operating since 1986 and has been offering an alternative admissions testing
service since 1987 which is currently utilised by several HEIs in South Africa. The AARP tests were
initially aimed at providing an alternative assessment of readiness for applicants to UCT who were
from an educationally disadvantaged background, but their uses have evolved over the past decade
or more into carefully designed and well researched instruments providing a set of results for the
entire applicant pool that can be interpreted and used in a variety of ways. In particular they are used
for the identification of talented applicants from an educationally disadvantaged background who are
often, for reasons related to difficulties in interpreting Matriculation results, not adequately identified
by means of the Matriculation examination results (Haeck et al, 1997, Chalton et al, 2001, Cliff et al,
2003).

The AARP tests assess acquired skills and levels of achievement in Mathematics, capacity for verbal
and logical reasoning in the medium-of-instruction in higher education, and facility in higher-level

Mathematics. In addition, they provide some critical measure of potential to succeed at university.

17



Numerous small specific and large-scale research studies conducted at UCT over the period 1989 to
date have shown that the AARP tests provide a measure of the likelihood that students will be
successful in their studies and that these tests have validity in terms of their predictive capabilities
(Chalton et al, 2001; Cliff et al, 2003; 2005; 2006, Visser & Hanslo, 2006). The AARP tests, by their
design, are relatively independent of the type and quality of schooling and home language of the
writers and this independence is also ensured in the reporting and interpretation of the results
providing a further element of fairness. The AARP tests have also remained fairly stable in terms of
design and purpose during a time that the Matriculation examinations have undergone significant
changes (AARP Statistical Reports, Cliff et al, 2003; 2005; 2006)

1.2. Rationale for the study

UCT use the two forms of assessment for admission purposes outlined above, namely the
Matriculation Examination results and the Alternative Admissions tests scores. This study will
examine closely what validity the Matriculation examination results and AARP tests scores bring to
the measurement of preparedness, achievement and potential to succeed for the 2001 to 2003
cohorts of students who have been admitted to the BBusSc ECP by analysing their university
performance over the period 2001 to 2005 in relation to pre-admission academic results and other

available data, such as their type of schooling, race, gender and home language.

1.3. Purpose of the study

The purpose of the research is to clarify the validity of the Matriculation results and AARP tests
scores in relation to student performance in the BBusSc degree programme and where appropriate
highlight any causal relationships between the students’ success and specific interventions provided
by the ECP. This research also comprises a comparative study of what the Matriculation scores and
the AARP test results contribute to an understanding of the academic readiness of the BBusSc ECP
students in comparison with those students from similar educational backgrounds who met the
conventional entrance requirements for the mainstream programme and consequently do not have
the additional support available to ECP students throughout their degree programme.

For research purposes this study is unique in that it compares the concurrent and predictive validity

of the AARP and the Matriculation scores of BBusSc mainstream students with those students on

one of UCT’s Academic Development Programmes, the BBusSc Extended Curriculum Programme.
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From a practical perspective this research provides clarity on what the AARP and Matric scores
actually predict about the ECP students, why these predictions vary from what is generally expected
(as suggested by the limited preliminary study described later in this thesis), what the implications
are for future student selection onto the programme and how we can improve selection processes
for the ECP. The findings of this study also suggest that there are several other factors that influence
academic performance on the ECP. The most responsible admissions process is crucial in that both
the programme sponsors and the university need to be confident that funding and academic
resources for the ECP are indeed utilised for the students who are most likely to succeed despite the
fact that they did not achieve the minimum entrance requirements for the BBusSc degree
programme. The outcomes of this research could enhance the identification of students with the
potential to succeed so that these students are provided with access to tertiary education. Each
year decisions have to be made about which students to admit and it is important to make selection
decisions informed by research outcomes rather than on some random choice between two students

with apparently similar eligibility.

1.4. Significance of the study

1.4.1. Research problem

Research question answered by this study
What do the Matriculation results and the Alternative Admissions Research Project (AARP) tests
scores indicate in relation to the academic performance of mainstream and extended curriculum

students in the BBusSc degree programme?

Specific questions to be explored in the study

o What predictive value do the AARP and Matriculation scores have?

e What is the concurrent value of the AARP and the Matriculation scores and what can we learn
from these concurrences?

e What can we learn from the AARP and Matriculation scores in relation to the average
achievement in each academic year of study at UCT?

e What is the predictive validity of these scores in terms of the success of the ECP students?

¢ Do the same trends exist for the BBusSc ECP and the mainstream BBusSc students?

o What is the value of the double-weighting of Matric English and Mathematics in relation to
subsequent performance on the BBusSc degree programme?

* What characteristics upon admission actually predict success for the ECP students?
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1.4.2. Specific focuses of this research

e Using Correlation Analysis techniques to investigate the extent to which the individuat AARP
test scores correlate with the Matriculation scores (concurrent validity) and the first year
MAM102W performance (predictive validity) since a solid foundation in Mathematics is crucial

for most of the senior courses

e Using Regression Analysis techniques to examine the influence of demographics (such as
school background, gender, race), Matriculation and AARP Scores on performance, retention

and graduation at university

e To establish the value of the AARP and the Matriculation scores in predicting eventual
success of the BBusSc ECP students compared with the success of the mainstream BBusSc

students; to look for patterns and draw conclusions from this comparison

o To interpret the findings of this study and to provide an overview of other factors impacting on
the findings

e To consider the findings of similar previous studies and draw comparisons where possible

o To recommend ways in which the AARP scores could be more effectively used in the
selection and admission of the BBusSc ECP, as continuous improvement in this process is

regarded as essential.

1.5. Context for this study

Educational institutions also contribute to civil society by offering individuals a
chance to better their lives. Educational qualifications are a form of social and
cultural capital which can be converted into economic capital in the labour market.
However such qualifications are a two edged sword. If unequally distributed,
qualifications can increase the gap between those who already are advantaged
and those citizens who are disadvantaged or marginalised. Education therefore
can empower citizens but it can also become the mechanism for social exclusion.
The distribution of education therefore has considerable significance for those
groups in society, such as women, who still need to access what is their civic
entitlement (Bourdieu 1997, pg. 46).

The above quotation resonates in many respects with where South Africa finds itself in terms of
education twelve years after democracy. Tertiary institutions in South Africa are still perceived by
many to be the filter for including or excluding people from living the lives they aspire to. The
Constitution of our country recognises the need to reconcile the divisions of the past and calls for
redress of past inequities. Aligned with this the White Paper on Higher Education (1997), the
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Higher Education Act (1997) and the National Plan on Higher Education (2001) require public
HEIs to address past inequities as well as the country's high-level human resource needs. These
strong external drivers have shaped and sharpened policies, processes and initiatives at UCT.
The UCT Mission Statement (1996) indicates that it is our mission to be flexible on access, active
in redress and rigorous on success. Furthermore, the university recognises its role in striving to
end the racial fragmentation of the higher education system and to build a diverse student profile
that substantially reflects the demographics of South African society, while also reflecting the
university’s international profile (UCT Admissions Policy 2006).

Flexibility of access to university calls for initiatives to identify potential applicants in alternative
ways as the schooling legacy in this country gave rise to a set of complex challenges. The

guestion still remains:

How does one fairly provide access to applicants from the disadvantaged sectors in
our community if they have been moulded and affected so profoundly by twelve

years of schooling in a system so fraught with disadvantages?

In an attempt to alleviate the pressures exerted by the demands for transformation, both locally
and globally, especially within the economic sector, the Commerce Faculty at UCT initiated the
Sanlam Business Science Extended Curriculum Programme in 2001. The programme has been
named after Sanlam in acknowledgement of their generous sponsorship of the infrastructure, staff
and operational costs of the Sanlam BBusSc ECP. The ECP is aimed at widening access to and
improving throughput for students from previously disadvantaged backgrounds (irrespective of
the high school attended) in order to produce graduates reflecting the demographics of the
country in alignment with the university’'s policy of promoting both excellence (identifying the
"best” students from diverse backgrounds) and equity (ensuring that extended curriculum
programme students graduate in similar numbers to mainstream students regardless of prior
educational background). This programme is of paramount importance for the sustainable well-
being of the economy of our country because of the need to produce quality Black' business
graduates to play leading roles in this sector. Not only is access (input of quality students)
imperative as we cannot morally set students up for failure or deny potential students access due
to inappropriate admission criteria, but also throughput (output—quantity and quality) since
government funding to all South African tertiary institutions is linked to output and all HEIs are

being monitored in terms of quality delivery and their throughput rates.

' Here the term “Black” needs to be understood to incorporate the "Black”, “Indian” and “Coloured” designated
groups and really refers to all the traditionally educationally and economically disadvantaged groups in South

Africa.
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The BBusSc is a highly sought-after and selective degree that provides exceptional career
opportunities for its graduates in key areas of the South African economy as part of the global
economy. Since the BBusSc ECP is specifically aimed at students whose school background
has not adequately prepared them for the rigours of tertiary study and who want to study in the
field of management, several curriculum challenges have been addressed. The fundamental
curriculum deviation from the mainstream curriculum lies in the fact that the mainstream
programme has been restructured to spread the workload of the first two years over three years,
enabling students to acquire essential foundation skills, develop effective study approaches and
make the necessary adjustment from the school to the university environment. Students on the
BBusSc ECP graduate in five years although the programme is flexible enough to allow students
to graduate in four years through the two summer? term options. This provides UCT with an
opportunity to effect inclusion of students who previously would have had no access to this field
of study based on their Matriculation results thereby overturning Bourdieu’s notion of unequally
distributed qualifications and effecting subsequent social and economic empowerment of

previously marginalised communities (Bourdieu, 1997).

The following section paints a picture of the additional value added by the BBusSc ECP

interventions, which are not generally available to the mainstream BBusSc students.

1.6. Core principles of the SANLAM UCT BBusSc ECP

The core principles of the BBusSc ECP actually find grounding in Tinto’s (1975) theory of college
student integration or attrition. Tinto’s 1975 formulations state that students enter college with
characteristics that play a role in their drop-out, especially at first year level since these
characteristics have a direct influence on the student’s initial commitment to the institution and the
goal of graduation. These in turn affect the student’s degree of social and academic integration
at the institution (Tinto, 1975).

Tinto indicates that mechanisms for social integration include peer group interaction, extra-
curricular activities and interaction with academics and administrators (1975, p. 107).  Tinto
further states that the greater the level of academic integration, the greater the level of
commitment to the institution and the goal of graduation. In addition, he indicates, the greater the
level of social integration, the greater the level of commitment to the university which in turn

increases the likelihood of the student’s retention at university (Tinto, 1975, p110, Bray, 1999).

* A winter term has also been introduced in 2006.
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First year students arrive on the BBusSc ECP just as any other first year student anywhere else
in the world, alive with possibility and filled with great expectations of a world which some of them
have no real understanding of. Student personal circumstances, expectations and multiple
emotional, psychological, academic and social factors play a role in whether ECP students will
ultimately succeed or not. It is important that the context of the students and the programme is

understood in order to fully appreciate the findings of this study.

It could be argued that some of the background characteristics displayed by ECP students such
as family socio-economic background, parental education level, prior schooling experiences, and
not meeting the entrance requirements could place these students at a bigger risk of not
succeeding at university because of the variety and extent of these factors, and hence the ECP
implemented a number of interventions to minimise these risk factors. Since many of the ECP
students are often first generation university undergraduates in their families, their social and
academic integration is even more important as they may experience additional stress factors
which could counteract their motivation for learning. The specialised forms of interventions
provided by the ECP are focussed on both academic and social integration as outlined below, in
line with Tinto and others (Tinto, 1975; Bray, 1999).

e Over and above the Faculty Orientation Programme prior to the academic year, the ECP
offers an induction programme which inducts students in a sustainable way into the university
learning environment to facilitate the transition from secondary school to tertiary study as the

behaviours are reinforced at strategic times throughout the academic year;

o Extending the first two years of the Business Science degree over three years allows students
to develop effective personal management skills and productive study habits and adjust to the

university learning environment;

¢ An environment in which skills development is encouraged by additional support activities

such as collaborative learning workshops and extra tutorials;

¢ Foundational support in the first year Mathematics course is provided as this is an area where
it is known that students enter university with less than the requisite background—doubling

the contact time with the lecturer and tutors to accommodate appropriate interventions;

e Language and Communication Development opportunities within the Microeconomics course
assist those students who are generally English Second Language speakers—the first
semester course is stretched over the full year to accommodate various language and writing

skills interventions;



e Students’ academic progress is monitored and appropriate interventions required for both the

foundation and senior years of study are provided;

e The programme curriculum outline is flexible enough to take students’ individual needs into
account ensuring that students progress at their own pace within the specified period, but also

ensuring that good results are achieved,

e Student interaction is facilitated as part of their studies to develop and practice effective

communication and group problem-solving strategies and skills;

e Career development is facilitated through participation in work placements, job shadowing
opportunities and internships to gain practical experience in preparation for entering the

market place.

e In addition to the two extended courses, first year BBusSc ECP students take mainstream
courses to expose them to the pace and volume of work required and taking responsibility for
their own learning. This facilitates development of the necessary skills towards the more
independent learning required in the senior years of study. During the third and fourth
academic years students follow their particular streams within the mainstream BBusSc

programmes with support as required.

e A mentoring system is provided whereby senior students mentor first and second years
throughout the academic year. These mentors assist with conceptual understanding of
content of every course required by the BBusSc. In addition to this, mentees are also
assisted with effective time management, productive study approaches, discipline, motivation,

and numerous other challenges.

e Sustained appropriate support is provided throughout the degree programme, tapering off
considerably by the third academic year of study. The ECP does not close the holistic
support and interventions after the first year as it became clear over time that depending on
the extent of their under-preparedness for tertiary study, some students required more time to

develop effective independent study habits.

The following schematic outlines the key features of the holistic support provided by the BBusSc
ECP. This support is underpinned by the elements facilitating social integration which in turn makes
academic integration easier; as well as career development opportunities which facilitate integration

into the workplace once students graduate.
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ECP HOLISTIC SUPRORT

Threugh Tirte infervantons —
Based on Tinto's moded of student retention and
dmp-out(Tinta, 1575}

SOCIAL INTEGRATION
Opportuntties for social integration initrated dunng
ECP Induction Frogramime — increasing chances

of sccial integration in advance of academic
activities to facilitate Academic Integrattan. Small
Group Activities, Peer Interaction and Support,
Self-development Activites, Communication Skills,
IManaging Expectations, Persanal Management
skills, Persanal Counseling. Setting and Achieving
goals, Financial Support, Motivation. Monthly Class

CAREER DEVELCGPMENT
Career Counselling Intemships, Tangeted
Corporate Presantations, Warkshops, Working
as Student Assistants, Providing Mentaning
Traimng for students to work as mentars,
Tutanng opportunities

ACADEMIC INTEGRATION
tentoring, Monitaring, Curriculum Counseling.
Effactive Parsanal Managament Skills, Productive
Study Approachss, Effective Group Wark Skills,
Additional academic workshaps far all courses
where this is reguired, Language and
Cammunication Davelspment, Sustained
Acadarmic Interventians, Navigating ancillary
academic processes, Additional Resources,
Celebrating Suctesses and coping with Failures

Meetingz, Sense of belanging and family away
fram harme

1.7. Summary

As argued in section 1.1, the Matriculation results may be too complex in its purpose and therefore
may pot be communicating accurately the actual lavels of students’ achievemant. skill. readiness and
potential to succeed at univarsity. Hence in addition to what we may be able to “read” from the
Matriculation rasults, which may not be a relatively "pure” measure of these attributes, universities
may have to lcok at alternative ways and means to establish the actual level of preparedness,

achievemant and the potential to leam and succeed at tartiary level.

Expenence with the BBusSc ECP students over the past six years has shown that many factors
afiect success at tariary levael such as desire to leam, good work ethic, effective time management
skills, positive attitude, powarful motivation, strong effort, consistent parlicipation, submitting work on
time and other personal and social characterstics which comtribute directly to academic achievement,

These factors are extrermely difficult to measure. For this reason, it |5 even more critical that we



assess the required attributes and potential to succeed at university as accurately as possible prior to

admission.

Since the Matriculation results are problematic as described above, we have the additional
information provided by the AARP results and this study considers what the Matriculation and AARP
data provide collectively and separately. However, beyond this data, there may be other factors
which impact on what we can read from this data in relation to subsequent academic performance.
These factors may have wider implications for selection and for understanding academic readiness

and the factors impacting on academic progression which is the broader purpose of this research.
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2. CHAPTER TWO — LITERATURE REVIEW AND THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

2.1.Introduction

The review includes relevant topics such as a variety of admissions models (Perfetto, 1999),
considers the UCT admissions model and highlights relevant aspects of the UCT admissions process
and sketch the admission guidelines with particular reference to the Commerce Facuity admissions
criteria. The review also traces the origins of admissions tests and gives a perspective of the

debates around admissions tests.

This literature review also provides a context for the AARP tests, an overview of the historical and
present nature and purposes of the AARP tests, and indicates how the policies and processes shifted

over time as the educational landscape changed in South Africa over the past three decades.

The most important aim of this study is to explore the predictive and concurrent value or validity of
the AARP tests and Matriculation scores in terms of performance of the BBusSc students at UCT.
Accordingly the literature review explores the relevant concepts of validity in its broadest sense, the
changes over time in the conception of validity (Killen, 2003), the reasons why validity is important
and valuable, and the four principles of validity suggested by Nitko (2001). The focus is not so much
on instrument validity (Siegle, 2003) but rather on the useful interpretation of the results (Messick,
1989) of the AARP tests.

2.2. Admissions models described in the literature

In an attempt to more clearly understand and explain the variety of approaches to admissions that
are practised throughout the United States, the College Board initiated the Admissions Models
Project in 1998. One consistent theme that emerged from various conferences and other work on
this project was that there is no single "best practice in admissions" that is applicable to all institutions
and that admissions practice must be developed by each institution based on institutional mission,

goals, objectives, and priorities.
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Higher Education Institutions (HEls) employ several different admissions approaches, either
simultaneously or sequentially. However, there are certain commonalities that can be observed
across a broad spectrum of public and private HEIs both in South Africa and internationally. These
are described as the following nine philosophical perspectives encompassing both eligibility-based

admissions models and selection models as defined by Perfetto (2003).

Eligibility-based models

* Entitlement — higher education is an inalienable right and should be made available to everyone.
= Open Access — higher education is a natural progression after high school and should be made

available to everyone who is qualified.

Models based on a student's "capacity to perform”

* Meritocracy — higher education is a reward for those who have been most academically
successful.
= Character — higher education is a reward for personal virtue, dedication, perseverance,

community service, and hard work.

Models based on a student's "capacity to benefit"

* Enhancement — institutions should seek out and nurture talent.
= Mobilization — higher education is the "great equalizer" and must promote social and economic

mobility.
Models based on a student’s "potential to contribute”

* Investment — higher education should promote the greater good and further the development of
society.

= Environmental/Institutional — the admissions selection process is designed to meet the
enrolment goals and unique organizational needs of the admitting institution while promoting the
overall quality of students' educational experience.

* Fiduciary — higher education is a business, and access must first preserve the institution's fiscal

integrity.

In addition to the above aspects it is desirable to have more than one way of entering the university.
Graunke & Woosley (2005) have shown that whilst many HEls in the USA have procedures in place
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to evaluate multiple characteristics of students, some also provide applicants with a variety of ways to
gain admission. In recent years in the United States of America, several states have adopted “class
rank plans”, whereby all students who have met basic application requirements and who rank in the

top 10% or 20% of their high school classes are automatically admitted (Graunke & Woosley, 2005).

2.3. A relevant historical perspective on selection and admissions to higher education

Most colleges and universities in the United States of America trace the heritage of admissions tests
from two distinct lines: “(1) written examinations required for entrance into private colleges; and (2)
aptitude tests that grew out of changing social needs and notions of intelligence in the late 1800’s
and were designed to provide a means of sorting large numbers of people into appropriate
occupational and intellectual categories in attempts to contribute to the efficient organisation of
democratic society. ” (Perry et al, 2002, pg. 4). These examinations shifted from being oral tests
administered by travelling examiners to written examinations administered on a regional basis and
reached a much larger proportion of the target group. It was clearly an elite section of the nation
that was targeted, as the Perry Discussion Paper states that “throughout the first three decades of
the twentieth century, the ‘college boards’ were week-long essay examinations of the curriculum

provided in elite boarding schools” (Perry, et al 2002, pg 4).

This model shifted in the 1930’s because of the introduction of the SAT, generally known as the
Scholastic Aptitude Test and later renamed as the Scholastic Assessment Test and currently known
as the SAT |. The much researched and much written about SAT has its roots in intelligence tests
developed in late 1800’s and early 1900’s initially administered on army recruits during World War |.
In the early 1930’s James Bryant Conant, who was the President of Harvard at the time, was
searching for a tool to identify highly talented young men from obscure backgrounds who would
nonetheless succeed at Harvard and initially used the SAT to this end. Conant believed that
achievement tests would always favour those who had the financial resources and attended the best
preparatory schools and he saw in the SAT the potential tool for “restructuring society by
counterbalancing the benefits of inherited privilege in favour of innate talent” (Perry et al, 2002, pg 4).
Harvard also used SAT to award scholarships, though traditional entrance examinations were still
administered as admissions tests. During the same period The College Board developed a series of
one-hour multiple choice questions, which has evolved into the SAT Il used today. In 1959 Prof.
Lindquist, a psychologist of note and an achievement test developer, formed the American College
Testing company (ACT Inc.) as he wanted to increase the numbers of Americans attending college

and developed the ACT as an achievement-type admissions test also designed to provide diagnostic
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information to help colleges in placement as well as admissions. Today the ACT tests are used by

public and private institutions as an alternative to SAT | (Perry et al, 2002).

The part of the history of the admissions tools being used by Conant to measure innate talent of
students who would not ordinarily be admitted to university and the development of admissions tests
for both placement and admission purposes, rings true of the underpinning philosophy and purposes
of the AARP tests first developed at UCT in 1986 and first administered in 1987. At that point in time,
student selection into South African Tertiary Institutions was fraught with controversy and the basis of
much student upheaval as the cry for fair access and opportunities for success, which is still relevant

and to some extent perceived to be unresolved to this day.

According to Perry et al “one strength admissions tests are commonly presumed to have over high
school grades—and that aptitude-type tests are commonly presumed to have over achievement-type
tests—is an ability to identify students with high potential who have not yet demonstrated that
potential” (Perry et al 2002, pg. 10). In the South African context, one perspective of this theory
relates to students with high ability attending under-resourced schools who score low on
achievement tests (Matriculation Examinations) because they are held back by the poor education
received at primary and high school and yet are identified by the AARP tests as students with

potential.

Admissions tests measuring potential could, to some extent, minimise the impact that examinations
may have on classroom teaching. This relates to the “backwash effect” that has been defined as the
direct or indirect effect of examinations on teaching methods (Prodomou, 1995, pg. 13). One of the
criticisms of some of the South African so-called “cram colleges” (offering Grade 11 and 12 in one
year) is precisely that examinations affect classroom instruction, activities and assessment and this
maybe positive, resulting in good results for students—albeit short term, or negative where surface
learning is the predominant mode of interaction with learning materials and deep learning of topics
are lacking with dire consequences for tertiary education which requires and assumes a thorough
foundation for many courses. This may also be the case for students from well-resourced schools,
who are determined to obtain high grades and focus on preparing towards the methods and answers
that will allow them to pass examinations as opposed to fully understanding concepts by “training” to
answer examination questions. This often results in a lack of insight into foundation concepts and
lack of skills which are only shown up to be lacking when a level of proficiency is required as a basis
for new learning, like in Mathematics at first year level. This may be one reason why students who

make the faculty requirement for Matric Mathematics fail the first year Mathematics course.



The most serious criticism of standardised testing is its value for assessing individuals. In addition to
this, Fitzgerald (1999) claims that with academic achievement tests, a single assessment is rarely
enough to be dependable. It would be more useful to use academic achievement scores as
additional sources of information rather than wholly rely on such scores. Some South African HEIs,
including UCT, have shifted in some faculties towards using, for example, one of the AARP tests, the
Mathematics Achievement (MACH) and Matric Mathematics results as concurrent measures of actual
mathematics achievement prior to entering tertiary education. This is useful since performance
assessment, which is seen as authentic testing where the student must perform the skill and show
mastery, is most useful when you can make multiple opportunities for such performance
assessments. It is not possible to get this from one set of school leaving results and an entrance
exam which may or may not be authentic performance assessment. Hence it is prudent to gather as

far as possible additional supporting evidence about the student’s achievement prior to admission.

Several authors on the subject of university entrance examinations versus school examinations on
their own, or any combination of these, have different conclusions on the matter. For example,
Brown concluded his English Language Entrance Examination Progress Report (Brown, 1996) by
stating that admission by entrance examination is far from being the only way to get into a Japanese
University and that increasingly there are other possibilities available. He goes on to mention among
other possibilities, entrance by recommendation and the use of multiple sources of information (e.g.
academic, demographic, etc.) in admitting students into universities. Brown (1996) also states that
the entrance examinations were originally designed to create “level playing fields” for all applicants to
universities. However, schooling models, the validity of these very entrance tests and several other
factors actually defeat the purpose of an entrance examination. Brown (1996) also shows that
different admission models have been used in various countries with varying degrees of validity and

SUCCesS.

Most South African HEIs do not have standardised admissions tests and therefore rely fundamentally
on the Matriculation results to admit students to the variety of programmes offered by each institution.
In addition to the Matriculation results the University of Cape Town use the AARP tests as
admissions tests and these tests play a role within the admissions approaches of the UCT Faculties

that require applicants to write these tests.



2.4.UCT admissions approaches

The University of Cape Town is committed to being flexible on access, active in redress and rigorous
on success (UCT Mission Statement, 1996). The UCT Admissions and Progressions Committee is
charged with determining how school leaving examination results and any other available data,
including the admissions tests results, are used in the eligibility and admissions criteria for all UCT
faculties. All of the UCT faculties are represented on this committee and drafts of the individual
faculty admissions criteria are submitted to this committee for approval. These admissions criteria are
then scrutinised by members of senate and a final draft is submitted for approval to the university
council. Although attempts have been made to ensure consistency with regard to admissions criteria
for all faculties, the criteria and admissions process differ from faculty to faculty. UCT’s admissions
goals and objectives are partly based on equity of access and set aspirational overall enroiment and
equity targets per programme. (UCT Undergraduate Admissions Policy, 2006, UCT Mission
Statement, 1996)

The two overriding philosophical perspectives employed by UCT’s selection model are based on a
student's "capacity to perform” and on a student's "capacity to benefit" (Perfetto, 1999). This is
evident in the admissions criteria, as students are rewarded for being most academically successful
at high school level. However, in recent years, UCT is also using the model based on a student’s
“‘potential to contribute” to the Institution’s enrolment goals. These selection models are linked to the
actual characteristics, qualities and capacities that are valued as part of the transparent UCT

admissions process.

Different admissions criteria are used in the various Faculties which may suggest a measure of
inconsistency across faculties and certainly are making it difficult in terms of the mobility of students
who change their mind about their programme of study during the admissions process. This
becomes even more complex when combined with the practicalities of flexibility of access in order to
provide access to students from previously disadvantaged sectors of the population and the

inequities that still exist in South African schools to this day.

In addition to mainstream admissions, UCT also admits students in the category “potential to
contribute”. These students who do not meet the regular requirements for degree programmes are
admitted into the Extended Curriculum Programmes (ECPs) or Foundational programmes offered by
the majority of its six faculties in order to meet the institution’s aspirational equity targets. Facuities

who offer these programmes have an additional admissions procedure in place to select and admit
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applicants in this category. The AARP tests now play a more significant role in the admissions and
placement of these ECP students and this study considers one such group of students at UCT,
namely the BBusSc ECP, an intervention programme provided by the Commerce Faculty for selected
Matriculants who fail to meet the minimum Faculty Point requirements of the faculty but who meet the

minimum Mathematics requirements.

The courses required by the various BBusSc degree specialisation programmes are both
linguistically and quantitatively demanding and hence the double-weighting of the symbols for the
Matric Mathematics and English subjects. Although no scientific evidence has been offered for the
assumption about the validity of the double-weighting practice, the debates around this practice
continue. It may be useful to consider the value of the double-weighting since it impacts a
considerable number of students each year and considering the fact that the Commerce Facuity is
the biggest Faculty at UCT and has the highest proportion of undergraduate students (UCT Annual
Admissions Cycle report, 2001 to 2005).

The overall Matric performance is used as the only indicator of readiness to enter the Commerce
Faculty. Currently admission into the Commerce Faculty does not require applicants to write the
AARP tests, although applicants are encouraged to do so. However, even where the AARP tests are
available for an applicant, the Matriculation/Faculty Point Score is still valued most by the Commerce

Faculty as an indicator of achievement and potential.

At this point it is appropriate to clarify how the Matriculation results are used to render applicants
eligible for admission to UCT and in particular to the Commerce Faculty. The following tables
provide details of admission requirements to UCT and how the School leaving Examination Point

System works for applicants to UCT.

TABLE | — THE UCT GUIDELINES FOR ADMISSION (2006)
Eligibility for The legal minimum admission requirement for degree study is a Matriculation
admission Endorsement and Exemption
Minimum All applicants must show evidence of proficiency in English and are required to submit
language evidence of this as part of their application to study at UCT
proficiency
Minimum points The University of Cape Town uses an admissions rating or point system, which assigns
score points to each subject that you pass. The better your symbols, the greater the number of
points you earn. You will earn more marks for subjects taken on higher grade.
Working out The symbols you obtained for your six Senior Certificate subjects are worth a certain
your points number of points (see table below). If you toock more than six subjects, choose your best
six, making sure that you include English and any subjects required for admission to the
faculty and/or degree of your choice.
Add these points together to obtain your total.
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Additional In addition to Matriculation, each faculty has its own subject, symbol and grade
requirements requirements for admission to particular degrees or diplomas.

Note: The BBusSc requires a minimum of D for Higher Grade (HG)’ Mathematics and C
for English.

Placement tests The following tests are compulsory:
The Alternative Admissions Test is compulsory for Humanities applicants.
The Health Sciences Placement Test is compulsory for Health Sciences applicants.

Note: For some faculties the AARP tests are compulsory for admission, such as
Humanities and Health Sciences, but these are not compuisory in others like the
Commerce Faculty.

(Available on UCT Website www.uct.ac.za)

The Matric Point (MatPt) is calculated using the applicant’s six best subjects by utilizing the scoring
system in the table below. The Commerce Faculty Point (FacPt) requires that the points for

Mathematics and English be doubled in the calculation of the points.

TABLE 2 — CALCULATING THE MATRIC OR FACULTY POINT

Symbol | Higher Grade (HG)® | Standard Grade (SG)

Mmoo W >

WAoo 0
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It is relevant to note that the Commerce Faculty 2006 Admissions Policy incorporates the following:

¢ The academic achievement cut off points for offers are structured to achieve the desired
demographic makeup of the student body. The ECP and Commerce Academic Development
Programme (CADP) are structured to provide redress.

e All “Black”, “Coloured” and “Indian” applicants who are South African residents or citizens and are
not accepted for the Mainstream programmes are reviewed to determine whether or not they
meet the extended programme admission requirements.

e The Faculty has agreed in principle to make AARP testing compulsory for all applicants but at
present the University does not have sufficient resources to implement this decision for the
Commerce Mainstream programmes. All applicants are encouraged to write AARP, especially
applicants who may wish to apply (as their second choice) to the Humanities Faculty where it is

compulsory to write the PTEEP portion. (Extracted from the Commerce Admissions Policy, 2006)

* The South African School Leaving Certificate allows students the choice to complete their subjects as a Standard
Grade (SG) or a Higher Grade (HG) examination. Entrance into university requires Matriculation Endorsement
which requires a pass in at least four specified Higher Grade subjects.
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The following crude comparison of the BBusSc ECP and mainstream BBusSc admissions criteria for
the period 2001 to 2003 will facilitate a better understanding of the admissions requirements for the

BBusSc ECP in relation to the mainstream BBusSc.

TABLE 3 — BBUSSC ECP vS§ MAINSTREAM ADMISSIONS CRITERIA

CRITERION EARLY/PROVISIONAL OFFER® FINAL OFFER®
Mathematics HG (C) HG D or E when overall points were good
(HG C req{u:red for mamstream) (HG D requ:red for mainstream)
English HG (C) 1° Language or 2" Language | HG (D) - 1s Ianguage
HG (C )- 2™ language
(HG C 1°' Language required for (HGD 1st Language required for
mainstream) mainstream)
Faculty Points, 45-49 42 - 49
(Mathematics and
English double (52 points required for Mainstream) | (50 required for Mainstream)
weighted)
Other factors Consistency of performance in Mock Number of subjects passed at Senior
Matriculation Examinations, especially | Certificate (SC)
Mathematics Inclusion of Physical Science as a SC
subject
AARP score, especially if in top three | COMBO04 acceptances (“Black”,
deciles “Coloured”, “Indian™) who obtained a HG
(D) symbol in Mathematics would be
invited to join the BBusSc ECP

Early Offers are made prior to the release of the final Matriculation results and this is based on the
student’s performance in the mock Matriculation examinations written in June and September of the
Matriculation year. Currently prospective BBusSc students must obtain an overall Matric score of 60
(highest possible score is 64) for Actuarial Science and 58 for other specialisations or streams offered by

the School of Management Studies.

Graunke & Woosley (2005) state that in one way or another, many HEls set aside a small percentage of
their entering cohort for students who may not meet traditional criteria but who have unique talents or
personal situations. Graunke & Woosley (2005) also provide a list of background characteristics to
qualify an applicant for special consideration to be admitted to a specific Faculty. In the case of UCT,
this could be via decanal discretion, as each dean has a small number of students which can be admitted
to the faculty under the dean’'s discretion. Depending on the admissions criteria and the attributes

displayed by the applicant this could be for admission into the ECPs or into the mainstream programmes:

= First generation at university (especially within the context of South Africa’s political and
education history)

= Geographic location (such as semi-rural or rural areas)



* Socio-economic status and educational background (previously disadvantaged
background)

» Extenuating circumstances

» Extra-curricular background and academic endeavours outside the classroom

* Personal attributes

* Language background

* Work experience (Through Recognition of Prior experiential Learning)

A combination of these may already be incorporated in the “personal report” score used in the

admissions process for the UCT Faculty of Health Sciences and elsewhere.

2.5. Nature and purposes of the AARP tests

2.5.1. The role of the AARP tests

In an attempt to understand access and opportunity to tertiary education, Haeck & Yeld (1994)
researched the use of Matric Examination results as the sole indicator of future academic success
and the variety of Admissions tests used by various institutions across South Africa, as well as the
use of achievement tests. They endorsed the advantages of such tests as discovered by James
Bryant Conant in the 1930’s (Perry, 2000), and the value of testing for potential within a particular
paradigm, such as dynamic testing as utilised by two of the AARP tests. Haeck & Yeld (1994)
concluded that careful selection and appropriate placement of Ex-DET* students were crucial in the
success of these students both for reasons of equity and justice especially since the traditional
methods of selection of the 80’s were unable to provide tertiary institutions with sufficient candidates
from previously disadvantaged backgrounds of the required “quality”. Thus historically, the AARP
Tests provided a mechanism for placement and selection of students from educationally

disadvantaged backgrounds done on a theoretically sound basis.

The AARP tests comprise both achievement and proficiency tests and also give a measure of the
potential for success at tertiary level. The development teams of the various AARP tests comprise

both Educators and subject specialists from the Higher Education (university) and the Further

3 Historically the Department of Education and Training schools (one of the 19 formal Education Departments which
operated under the Apartheid Education System) were almost exclusively for Black Africans being taught by Black African
teachers with its roots in the Bantu Education Act No 57 of 1953 based on ideological separation. The Department of Bantu
Education changed its name to the Department of Education and Training in 1978. Teachers were underpaid, under-
qualified and an unacceptable high percentage of the teachers were unqualified and taught with minimal resources in poor
teaching and learning facilities in a system intimately bound and affected by the politics of the country (Murphy, 1987).
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Education and Training (High school) sectors as well as statisticians who analyse results annually to

ensure construct validity.

The main motivation for continuing this type of research is the fact that the Matriculation examination
results on their own do not necessarily reflect the entry-level capacity or lack thereof of students for
successful engagement in tertiary education (Cliff et al, 2003) within the South African Education
context of extreme diversity in terms of quality and standard of schooling provision across the

country.

Visser and Hanslo (2006), for example, concluded that performance on the Placement Test in
English for Educational Purposes (PTEEP) is as good a predictor of dropout and retention as
traditional the Matriculation Examination Points performance. For the ex-DET (disadvantaged) group
in particular, the PTEEP appears to be a consistently stronger predictor of dropout and retention

when compared to the traditional Matriculation Examination Points.

The problem of accuracy in terms of predicting success at tertiary level is further complicated by the
type of and the impact of provision at tertiary level as well as a variety of other factors impacting on
academic success once students enter the tertiary learning environment. This is true for students
across the spectrum irrespective of entry-level performance. It is conceivable that the predictive
value of AARP using correlation analyses can be counteracted by factors at tertiary level and this has
been acknowledged in other AARP research work. For example, in an annual report it was
concluded that Academic Development Programmes and other academic interventions which are
prevalent in HEIs in South Africa may have impacted positively on the performance of weak incoming
students and this serves to further depress the correlation coefficient when correlating AARP scores

with subsequent course performance scores (Cliff et al, 2002).

Over the past six years students on the BBusSc ECP have been required to write the AARP tests if
they did not write these tests prior to admission. Where these have been available prior to
admission, the results have been used to provide additional information for the BBusSc ECP
selection process, but we have found the AARP information to be most useful in diagnosing the level
of under-preparedness of our students with regard to foundation skills and subsequent placement of

students on specific intervention programmes.



2.5.2. The different AARP tests and their purposes

The literature shows that the AARP test scores can be used for selection, placement, diagnosis and
prediction purposes (CIiff et al 2002; Chalton et al, 2001). Definitions of the Alternative Admissions
Research Project (AARP) battery of tests have been provided in the literature (Cliff et al, 2002). The
PTEEP, MACH, MCOM and the SRT tests developed by the AARP refer to the following.

 The Placement Test in English for Educational Purposes (PTEEP) (22 hours)
e The Mathematics Achievement (MACH) (1% hours)

o Mathematics Comprehension test (MCOM) (12 hours)

e Scientific Reasoning Test (SRT) (1 hour)

(This study will make no reference to the SRT as it is used only for Health Science applicants)

The Placement Test in English for Educational Purposes (PTEEP) aims to assess students’
abilities in terms of the following: to make meaning from texts that they are likely to encounter in their
studies; to understand words and discourse signals in their contexts; to identify and track academic
argument; understand and evaluate the evidential basis of argument; to extrapolate and draw
inferences and conclusions from what is stated or given; to identify main from supporting ideas in the
overall organisation of a text; to understand information presented visually (e.g. graphs, tables, flow-
charts); and to understand basic numerical concepts and information used in text, including basic

numerical manipulations.

Cliff, Yeld & Hanslo (2003) further qualifies the PTEEP with the purpose of assessing entry-level
students’ capacities to cope with the learning and thinking processes required of students at an

English medium-of-instruction institution and as such it is a test of learning potential.

The objective of the Maths Achievement (MACH) test is to measure the extent of a candidate’s
backlog in basic mathematical knowledge and skills. The following are some of the content areas
covered in the test: operations with fractions; spatial perception; functions represented by tables,
graphs and symbols; operations with surds; circle geometry and basic trigonometry. Although these
areas are covered in the Grade 11 Standard Grade mathematics syllabus (and the syliabi preceding
it), the items in the test require somewhat more than what could be achieved through drill and
practice. A great deal of attention is given to problem-solving within the above contexts — this is in
line with current thinking in maths education and the objectives outlined for the Mathematics and

Mathematical Literacy learning areas.



The Maths Comprehension test (MCOM) is designed to provide additional or alternative information
about a candidate’s mathematical potential to that provided by the Senior Certificate examinations.
The following broad cognitive skills are assessed: the interpretation of information represented in
various forms; the translation of information from one form to another; the extrapolation of
information; the comprehension of concepts; the analysis of principles; the application of general
principles to particular contexts; the generalisation of particular trends; and the synthesis of new

principles from known concepts, and the relationships between the concepts.

The initial AARP aims were to identify students who attended the DET schools and whose school
results would not qualify them for admission to UCT based on the admission requirements set at that
time, but who via the AARP demonstrated the potential to succeed at University (Haeck & Yeld,
1994). The AARP tests were developed to be independent from the type and standard of schooling
as they set out to “minimise reliance on content-based secondary school experiences” (Haeck &
Yeld, 1994, pg 1) and be free of language and cultural bias so as to not further disadvantage English

Second Language writers.

The purposes of the AARP tests have been clearly outlined in research papers and by the AARP Unit

annual reports.

o Selection purposes

The AARP results are used in addition to the Matric Point for selection and admission purposes by at

least four faculties at UCT and at a few other HEIs in South Africa.

o Placement purposes

For example in the Science Faculty the AARP results is used for placement in foundation course in
Mathematics such as MAM1005H and MAM1006H which runs over two years but essentially make
up a first year university Mathematics course. In Commerce and Humanities Faculties it is used for
placement into a Microeconomics (ECO1010H) a semester course stretched over a year to

incorporate language development and writing skills in the context of the subject matter.

o Diagnostic purposes

Each year the AARP test results are analysed and a diagnostic breakdown of the performance of the
cohort against core competencies is provided with the purpose of influencing the design of the
learning, teaching and the curriculum to benefit the needs of the students. These diagnostic analyses

are available to course convenors where they could use the information to the benefit of the student



or cohort of students by making curriculum adjustments. For example, BBusSc ECP and Commerce
ADP students have been identified based on these analyses and have been allocated to additional

support classes at first year level in both Mathematics and Language Development courses.

2.5.3. The nature of the AARP tests

As the target population for the writing of these tests evolved over time due to the changing
educational landscape in our country, the design of the tests have changed considerably and the
results of these tests can now be utilised for multiple purposes as stated above. Haeck et al (1997)
describe the approach to the MCOM and PTEEP as a dynamic testing approach aimed at testing to

what extent individuals can be taught to perform authentic academic tasks.

The dynamic testing approach with adequate scaffolding utilised for the MCOM and PTEEP closely
models the approach used for the Learning Potential Assessment Device (LPAD) so eloquently

described by Feuerstein and Krasilowsky (1972, pg. 574):

The method is based on a theoretical framework and a model substituting a DYNAMIC
goal for the STATIC goal set forth by the conventional psychometric approach—that is,
instead of measuring the existing inventory of capacities and using them as a basis for
predicting further development of the individual, the LPAD has as its aim the
measurement and evaluation of the capacity of the individual to use previous
experience (in this particular case: newly acquired skills, functions, principles and
motivations) for his adaptation to progressively new and more complex situations.

This method involves a change in goals and measuring instruments. The latter are
structured so as to follow a learning process to take place at the time of testing,
followed by measurement of the capacity of the individual to apply his learning to tasks
progressively more remote and complex. The test situation............. (is) a “teaching-
learning” relationship between the examiner and the examinee. The main effect of this
is the induction of change in both cognitive modalities as well as motivational patterns
which make the deprived individual function at a level much closer to his hidden
capacity than in any other instance.

This description of the LPAD gives a reflection of the nature of the MCOM and PTEEP and its actual
design. The design is appropriate in that it provides applicants from educationally deprived
backgrounds another opportunity to demonstrate potential. if the AARP test scores are considered in
conjunction with the Matriculation examination scores for admission purposes then the chances of
identifying and admitting students with true potential maybe greatly improved. An added benefit is
the fact that, the AARP tests can also be used as a basis for identification of further development
requirements of both individual and cohorts of students, in other words for diagnostic and placement

purposes. This is especially valuable in the case of ECP students who are admitted with less than
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the requisite preparation and for the appropriate design and provision of support interventions to
ensure their success. Thus the impact of the AARP goes beyond the admissions process to ensure
optimum benefit to the student (Yeld, 2001).

There is no oral or aural component to any of the AARP tests. The Matric English examinations have
an oral and aural component built in as part of its continuous assessment during the final school
leaving year. For this reason, the PTEEP and Matric English will provide different information about
a student’s language proficiency. The PTEEP and Matric English both provide valuable information
as it is commonly understood that good performance on a written language test does not guarantee
good performance on an oral test and much has been written about the value of measuring a
student’s oral versus aural ability (listening comprehension ability) as paper and pencil tests can

measure oral ability but not aural ability (lto, 2003).

The thesis examines the validity of the AARP and the Matriculation results in relation to subsequent
academic performance and it is important that we consider the broadest concept of validity in order to

ensure that we know how to establish the validity we seek.

2.6. Definitions and concepts of validity used in context

The concept of validity in social science research has several components and although validity was
traditionally subdivided into three categories, namely content, criterion-related and construct validity
(Brown, 1996), some authors suggest that validity have as many as five components. Lewis (1999)

suggests four ways to establish validity, namely:

a) Content validity

b) Construct Validity

c) Concurrent Validity and
d) Predictive validity

These four components are relevant to this research and they are defined within this context.

2.6.1. Validity

In general validity refers to the extent to which something does what it is intended to do. A measure
intended to predict future success is said to have predictive validity, to the extent that it can predict

that success (Siegle, 2003). This is emphasised by Brown where he suggests that the general
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concept of validity has been defined as “the degree to which a test measures what it claims, or
purports, to be measuring” (Brown, 1996, pg. 231). In Nitko's 2001 description of the general nature
of validity he writes: “Validity is the soundness of your interpretations and uses of students’
assessment results. Validity emphasises the results you interpret, not the instrument or the
procedures itself” (Nitko, 2001, pg. 36).

Siegle (2003) contends that an instrument is valid only to the extent that its scores permit appropriate

inferences to be made about a specific group of people for specific purposes.

2.6.2. Reliability

A test is reliable to the extent that whatever it measures, it measures it consistently. An instrument
cannot be valid if it is not reliable. The reliability of a test refers to “the degree with which repeated
measurements, or measurements taken under identical circumstance, will yield the same results”
(Lewis 1999, pg 3). Reliability is the degree of consistency of the measure. Here one can ask the

question: “Does the measure give you the same resuits every time it is used?” (Siegle, 2003).

Reliability or consistency also falls outside the ambit of this research as it is a vastly complex area as
alluded to by the thirty-six threats to reliability as discussed by Brown in five different categories,
namely, “problems due to the environment of the test administration, administration procedures,
examinees, scoring procedures, and test construction or quality of test items (Brown, 1996, pp188—
192). This study assumes that the AARP tests have demonstrated reliability over time since
reliability is simply consistency. The AARP tests have been revised and fine-tuned annually and
have shown stability over time after repeated annual administrations of the AARP tests and as such
reliability of the AARP tests is assumed for the purposes of this study (AARP Statistical Reports, Cliff
et al, 2003; 2005; 2006).

2.6.3. Content validity

This is a non-statistical type of validity that involves “the systematic examination of the test content to
determine whether it covers a representative sample of the domain to be measured’ (Anatasi &
Urbina, 1997 p114). A test has content validity built into it by careful selection of which items to
include (Anatasi & Urbina, 1997).
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Content validity addresses the match between test questions and the content or subject area they
are intended to assess, in other words it refers to the extent to which the content in the test is
representative of the content domain which is being tested. The literature also refers to this concept
of match as alignment while the content or subject area of the test may be referred to as a
performance domain (College Board Validity Handbook, 2007). Content validity can be achieved by
selecting test items so that they comply with the test specification which is drawn up through a
thorough inspection of the content domain. The test must accurately reflect the content domain in all
respects (PsychoLogi™ Software, 2003). Since this research is a quantitative analysis of aspects of
validity the Matriculation Examinations or the AARP tests, the content validity of these assessments
will not be discussed, but the definition is included for the sake of a comprehensive understanding of

the various aspects of validity.

Face validity is very closely related to content validity and it should not be confused with it. Face
validity refers to the issue of whether or not the items are measuring what they appear, on the face of
it, to measure (PsychoLogi™ Software, 2003). The concept of face validity is relevant insofar as the
face validity of the AARP is important as it would determine how seriously the results of the test are
taken in a high stakes admissions process. The Matriculation examination is without a doubt
enjoying face validity as the most sought after qualification by school leavers in this country and even

more important to those who wish to enter higher education.

2.6.4. Construct validity

Construct validity refers to the degree to which a test or other measure assesses the underlying
theoretical construct it is supposed to measure, in other words, the test is measuring what it is
purported to measure (Brown, 1996). Construct validation requires the compilation of multiple
sources of evidence. In order to demonstrate construct validity, evidence that the test measures what
it purports to measure as well as evidence that the test does not measure irrelevant attributes are
both required (College Board Validity Handbook, 2007).

This study does not report on construct validity of the AARP tests or the Matriculation examinations

as construct validity lies outside the framework of this study.

2.6.5. How is validity established?

Siegle (2003) asserts that there is no definitive equation that can be easily applied to establish
that one measure is valid and another is not. Instead, one can establish the degree of prediction—not

"Is it valid?" but rather, "How valid is it?" (Siegle, 2003). This question can be answered by
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determining the relationship between the measure used for prediction, for example, the Matric
Mathematics symbol, and a measure of subsequent success, such as manifested in the MAM1002W

result for first year BBusSc students.

2.6.6. Predictive validity

Validity in the context of this study has a two-fold meaning: concurrent and predictive and it has a
quantitative meaning. Most definitions concur that if an instrument is purported to measure some
future performance, it is referred to as predictive validity (Del Siegle, 2003). The PsycholLogi™
Glossary defines predictive validity as a “criterion-related validity”. This refers to the use of test
results to predict performance in another situation or criterion. When validity of the prediction of
future performance on a criterion is of concern then we refer to it as predictive validity (PsychoLogi™
Software, 2003). The degree of correlation between the two tests is calculated to ascertain the
extent of the predictive validity For example; it is claimed that the SAT used in the USA predicts

performance in college.

In this study the concurrent validity is given by the MACH, MCOM and the Matric Mathematics results
and the predictive validity obtained at a later stage, is given by, for example, the MAM102W results.
In order to evaluate predictive validity, the second measure (MAM102W results) is compared with the
individual MCOM and MACH scores as well as the combined AARP scores.  This study also
comments on the predictive validity by comparing the AARP and Matriculation scores with the

average academic performance, the retention time and academic success of the students.

Some researchers have expressed the reservation that evidence of predictive validity in the tertiary
environment is impossible to find as samples include only those who were actually admitted into the
tertiary institution and not those who have already been excluded by virtue of not making it into the
institution in the first place. In addition to this, several social and personal factors that have not been
present in the pre-admission environment come into play in the tertiary environment and the impact
of these factors on academic performance is hard to quantify. In order to focus this study it has been
confined to a quantitative examination of the predictive validity between the AARP and the
Matriculation examination results in relation to the performance of the BBusSc students who have
been admitted to the ECP.

Cohen and Manion provides the following useful theory about predicting behaviour (1989, pg 158).

“Predicting behaviours and events likely to occur in the near future is easier and less hazardous than

predicting behaviours likely to occur in the more distant future. The reason is that is that in short-
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term prediction, more of the factors leading to success in the predicted behaviour are likely to be
present. In addition, short-term prediction allows less time for important predictor variables to change
or for the individual to gain experience that would tend to change his likelihood of success in the

predicted behaviour.”

If we consider this theory then predicting academic achievement likely to occur in the near future is
easier and less hazardous than predicting academic achievement success likely to occur in the more
distant future. The reason is that on short term predictions, more of the factors leading to success in
the predicted area are likely to be present. In addition to this short term prediction allows less time
for the particular predictor variables to change or for the individual to gain experience that would tend
to change the likelihood of academic success. Here one might consider predictive value of, for
example, the Matric Mathematics in relation to the short term performance in MAM102W versus the

longer term goals of retention and graduation.

An added challenge is the likelihood that good prediction will diminish due to time and the impact of
other factors that were not present at the time of taking the first measure. It may be useful to conduct
research on the factors that impact on university performance in conjunction to research on predictive
validity as it would give meaning to why such validity exist or don’t exist where we intuitively expect it
to exist. An in-depth research into the impact of the academic and social environment, the
interventions provided by the ECP and other aspects such as individual personality and disposition

could also illuminate the findings of this research.

Thus one would expect that the Matric Mathematics and the overall Matric performance would not
have such a great impact on the first year academic or MAM102W performance and hence would
almost expect weak predictive correlations in this regard. Due to new factors prevalent in the tertiary
environment that could influence student performance, one would also expect the likelihood of good
prediction to diminish over time and hence cannot expect significant correlations between AARP and
Matric performance and performance in the senior years of the undergraduate study. However, an
inverse relationship could reasonably be expected for the ECP as the “power” of the predictor
variable such as type of schooling will have diminished due to the interventions provided by the ECP
support systems as these support systems were not in place when the first measure (Matriculation

results) was taken. These are investigated and reported on in the findings of this study.

Cohen and Manion (1989) also remind their readers that correlation is a group concept; more a
generalised measure that is useful in predicting group performance, but prediction cannot be done

with certainty for any one individual and as such, for example, “it can be predicted that gifted children
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as a group will succeed at school, it cannot be predicted with certainty that one particular gifted child
will excel” (Cohen & Manion, 1989, pg 159).

This brings to mind the converse of this case. It may be conceivable that students from
disadvantaged educational backgrounds will have difficulty coping in a tertiary environment, but it
does not follow that all of them will fail and in fact it has been proven in the BBusSc ECP that several
students who based on their Matriculation results would never have been admitted to the BBusSc
degree, but nonetheless some of these ECP students managed to graduate in four years beyond all

expectations.

2.6.7. Concurrent validity

Concurrent validity compares scores on an instrument with current performance on some other
measure. Unlike predictive validity, where the second measure occurs later, concurrent validity
requires a second measure which is administered at about the same time (Siegle, 2003). The
PsycholLogi™ Glossary defines concurrent validity as a criterion-related validity. This means that we
use test results to predict performance in another situation or criterion, which occurs more or less at
the same time or, concurrently. When validity of the prediction of the concurrent performance on a
criterion is of concern then we refer to it as concurrent validity (PsycholLogi™ Software, 2003). For
concurrent validity to be established a second similar measure is required at about the same time
and one would calculate the degree of correlation between the two tests. For example, the
concurrent validity of the MACH scores with the Matric Mathematics performance as these two

“‘instruments” both measure Mathematics achievement at a required level.

2.7. The nature and purposes of admissions tests

Messick's model of validity (1989) broadened the responsibilities of test developers and
administrators by focussing attention on the “evidential and consequential bases for the use and
interpretation of test scores” (Brown, 2000) and this is even more crucial in admissions testing as
applicants literally have one chance of displaying the qualities that are required for admissions into
HEls. This consequential validity (McNamara, 2000) is particularly important as it is obvious that
admissions tests have short and long-term consequences on the lives of individual applicants but

also on the throughput rates of institutions and hence the added responsibility on these tests.
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In trying to get more debate and investigation on the matter of entrance or admissions tests, Brown
(2002, pg. 97-99) listed a range of questions about purposes, effects, roles, responsibilities and
perspectives of entrance examinations. Some of the issues are relevant to admissions tests and
guided by the headings suggested by Brown, | have adapted some of his assessment issues for

consideration in using admissions tests in the South African context.

= Purposes of admissions tests
The purposes of and the type of tests (whether norm-referenced or criterion-referenced) are
questioned in the literature. The argument is that the purpose of the entrance examinations needs to
be resolved as a test cannot be declared valid if the purpose is unclear. This argument holds for any
admissions test. The literature on AARP shows that the purposes of the AARP tests are clear to all
stakeholders as discussed in section 2.5. It has also been argued that the design and content impact
significantly on the possible purposes of admissions tests. One of the logistical strategies suggested
by Brown is to ensure that test writers, teachers and administrators, who will ultimately make
important decisions based on the admissions test scores, understand the purposes of the admissions

tests.

» Effects of admissions tests
Since the status of the admissions tests has shifted from being a complementary measure to being a
more high-stakes test, AARP may have to begin to question what the negative backwash effects of
these tests could be on teaching, course content, course characteristics at high school level. Since
the AARP tests are independent of language and not based on the content of high school curriculum,
except for the MACH, which is an achievement test, there should be no negative backwash effect.
However, the same cannot be said for the Matriculation examinations as mentioned in section 2.3.
Other effects that could be considered are what test content, what test design issues and test
interpretation factors could be changed to create more positive backwash effects from these

admissions tests.

* Roles of admissions tests
Here one could question how sound the admissions tests are in terms of reliability and validity?
Predictive validity studies would assist in determining reliability and validity. The detailed scoring and
reporting provided could be put to better use in analysing students’ needs during the first year at
university and for the provision of specific interventions for specific cohorts. In addition to this we

need to firm up on how these admissions tests are actually used for diagnostic and placement
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purposes. A broad question to consider could be how the admissions tests are meeting tertiary

administrators’ needs and national needs.

= Responsibilities of admissions tests
As suggested by Messick’s validity model we could ask what evidential and consequential bases in
terms of admissions test interpretations and uses should we be considering in assessing the validity
of the admissions tests. @ We need to determine what the value implications and the social
consequences are for the Alternative Admissions tests and how we deal with these in the South

African context.

* Perspectives on admissions tests
Considerations with regard to admissions tests from a functional perspective, (the content and value
concerns) and from a political perspective (local and general political concerns) must be given
attention. The perspectives of all stakeholders must be given due consideration to ensure synergy.
We also need to find a better way of explaining the meaning of the results of admission tests as well
as the consequences involved in decision-making so that the administrators who ultimately use the

admissions tests results will make better informed decisions.

The most important message that comes through via the literature is that in order for any admissions
test to be meaningful, validity of such a test must go beyond the construct of the test and focus
serious attention on the interpretation and the use of the test scores (Messick, 1989; Brown, 1999).
The social and personal consequences of admissions tests for an applicant to any HEI| are extremely
powerful and hence it is of great importance to place more emphasis on validity research and its
implications to the educational environment as a whole and at all levels (McNamara, 2001). In this
country we need to examine whether the Matriculation Examinations and AARP tests serve the
needs of those who ultimately interpret and use the results to make decisions around admissions.
We have to re-evaluate our assumptions on the usefulness of these scores, how we value, interpret

and how these scores are actually used by the people who make the final admissions decisions.

2.7.1. Validating the admissions process

A sound admissions process needs to be validated periodically as the admissions criteria and

processes utilised by a HEI to select students from among the pool of applicants are ultimately valid

only if they produce the desired results. The traditional way of evaluating the admissions processes

and decisions is through validity studies that examine how well students actually perform

academically. These studies could incorporate all factors considered in the admissions process, not
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just the Matriculation examination results, but also demographic factors and scores achieved on the
admissions tests, where these are used for admissions purposes. In cases where additional criteria
are used, for example, the UCT Faculty of Health Sciences places more emphasis on the overall
student profile, including desired personal qualities, these factors can be rated and included in
validity studies. As shown by the various research projects cited in this study, UCT has taken the
validity of its AARP tests seriously and has reported the findings in a number of published research

articles.

For the years relevant to this study, the writing of the AARP tests has not been compulsory for a
Commerce applicant, and a small number of BBusSc students actually wrote the tests voluntarily for
research purposes. Consequently the resuits of the AARP tests have not been used to any significant
extent by the Commerce Faculty in the admissions process as they were not available for the
majority of applicants in the first place. Where available and appropriate the results of the AARP
tests have been used by the BBusSc ECP to advantage a student who did well on the AARP tests
and did not make the Commerce Faculty minimum requirements for admission. On the other hand,
where the results were available and were poor, these were not used to disadvantage any direct or

referred BBusSc ECP applicant in this study.

2.8. AARP and the changing conceptions of validity

Killen (2003) quoted Messick when he indicated that validity has changed from the idea that a test is
valid “for anything with which it correlates” to the idea that there are a “finite number of types of
validity” to the idea that “validity is a unitary concept” (Messick, 1989, pg. 18). He further indicated
that as the concept of validity changed and developed over time, there has been a parallel shift in the
underlying importance of validity from “prediction to explanation” (Killen, 2003, pg. 3). Thus
Correlations between test scores and some established criterion became less important than how the
test results could be “interpreted to provide some information about some underlying construct’
(Killen, 2003, pg. 3). Although the emphasis of validity changed, the conception of validity as
multidimensional (content validity, predictive and concurrent criterion validity, construct validity and
consequential validity) has persisted in the literature for educators as it seems to be easier to
measure and apply to assessments. In practice, teachers find it easier to focus on the actual

questions they set in a test than the inferences they have drawn from those questions.
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Killen proposed that we should think of validity in terms of the definition provide by the American
Educational Research Association, American Psychological Association and the National Council on
Measurement in Education, namely that validity is a unitary concept that refers to the “degree to
which a certain inference from a test is appropriate and meaningful’ (Killen, 2003, pg. 5). This is
taken a step further when the idea of seeking evidence of validity is considered to ensure that

assessment-based inferences and decisions are valid.

Nitko’'s four principles for validation include appropriate interpretations (meanings) given to
assessment results, appropriate uses (selection, placement, diagnosis and monitoring of students),
appropriate values given to and the uses of assessment results arising from implicit social and
educational values, and appropriate consequences, considering intentional and unintentional

consequences when judging whether you are using assessment results validly (Nitko, 2001).

Nitko's validity descriptors (Nitko, 2001) provide a sound basis for “testing” the validity of the AARP
tests. The AARP focuses on both the validity of the actual instruments and the manner in which the
results obtained are reported and interpreted. Most of these aspects of validity of the AARP tests
have been given attention in the literature (Yeld & Visser, 2000, Visser & Hanslo, 2006, Cliff et al,
2003).

Furthermore the AARP tests are reliable measurements as the tests have produced consistent
results over time (AARP Statistical Reports, Cliff et al, 2003; 2005; 2006), and the design is relatively
independent of the type of school preparation and language bias. In addition to this the ranking of
students within their specific type of schooling provides a mechanism for fair interpretation and use of
the results for purposes of admission and selection and hence it can be assumed to be fair across all
demographic groups. The diagnostic facility of the AARP tests enables administrators and educators
to utilise the identified academic strengths and weaknesses to place students in the best learning
environment and to provide the appropriate interventions required for academic success of the

student.

The AARP research teams (Haeck & Yeid, 1987, CIiff, et al, 2003) have reported on the relevance
and importance of construct validity in overall validity of any form of testing. In order to reveal
potential of the students to learn, both the PTEEP and MCOM tests utilise the dynamic testing
approach derived from the insights of constructivists theories of learning the test provides multiple
opportunities for action (mental and physical) on the part of the writer as he or she progresses

through the test. In addition to this, scaffolding, where tasks (opportunities for action) are provided
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which allows the writer to manipulate texts on which the final writing tasks are based. This
scaffolding enables writers to engage with the tasks at a deeper level than they would had the
scaffolding not been given (Haeck & Yeld, 1987). Hence these tests have been constructed in a very
particular way but for the purposes of this study the notion of construct validity falls outside the ambit

of this particular research and as such is taken for granted for the AARP tests.

Messick’s expanded theory of validity (Messick, 1989; McNamara, 2001; Brown, 2000) is very helpful

in understanding the broader implications of the concept of validity.

TABLE 4 — FACETS OF VALIDITY: MESSICK. 1989, PG 20

TEST INTERPRETATION TEST USE
EVIDENTIAL BASIS Construct Validity Construct Validity + Relevance/Utility
CONSEQUENTIAL BASIS Value implications Social consequences

This expanded version of validity includes the evidential and consequential bases of test
interpretation and use (Brown, 2000). This consequential validity relates to the manner in which the
implementation of a test affects the interpretability of test scores, in other words the practical
consequences of the introduction of a test (McNamara, 2000).  According to McNamara (2001) this
matrix emphasises the need to gather evidence in support of the various interpretations we make of
admissions test scores. It stresses the need for test constructs to be relevant as validity

encompasses both relevance and usefulness in the testing context.

The bottom row of the matrix presents relatively unfamiliar sets of considerations for testers
(McNamara, 2001) as Messick’s theory insists that all interpretations of test scores involve questions
of value which have social implications. This is also true for the battery of AARP tests in the current
climate of the changing school leaving examination in South Africa. The theory also stresses the
need to investigate or to be cognisant of the impact of a test in terms of its social consequences as
admissions tests impact on individuals and the institutions. This is particularly relevant with the AARP
tests becoming more of a high-stakes testing as it is utilised by more faculties for direct admissions

purposes.
Although the AARP tests have been assessed on an on-going basis to respond to questions on

validity they must continue to maintain relevance and utility (McNamara, 2001) in the face of the

changing admissions testing landscape in South Africa.
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2.9. Schematic overview of this research study

This study focuses on the concurrent validity of the Matriculation and AARP scores and their
predictive validity in terms of performance in undergraduate years of study as highlighted by the
centre of Figure 2 below. There are factors prior to university study that impact on university
preparedness and there are several factors at university affecting retention, throughput and life

beyond university as depicted in Figure 1 and contextualised below.

According to Bernstein (1978) the curriculum is socially constructed, tells us what is prioritised in
society, shapes consciousness and identities of students. This can be seen in the BBusSc
programmes as the thinking, acting and being of students are changed by the knowledge component
as each area of specialisation is grounded in relevant current business fields and prepares students
for what is expected or prioritised by the specialists in that field. The following schematic based on
the model provided by Barnett, Ronald, Coates, and Kelly (2005), summarises the “interaction”

between the dimensions of Knowing, Being and Acting as contextualised for the BBusSc ECP

students.
FIGURE 1 — KNOWING, BEING AND ACTING
Level of preparedness School
T
U
C
T

Work place, profession

In the light of the above, the strategy to modify the entrance requirements for the BBusSc ECP is
indeed a major reform effort with even greater consequences for ail aspects of the student’s
experience at UCT and hence it is imperative that we ensure that we admit students responsibly and
that such students are provided with appropriate interventions and adequate development

opportunities to succeed.
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FIGURE 2 — SCHEMATIC OVERVIEW OF THIS RESEARCH
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2.10. Summary

As illustrated in this review, the literature identifies a number of problems regarding admissions and
selection models and many questions are raised about the actual purposes and value of admissions
tests and university entrance examinations. Many criticisms are levelled at these tools for measuring
potential and achievement prior to getting into tertiary education and not many solutions are being

offered.

In our context, it would seem that we first need to define clearly what the purposes of the
Matriculation Examinations are. Unless the purpose is clear, the validity can always be questioned.
The purposes of the AARP tests are stated very clearly and one can test the various aspects of
validity of these admissions tests and this has been done by several researchers. The AARP tests
are also relatively free of any backwash effects on school teaching and learning, whilst the

Matriculation Examinations have some negative backwash effects.

Messick’s (1989) validity ideas in terms of test interpretation and test uses expanded the concept of
validity. In the South African context this raised questions around what the value implications and the
social consequences are that are important for the Matriculation examinations and the AARP tests.
With regard to this, we need to find ways to better explain the quality and distinct purposes of the
Matriculation examinations and the meaning of their results, as well as the values and consequences
involved in decision-making so that administrators who use these results for admissions purposes

could make better informed decisions.

The real challenge that this study is aimed at, is in how we use the AARP and Matriculation
Examination results responsibly in admitting students to a demanding degree programme such as
the BBusSc when they have not met the minimum requirements set by the faculty to be admitted to
the mainstream programme. The understanding gathered from the concepts of validity and how we

measure such validity could prove to be very useful in getting to closer to this aim.
As Ramsden (2003, pg 223) concludes, quoting Bruner (1966, pg 165): “Evaluation is often viewed

as a test of effectiveness — of materials, teaching methods, or whatnot — but this is the least important

aspect of it. The most important is to provide intelligence to improve these things”.
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3. CHAPTER THREE — METHODOLOGY

3.1. Sample selection and scope of this research

| decided to confine the study to three cohorts (2001 to 2003) of ECP students as they would have
been in a position to graduate by 2005 or at the end of 2006. Since consistency is a necessary
condition for reliability, working with the data for three cohorts enabled the study to comment on
consistency as well. Data was collected for all Commerce students who wrote the AARP tests as
applicants in the years 2001 to 2003. This made a comparative study between the ECP and any
subset of mainstream students possible. The equivalent subset of interest comprised specifically
those students who came from the same educational and economic background as the ECP
students, but who met the mainstream entry requirements and therefore did not participate in the
ECP interventions. This research acknowledges the fact ‘Black’ (including “Black”, “Indian” and
“Coloured”) students may have been at a private or model C school for only a few years and still

incorporate such students in the historically disadvantaged category.

The overall sample was further limited to the BBusSc (COMBO4, COMB10 and COMB15) students
and excludes those who are on the Actuarial Science programme (COMBO03) as this area of

specialisation is not available to the ECP students.

The entire population of this study comprised a total of 168 students who had written the AARP tests
as part of their application process to UCT and these have been extracted from a total of 1460
students who registered for the BBusSc degree from February 2001 to 2003 in the School of
Management Studies. The sample popuiation of students have been disaggregated into four

categories for the purposes of the data analysis.

FIGURE 3 ~— RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN THE CATEGORIES OF STUDENT GROUPS IN STUDY

Full AARP Cohort for academic year of study

BBusSc Mainstream (MS)
Students

BBusSc ECP

Students
Comparison
Group
Students
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The validity investigations focus on the ECP and Comparison Groups as the students in these groups

are from similar backgrounds, as described below.

In addition to the disaggregated subgroups for the individual cohorts, 2001, 2002 and 2003, data was

also aggregated, merging the 2001 to 2003 subgroups in each of the categories creating a bigger

sample for each of the relevant analyses.

Description of each subset/category of students studied

O

Full AARP — All BBusSc students who wrote the AARP tests as part of their application
process to be admitted to UCT, irrespective of race, gender or background (Excluding
Actuarial Science students, COMBO03). All students included in this study belong to the full
cohort for each year. (n = 168)

MS (Mainstream) — Students who wrote the AARP tests as part of their application process
to be admitted to UCT, irrespective of race, gender or background and who have been
registered as mainstream students—COMBO04. These students are all non-ECP students.
(n=111)

ECP— Students who wrote the AARP tests as part of their application process to be admitted
to UCT who are from previously disadvantaged backgrounds, including racial ethnic groups
designated as “Black”, “Coloured” and “Indian” students and who are registered as BBusSc
Extended Curriculum Programme students—COMB10/COMB15. (n = 57)

Comparison — Students who wrote the AARP tests as part of their application process to be
admitted to UCT who are from previously disadvantaged backgrounds, including racial ethnic
groups designated as “Black”, “Coloured” and “Indian” students and who met the minimum
mainstream entrance requirements and were registered as such —COMBO04. These students

form a subset of the Mainstream students who in turn is a subset of the Full cohort for each
year. (n=55)

For ease of reference the Sanlam BBusSc Extended Curriculum Programme students
are referred to as the ECP students.

3.2. Research design and methodology

The research design incorporated a descriptive analysis of the demographic data available upon

entry and a quantitative analysis of the School Leaving Examination results and the AARP scores,

and the extent to which these predict the success of the Sanlam BBusSc ECP students within the
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Faculty of Commerce within UCT over the past five years. This was compared with the analysis of
the subset of mainstream students (the Comparison group) mirroring the demographic and entrance
profile of the ECP students. The results will be discussed in the light of the fact that the ECP cohorts
participated in sustained additional academic interventions throughout their degree programme,
whereas the Comparison group only had access to the mainstream curriculum provision.

This research explores the concurrent validity of the AARP test scores and the Matriculation
examination results and the predictive validity of these scores in relation to subsequent performance
in each academic year of study, as well as the relationship of these scores and other data available

upon admission with retention at university and graduation.

The research question was addressed by considering the evidence of potential presented by the
applicant upon admission to the University of Cape Town and analysing to what extent these
measures of achievement and potential are valid by comparing them with student performance at
UCT. This would provide a measure of the validity of the Matriculation and AARP scores in relation
to subsequent performance. These measures included a number of variables including race, gender,
home language, and type of schooling, school leaving examination results, the Matric English and

Mathematics results, as well as the AARP resuits.

The quantitative research approach included
e reviewing relevant literature, (sections 3.4 and 3.5)
e obtaining copies of all appropriate sets of data,
 compiling the data into an appropriate form for the statistical analysis,
e performing statistical techniques on the available data,
o exploring further and providing explanations for anomalies that presented themselves,
e performing and analysing a retention study,
e doing the comparative analysis,
e discussing and writing up the results of the study,

e making recommendations for further research
This research included:

a) A longitudinal comparative study of the first three cohorts of the BBusSc ECP (2001-2003
cohorts), to examine consistency of findings over time

b) A similar analysis of the subset of the 2001-2003 mainstream BBusSc students who had written
the AARP tests

c) A comparative study of an equivalent subset of the mainstream students from similar

backgrounds as the BBusSc ECP students but who were accepted into the mainstream
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d) The use of statistical techniques such as correlation and regression analysis and other

appropriate techniques

e) A descriptive and an inferential analysis of the results obtained from the statistical analysis

3.3. Data collection technique

(a) The following data has been compiled by for the 2001 to 2003 BBusSc ECP cohorts.

(c)

Demographic data (other indicators)

Matric subjects and results (indicators of prior academic achievement)

AARP scores and rankings (alternative/additional indicators of achievement and potential)
UCT results for duration of the degree, up to end 2005 (indicator of subsequent achievement
in each academic year of study)

Number of students registered upon admission to UCT for each cohort

Number of students who transferred later into ECP from other facuities and other Commerce
streams

Academic Exclusion rates: Number of Academic Exclusions and reasons why

Number of students who left in good academic standing (GAS), with supporting reasons
Number of students who moved to another UCT Faculty; change in degree and why
Retention rates for each cohort, from inception to date and per annum

Graduation rates, specifying list of graduates, disaggregated into gender and race

The following full sets of data were obtained from various departments for the 2001 to 2003
Commerce BBusSc cohorts and the data of those students who have written the AARP tests

have been extracted.

AARP Percentage Scores and Decile rankings (With acknowledgement to Alvin Visser, AARP
Unit, UCT)

Demographic data (school, gender, population), Matric subjects and results, Faculty and
Matric score,

UCT results for each cohort 2001 to 2005 (With acknowledgement to Jane Hendry and Fiona
Gibbons, the UCT Institutional Planning Office)

Variables considered in the study
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AARP test scores

The AARP results were recorded both as a raw percentage obtained for the actual tests and students
were ranked into deciles according to their performance relative to the overall group of AARP writers
(Overall Decile) and relative to their performance in relation to writers from the same school
background (Ex-Ed Decile). The school background is based on the historical classification of the

schools when 19 Education Departments co-existed in this country.

=  OQverall PTEEP Percent
= Overall PTEEP Decile
= Ex-Ed PTEEP Decile

=  Qverall MACH Percent
=  Overall MACH Decile

= Ex-Ed MACH Decile

*  Overall MCOM Percent
= Qveralil MCOM Decile

* Ex-Ed MCOM Decile

Students are ranked into 10 decile groups, where decile 1 represents the top 10% of the full sample

and decile 10 represents the bottom 10% of the full sample.

Demographic variables

The ECP students are all from traditionally disadvantaged backgrounds and include students from
the “Black”, “Indian” and “Coloured” designated groups. The variables were set up relative to the

“White” (W) designated group where W was used as a dummy variable.

* Gender, Male (1) or Female (2) — dichotomous variable

* RB —*Black”

* Rl —'Indian”

= RC —*“Coloured”

* Home Lang — Home Language as declared by the student, all other languages were grouped as
Other relative to English as the latter is used as the medium of instruction at UCT

* EdCodeOld — Code assigned to “Old Education Department”

* ECP/Non-ECP — Whether the student is an ECP student or not
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Matriculation scores/results

The UCT admissions process includes the calculation of the Matriculation Point (MatPt) as described
in the Literature Review and the relevant faculty calculates the Faculty Point (FacPt) based on the

double weighting of subjects they value most in terms of preparation for study in the particular faculty.

Some faculties double the points for one or two school subject(s) that are valued in terms of
preparation for the particular field of study, for example English is double-weighted by Faculty of
Humanities whereas both English and Mathematics are doubled in the Faculty of Commerce. This

study investigates to some extent the value of this double-weighting policy in Commerce.

= FacPt — Faculty Point calculated by incorporating double weighting for Matric Mathematics and
English

*  MatPt — Unweighted Matriculation Score

» Matric English %

= Matric Mathematics %

University performance

The first year Mathematics course (MAM102W) is particular significant as a BBusSc student must
pass this foundation course. Performance in this course is crucial as it is the only whole year course
done by all BBusSc students during the first year and could ultimately mean the difference between
graduating with a BBusSc or a Bachelor of Commerce (BCom) degree as the course is not required

by the all BCom streams.

= MAM102W % — Mathematics 102 Percentage

= AYOS Average % — Unweighted Average Performance for each academic year of study (AYOS
110 5)

* Retention — Number of years the student remained at university

* Years to graduation — Number of years taken to graduate

3.4. Data analysis
The writing of the AARP tests was not compulsory for Commerce applicants in the years relevant

to this study. The information in Table 5 has been included to indicate the total number of

"2 The Matric English and Mathematics percentiles have been calculated from the symbols (C=65%, B = 75%
and A = 85%) and used in the correlations.
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students who registered for the BBusSc degree in relation to those who wrote the AARP tests as

applicants to UCT.

TABLE 5 — STATISTICS FOR FULL BBUSSC AND ECP COHORTS: 2001 - 2003

Cohort 2001 2002 2003 TOTAL

Full BBusSc Cohort (COMBO04) for the academic year
Including BBusSc ECP (COMB10 and COMB15) 468 471 521 1460
Excluding Actuarial Science students (COMB03)

Fult BBusSc ECP cohort for the year 46 54 66 166
(COMB10 and COMB15), including those who did not write AARP

For the purposes of this study, the students who wrote the AARP as part of their application process
to UCT were extracted and numbers involved in each of the disaggregated groups are summarised in

Table 6 below.

TABLE 6 — POPULATION STATISTICS FOR THIS STUDY

Cohort | 2001 2002 2003 TOTAL

FuLL AARP

Full cohort of BBusSc students who had written the AARP tests 45 64 59 168
MsS

BBusSc Mainstream students who had written the AARP tests 30 45 36 111
(Subset of Full Cohort of BBusSc students for the year)

ECP

BBusSc ECP students who had written the AARP tests 15 19 23 57
(Subset of Full AARP Cochort)

COMPARISON

BBusSc mainstream students who had written the AARP tests, 15 22 18 55

coming from similar backgrounds as the ECP students
This group is a subset of the Mainstream (MS) group

Summary of data analysis techniques

e The relevant data of the students who had written the AARP tests have been extracted from
the full cohorts for each year and compiled into an Excel Spreadsheet

e In preparation of the statistical analysis, the average performance of the two semesters was
calculated for each academic year for each of the students in each cchort for a five-year
period to give a “year average”

e A correlation and regression analysis were performed on relevant sets of data using the
Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient as well as linear and multiple regression

techniques
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o A retention analysis was done on the relavant sets of data for comparative purposes

o Consultations with the AARP statistician on the most suitable statistical package to utilise
(With acknowledgement to Kutliwano Ramaboa, UCT AARP Statistician)

e Microsoft Excel was used for certain techniques which were then repeated with the further
statistical analysis that were performed using STATISTICA

e Concurrent and Predictive Correlations and Regressions were performed for each of the Full
AARP cohorts, then for the disaggregated subsets: the ECP, MS and the Comparison groups
as defined above as well as for the aggregated groups, 2001 to 2003 combined under each
category: Full AARP Cohort (168), MS (111), ECP (57) and Comparison (55)

o Tables have been generated to highlight significant findings

3.5. The choice of analysis

The factors impacting on an individual's academic success are complex and varied, and even more
so the factors impacting on a cohort's success. Correlation research is one way to begin teasing out
simple relationships between factors that have some bearing on academic success. This quantitative
analysis uses correlation and regression techniques to highlight the relationships between pre-
admission data and subsequent academic success, retention, attrition with a view to isolate possible

factors which are strongly correlated and may predict success for the BBusSc students.

Interrelationships between the variables have been considered to see if any measure of association
exists and multicollinearity has been ruled out. According to Cohen and Manion (1989), techniques of
correlation research are particularly appropriate and useful in social and educational investigations
where the objective is to achieve some degree of prediction. They further assert that prediction
studies are suitable where group performance as opposed to individual performance is the focus
since only a high correlation can be regarded as valid for individual prediction. This study
acknowledges that a number of factors contribute to or predict academic success and hence
correlation and regression research is particularly advantageous because it allows for measurement
of a number of variables and their relationships simultaneously and also yields information
concerning the extent of the relationships between the variables studied. This study does not give
any information about cause and effect relationships as correlation research does not necessarily
imply causal relationships except to offer some possible explanation of patterns or lack thereof
{Cohen & Manion, 1989).

In my opinion, the various views provided in the literature on validity almost contradict itself by

desperately trying to prove concurrent and/or predictive validity and at the same time stating how
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difficult it is to prove such validity and providing reasons why such validity just cannot be found.
Assessment of predictive and concurrent validity is generally expressed as correlation coefficients
and in some instances state an absolute minimum of 0.71 to establish such validity (Fitzgerald,

1999). This level of correlation did not emerge for many of the variables considered in this study.

3.6. Summary

The Matriculation results and UCT results were obtained for the 2001 to 2003 BBusSc cohorts and
the calculation of the overall average performance for each academic year was done for the 2001 to
2005 period. The 2001 to 2003 students who had written the AARP tests as applicants to UCT were
ranked by the AARP Unit (according to their percentage scores into deciles, based on their schooling
and as an overall cohort of writers for the admissions cycle) into deciles (1 to 10). | calculated the
Overall Average AARP performance as the average of the PTEEP, MACH and MCOM percentage

scores. All these results were used in the analyses done in this study.

The division of the three cohorts (2001—2003) into the various subsets as described resulted in
twelve subgroups for which descriptive statistics were compiled, concurrent and predictive correlation
matrices prepared using the STATISTICA electronic statistical package as well as manual techniques
in Excel. STATISTICA was also used to perform the regressions studies although some of these
turned out to be devoid of meaning as the sample sizes were too small and had to be disregarded.
The survival analyses were conducted using sorting and counting techniques in EXCEL. The twelve

subgroups were analysed using five different approaches.

(a) Survival (Retention) and Graduation Analysis
(b) Concurrent Validity Correlation Analysis

(c) Predictive Validity Correlation Analysis

(d) Predictive Validity Regression Analysis

(e) Composite Studies

The application of the above techniques on the twelve subgroups resulted in an enormous amount of
data and made the analysis and interpretation of the findings rather complex and the identification of
emerging patterns challenging. Due to this challenge it was decided to also aggregate the data of
the 2001 to 2003 cohorts and to analyse these groups in the same manner. This was helpful as it
either provided confirmation of results or illuminated some of the findings. However, this meant that
there were now sixteen different sets of data analysed in at least four different ways. In order to

make sense of the findings and to provide discussion culminating in reasonable conclusions, the
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decision was made to focus predominantly on the ECP and the Comparison Groups and what we

can learn from this comparative study.

This research focussed on finding the strength of relationships between pre-admission variables and
subsequent academic performance at university. This research does not attempt to find or give
meaning to causal relationships, except to provide possible explanations for the presence or absence

of relationships.
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4. CHAPTER FOUR — RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

The first part of this Chapter provides a synopsis of the preliminary studies, which leads into the main
focus of this dissertation. The five investigations done as part of this study include a Survival and
Graduation Analysis, a Concurrent Validity Correlation Analysis, a Predictive Validity Correlation and

Regression Analysis, and the results are discussed and key findings highlighted.

4.1. Previous studies of the predictive value of AARP and socio-economic factors
impacting on academic success

A limited preliminary study (Francis, 2005) began to gather evidence of the predictive validity of the
AARP tests, and their concurrent validity with Matric Mathematics Higher Grade within the BBusSc
ECP context and outlined some of the factors impacting on this predictive validity. The issues raised
in the study proved important to the enhancement of selection procedures for the Bachelor of
Business Science Extended Curriculum Programme (BBusSc ECP) and for the devising of a
selection and admission process which widens opportunities for those students able to benefit from

tertiary studies.

A number of reports specifically aimed for the ECP were prepared by the AARP Unit since the
inception of the ECP in 2001. The report done by Fish (2001) on the correlations between the Matric
Mathematics, the MACH and the MCOM tests and the June results in the courses taken by the ECP
candidates suggested that the results provided evidence that, despite the fact that Mathematics
Higher Grade (HG) is one of the main criteria by which students are admitted to the BBusSc
programme, the Mathematics HG was a weak predictor of success in all the first-year courses in the
programme. It was shown that the MCOM test was the best predictor of the three tests considered in
the analysis, and it was recommended that serious consideration be given to including it as one of
the criteria by which selections are made to the programme (Fish, 2001). A more comprehensive
study was done in 2002 for students on the BBusSc ECP and the BCom Academic Development
Programme comparing performance of these students in first year courses with the AARP data (CiIiff

et al, 2002). These studies did not provide a comparison with mainstream data.

A large-scale predictive validity study done by means of a survival analysis approach, (Visser &
Hanslo, 2006) where the data set consisted of 22 347 undergraduate degree students from all
faculties who attended UCT during the eight years 1995 to 2002 provided valuable insight into the
attrition and throughput patterns of students. The most important finding of the analysis was that

performance in the bottom three deciles on the Placement Test in English for Educational Purposes
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(PTEEP) is as good a predictor of risk of dropout as poor Matriculation score performance. For
students from an educationally disadvantaged schooling background, in particular, the PTEEP
appeared to be a consistently stronger predictor of risk of dropout or good academic performance

than Matric.

The present study is different in that it contrasts directly students coming from similar educational and
socio-economic backgrounds, but who experienced either the mainstream BBusSc curriculum
provision or the additional interventions offered by the Sanlam BBusSc ECP. Also, although the
AARP tests were not compulsory for the Commerce Facuity applicants for the years of this study,

168 of the ECP students and mainstream applicants wrote the AARP tests as applicants to UCT.

In order to make both justifiable and useful inferences based on the validity evidence gathered in this
research, the concurrent and predictive validity within the context described was examined in a
variety of ways. This study incorporated multiple techniques to provide a complete analysis of the
data to overcome shortcomings of individual methods and together with the comparative study
yielded results, which could potentially impact on future selection procedures in the Commerce

Faculty at the University of Cape Town.

4.1.1. BBusSc ECP Preliminary Studies

4.1.1.1. Preliminary study 1 — Qualitative study of factors impacting on

academic success

A comprehensive evaluation questionnaire was prepared by the BBusSc ECP Coordinator and
administered in September to October 2005 (Francis, 2005). 55 Students from the 2001 to 2005
cohorts, ranging from first to final academic year of study, completed the questionnaire. The aim was
to begin to identify some of the major factors impacting on success of the Sanlam BBusSc ECP
students and the programme. Broad areas covered by the questionnaire included:

= Making the choice to study at UCT

* The gap between school and first year at UCT

* Area of specialisation and duration of your degree

* Language challenges

= Diversity challenges

= The actual ECP support system
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= Assessment challenges

= Sanlam BBusSc ECP induction programme
= Sanlam ECP mentoring system

= Sanlam ECP programme evaluation

= UCT support systems

= Student involvement on campus

= Managing your career as a student

A number of factors affecting throughput were identified from the respondents to the questionnaire

and these are described below. It is important to read the responses within the following context.

Many more students are meeting the admissions requirements for university degrees and the Matric
results of incoming students are telling us that we have better ‘quality’ students and yet the first year
results, retention rates and graduation rates are not reflecting this at all. Despite dedicated efforts of
lecturers, the overall drop out rate across the faculties at UCT is of the order of 30%, and it would be

most useful to know what actually happens once students arrive at UCT.

The underlying principle of the BBusSc ECP is that the known disadvantages emanating from poor
school background impact not only on the first year of undergraduate study but that these students
remain affected for most of the years spent at university. The under-preparedness impacts on how
students acquire new concepts, which in turn acts on their identity within their field and how they will
apply themselves in their respective area of specialisation, both at university and ultimately in their
place of work. This resonates with the theory of Knowing, Being and Acting (Barnett et al, 2005) as

reflected on in the literature review in section 2.9.

It is also known that first year university students generally find the transition from school to university
environment challenging. For the students admitted in 2001 to 2003, it may be that the gap between
school and university was exacerbated by the notion of “grade creep”. If one considers the
adjustments done to the Matriculation results across the years of this study it seems reasonable to
conclude that it had some effect on the performance at first year level and beyond. This grade creep
is reflected in the increase in the number of high Matric symbols of students admitted to UCT. From
the 2005 UCT Admissions Report it is evident that over the years relevant to this study and the
preliminary studies, the number of students admitted with A and B aggregates have gradually
increased and it is difficult to reflect the true diversity in the “academic preparedness” of the new
student intake. Included in the analysis of the 2005 UCT Admission Cycle Report were some striking
statistics about the “academic quality” of the students based on the Matriculation results.
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e The notional A and B aggregate applicants made up 64% of the 2005 admissions, 59% in
2004, 52% in 2003, 46% in 2002, and 41% in 2001.

e The proportion of A-aggregate Matriculants amongst the 2005 new undergraduate enrolments
(33%) was 15% higher than in 2001.

e Comparisons of the notional D and E aggregates showed only 3% of the 2005 Matriculants in
that category compared with the 14% in 2001, whilst the proportion of notional C aggregate
admissions dropped from 26% in 2001 to 16% in 2005. (2005 UCT Admissions Cycle
Report, pg. 4)

From these statistics it can be seen that grade inflation during the period of this study was highly
probable. The impact of the “inflation” of Matric symbols still echoes in the performance of the first
year ECP students as they struggle to cope with the demands of subjects such as Mathematics and
Economics. For example, in 2005 over 40% of the first year BBusSc ECP students had to decant
into an intervention programme for Mathematics after the first semester as they were at risk of not
passing the year long course. This proportion is very high in relation to those who had to use this
intervention in previous years. This disturbing pattern has continued into 2006 when the pass rate for
the first year Mathematics course was 34% for the ECP students. This happened despite the fact

that ECP students met the mainstream requirements for Mathematics.

The questionnaire respondents acknowledged their challenges with regard to making the academic
and social transition from school to university. Evidence from the BBusSc ECP student portfolios
corroborate the evidence from respondents and indicate that emotional and personal factors
associated with living away from home have a very high impact on the ability of students to focus and

perform academically.

Family crises back home, including iliness, divorce, death of siblings or parents and the subsequent
change in financial status due to income loss, or subsequent bouts of depression or clinical
depression, often result in students having to apply for a short or extended leave of absence, or
students having to apply for deferred examinations which more often than not, impact on their
academic promotion status. This in turn brings stresses related to the readmissions appeals
process, extending the time taken to complete the degree, financial implications thereof and the list is
endless. These issues are non-academic in nature, but only through analysing personal
circumstances can deeper reasons be found for students who are not performing or dropping out in
good academic standing. Students have listed the above as some of the reasons for not coping at

various stages in their undergraduate degree programme compounded by the fact that there is a
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severe lack of understanding from important family members at home of what it really means to be a

university student.

The UCT admissions statistics reflect that the SA African new undergraduate applicants to UCT
remain overwhelmingly non-Capetonian. Over the 2001 to 2005 admissions cycles, between 84%
and 86% of all SA African new undergraduate applicants to UCT were not resident in the greater
Cape Town Area (2005 UCT Admissions Cycle Report). This statistic was also reflected in the ECP

cohorts and large numbers of students are affected by the factors outlined above.

The articulation gap between school and university dictates where problems are located as it means

different things for different students due to the diverse schooling system inherited from the apartheid

years.
1) Discipline, general motivation and encouragement
2) Coping with pace and meeting deadlines, coping with increasing workload over time
3) Getting to grips with volume of content of the various courses
4) Adjusting to the variety of assessment methods employed by different courses
5) Strategies for coping with the pressure and demands of large quantities of work
6) Lacking time management techniques, task management, prioritisation
7) Lacking independent study techniques/effective study approaches
8) Coping with examination anxieties, coping with failure

9) Advice on a variety of issues students are struggling with —academic and emotional

10) Curriculum advice as required in terms of changes in direction of study, area of
specialisation, due to lack of career guidance at school or role models in communities

11) Reading skills, essay writing skills, referencing techniques

12) The hidden or implicit curriculum requirements

From the respondents to ECP evaluation questionnaires it is clear that aspects such as a lack of
career guidance at school level, a lack of role models in the communities where students live, and a
lack of understanding of the expectations of a university student have a serious impact on curriculum
choices and academic performance. This is evident in the fact that on average 80% of the BBusSc
ECP students (2001, 2002 cohorts) changed their area of specialisation and then continued to be

successful.
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These factors may be present in some measure for most first year students, but the ECP students
are unique in that these factors are exacerbated by the sheer variety and the extent of gaps as they
enter UCT at a distinct disadvantage in terms of foundation skills for the demanding BBusSc degree
due to their low Matriculation points. However, when these factors are adequately dealt with and the
impact minimised by means of appropriate interventions, students remain focused on their ultimate
goal of successful completion of their degree. Hence the entry-level performance and the ultimate

performance can differ considerably depending on how the impact of a variety of factors is managed.

4.1.1.2. Preliminary study 2 — Predictive validity of the AARP tests for
BBusSc ECP students

The preliminary study done on the predictive validity of the AARP tests for the 70 students in the
2001 and 2002 cohorts of BBusSc ECP suggested that the AARP and the Matric scores are in
themselves not the best predictors of success for the ECP students (Francis, 2005).

Is it possible that the ECP by its very nature is expected to “overturn” correlation predictions of the
AARP and Matric scores as adequate support is in place to ensure that ECP students complete their
degree successfully despite their entrance profile? It could be that the study interventions provided by
the ECP may have impacted positively on the performance of those who performed poorly upon
admission thus weakening the correlation coefficient when correlating AARP and Matric scores with

subsequent university performance (ClIiff et al, 2002).

To illustrate this, the concurrent and predictive correlation study in the preliminary research was
accompanied by a matrix categorising students in terms of their overall average AARP performance
and their overall UCT performance. The matrix classified students into four categories in terms of
whether they featured in the top or bottom 50% of the cohort in terms of their overall average AARP

and UCT performance.
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TABLE 7 —PRELIMINARY STUDY DATA (n = 70)

Quadrant Il | Quadrant |

TOP 50% AARP BOTTOM 50% AARP Qutcomes in quadrant | and I
TOP 50% ECP in terms generally
of performance at UCT 2001 13 2001 11 unexpected/unpredicted
2002 11 2002
Total 24 Total
Outcomes in

quadrant il and IV
generally expected/predicted

BOTTOM 50% ECP in
terms of performance at
UcT

Quadrant Ill | Quadrant IV

The analysis of the ECP AARP percentage scores and UCT resuits for the 2001 and 2002 sample (n
= 70) showed that there were almost as many ECP students in category | as in Il and similarly for
category lll and 1V although this was not generally an expected outcome, but could be expected in
the absence of any serious intervention. However, since the BBusSc students were not accepted on
the basis of AARP, but on their Matriculation points, it would be of interest to consider the
performance of all BBusSc students in relation to what AARP would have recommended to
determine how best to utilise the AARP data in future. The present study focused on the upper 30%
and lower 30% in each category and expanded the research sample as described in Chapter three.
This type of comparison has been expanded to include the top and bottom 30% in terms of the

Faculty Point as well.

It has to be noted that AARP recommendations for admission purposes are done on the basis of
ranking, not raw scores. The full cohort of AARP writers are ranked in terms of performance with
writers from similar school backgrounds and also as a full cohort without differentiating applicants in
terms of schooling. Thus students from historically educationally disadvantaged backgrounds can be
compared with other students from similar backgrounds, which is more equitable in the South African

education context.

The AARP also makes no claim or prediction that high AARP test performance is related to
subsequent high academic performance. Rather, AARP predicts that high ranking is related to
reduced likelihood of subsequent academic failure and low ranking is related to increased likelihood
of subsequent academic failure. Based on this, some students included in the bottom 50% of AARP
scores (Category | and IV, including those in deciles 9 and 10) would not have been recommended

by AARP for admission purposes and students included in the top 50% of AARP scores (Category I
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and lll, including those in deciles 1 and 2) would have been highly recommended for admission

purposes.

The preliminary study highlighted four different categories in terms of pre-admission and university
academic achievement. Some students present high scores at the point of entry to university and
succeed, but equally so, others fail despite the reasonably high performance on the AARP tests.
Then there are a number of cases where the students fall in the bottom 50% in terms of AARP
scores which may be suggest that they are at risk of failure, but the predictions are “overturned.”
This confirms the complex nature of the elements that predict success and that AARP does not
consistently predict the subsequent performance of some of the BBusSc ECP students. This
phenomenon, however, is to be expected if the interventions provided by the ECP are as successful
as we hope them to be. The specific preliminary studies, as well as the study of factors impacting
upon academic life, motivated a closer look at the overall cohort survival statistics (retention and

success) in comparison with the AARP raw score averages across the battery of tests.

The correlations, retention analysis and anomalies need to be further unpacked by considering the
BBusSc ECP cohorts 2001-2003, utilising appropriate statistical methods to do the comparisons with
the equivalent subset of mainstream students from similar backgrounds, taking into account the
BBusSc ECP selection criteria and analysing more carefully the impact of each of the ECP processes
and interventions on the success of the students. This research will establish trends over a period of

time by comparing the BBusSc ECP statistics with equivalent mainstream statistics.

Although no real generalisation could be achieved based on this preliminary study, it provided the
impetus for a more longitudinal study. The recommendations emanating from the preliminary study
were that the analyses done could be further illuminated by a more longitudinal study and a

comparison with the following.

(a) The first cycle of five years of the BBusSc ECP 2001 — 2005, longitudinal study to confirm
consistency or otherwise

(b) The full cohort of mainstream BBusSc students who wrote AARP in the same round for the five
year cycle

(c) The subset of students who are from similar backgrounds as the BBusSc ECP students who

were accepted into the mainstream for the first five year cycle

These preliminary studies provided a solid foundation for the research done in the present study for

which the findings are recorded and discussed in the remainder of this chapter.
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4.2. The present study — Discussion of results

Different types of investigations have been done as part of this study to cross-check the validity of the

findings. The results of these investigations are discussed under the following headings.

1) Survival and Graduation Analysis

2) Concurrent Validity Correlation Analysis

3) Predictive Validity Correlation Analysis

4) Predictive Validity Regression Analysis

5) Composite Study of the AARP, Matric and UCT Performance

4.2.1. Investigation 1 — Survival and graduation analysis

Tables 8 to 10 show a summary of the graduation and survival statistics for the ECP and Comparison
subgroups of each cohort which provides a comparative understanding of the progression and
success of each cohort. The detailed tables have been included in the appendix to avoid cluttering of

information at this point.

4.2.1.1. Graduation and retention of 2001 cohorts

TABLE 8 —— 2001 COHORT GRADUATION AND RETENTION STATISTICS

2001 Cohort ECP (15) Comparison (15)
Graduated in 4 Years 3 (20%) 9 (60%)
Graduated in 5 Years 6 (40%) 1(7%)

Other, Excluded, cancelled, left 6 (40%) 5 (33%)

Table 8 shows that, for this cohort, admitting students from a traditionally disadvantaged background
with less than the requisite entry requirements, is no more risky than admitting students who have
met the minimum entry requirements, provided that the disadvantaged students have the appropriate
interventions. This is evident from the fact that almost the same number of ECP students graduated
by the fifth year as those in the Comparison Group (ECP— 9, 60% and Comparison— 10, 67%) and

the exclusion rates for the two groups are also similar (ECP— 6, 40% and Comparison— 5, 33%).

It must, however, be borne in mind that the full ECP class of 2001 consisted of 46 students and this

study reports only on the subset of 15 who wrote the AARP tests as applicants to UCT. Moreover,

some of the students in the Other category, include those who took six or seven years but have
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graduated eventually, but not in the five-year period considered by this study. The same is true for
the Comparison Group. As such, no generalisation beyond the two focus groups is possible, although

the pattern is similar for the 2002 and 2003 cohorts as indicated below.

4.2.1.2. Graduation and retention of 2002 cohorts

TABLE 9 — 2002 COHORT GRADUATION AND RETENTION STATISTICS

2002 Cohort ECP (19) Comparison (22)
Graduated in 4 Years 6 (32%) 9 (41%)
Retention 5 years 12 (63%) 12 (55%)
Other, Excluded, cancelled, left 1(5%) 1(4%)

Table 9 indicates that 32% of BBusSc ECP students who were admitted with fewer than the requisite
Matric points graduated in four years while the students from similar backgrounds (Comparison
group) who went into the mainstream programme graduated at a rate of 41%. It could be conceded
that the intense interventions the ECP students received must have had an impact on the graduation
rate as they did well despite the fact that most of them did not make the minimum entrance
requirements for the BBusSc. It is also important to note that only two out of a total of nine students
who stayed on beyond five years or who were excluded, or cancelled their registration or left the
university in good academic standing, were from the ECP and Comparison groups. This is a very
encouraging statistic as the ECP students were at a higher risk of being in this category if one

considers only their Matriculation performance.

4.2.1.3. Graduation and retention of 2003 cohorts

TABLE 10 — 2003 COHORT GRADUATION AND RETENTION STATISTICS

2003 Cohort ECP (23) Comparison (18)
Retention 3 years 21 (91%) 16 (89%)
Other, Excluded, cancelled, left 2 (9%) 2 (11%)

Graduation with a BBusSc was not possible for the 2003 cohort due to the three year limitation
imposed on this cohort since this study considered the years 2001 to 2005. Graduation for the 2003
cohort was possible at the end of 2006.
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Table 10 shows that after three years, the ECP retention rate was almost the same as that of the
Comparison group. This is quite significant since theoretically most of these students would not have
been accepted into the BBusSc degree programme if the ECP did not exist. This success may be
attributed to the improvements in the ECP intervention programme after the first two-year experience

and the fact that students were supported throughout their degree programme.

4.2.1.4. Key findings

The key findings of Investigation 1 are that although the ECP students did not meet the Matriculation
entrance requirements as specified for the BBusSc degree programme, they still managed to
graduate or survive at a similar rate as the Comparison group students and the exclusion rates were
also small, but similar for the two groups. This is suggesting that the ECP interventions had a
positive effect on the academic performance of the ECP students and that their chances of

graduation are as high as those of equivalent students in mainstream.

From this it can be concluded that differential Matric performance does not necessarily impact on

throughput, in the presence of explicit intervention.

4.2.2. Investigation 2 — Concurrent validity correlation analysis

Manion & Cohen refers to correlations as measures of association and offers a crude analysis of
what the actual correlation means for a sample size of more than 100. This research interprets
correlations as follows described by Manion & Cohen. Correlations ranging from 0.20-0.35 indicate
very slight (weak) relationships between the two variables and have no value in individual or group
studies. Correlations of 0.35-0.65 indicate moderate relationships and are of little use for individual
predictions, but combined with multiple regressions are useful for group prediction. Correlations of
0.65-0.85 are significant correlations and make group prediction possible and are accurate enough

for most purposes (Manion & Cohen, 1989, pp. 149 — 165).

The tables compiled for Investigation 2 provide the concurrent validity data and have been extracted
from the concurrent validity correlation matrices included in the appendix labelled as Tables 36 to 43
(pp. 118 - 120).
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4.2.2.1. Concurrent validity of Matric English with the AARP tests

TABLE 11 — CONCURRENT CORRELATIONS ECP AND COMPARISON COHORTS

Cohort 2001 ECP 2001 Comparison
Variables PTEEP MACH MCOM AARP PTEEP MACH MCOM AARP
D/’(')?:fm English 070 | 023 | 048 | o041 | 040 [ -012 | 003 | 008
Cohort 2002 ECP 2002 Comparison
Matric English % 0.42 0.64 0.54 0.63 0.72 0.14 0.56 0.62
Cohort 2003 ECP 2003 Comparison
Matric English % -0.08 -0.10 -0.20 -0.17 0.54 0.23 0.20 0.37

Cohort ECP Aggregated Comparison Aggregated
Matric English % 024 0.11 0.21 0.22 0.56 0.05 0.32 0.36

AARP will be used as an easy reference for the Overall AARP Average. The Matric English and
Mathematics percentiles have been calculated from the symbols (C=65%, B = 75% and A = 85%)

and the percentiles have been used in the correlations.

The Matric English and the PTEEP produced significant correlations for the ECP 2001 (0.70) and the
2002 Comparison Group (0.72) while the 2003 Comparison (0.54) and the Aggregated Comparison
(0.56) groups show moderate correlations between these two variables. The ECP Aggregated group
reflect a weak correlation between the PTEEP and Matric English.  This may suggest that the
PTEEP (academic literacy) and the Matric English (language/literature) give us different data about

students from educationally disadvantaged backgrounds.

The Matric English shows weak to moderate correlations with the MACH and MCOM for all the
groups in Table 11, except for the 2002 groups studied. The AARP performance and the Matric
English show very weak to moderate correlations which confirm that the AARP and Matric English

pre-admission data provide complementary information as they are measuring different constructs.
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4.2.2.2. Concurrent validity of Matric Mathematics with the AARP tests

TABLE 12 — CONCURRENT CORRELATIONS ECP AND COMPARISON COHORTS

Cohort 2001 ECP 2001 Comparison
Variables PTEEP MACRH MCOM AARP PTEEP MACH MCOM AARP
Matric Maths % -0.21 0.13 -0.13 -0.08 -0.41 0.79 0.26 0.47
Cohort 2002 ECP 2002 Comparison
Matric Maths % 0.15 0.49 0.19 0.32 -0.06 0.43 0.18 0.28
Cohort 2003 ECP 2003 Comparison
Matric Maths % -0.24 0.60 0.21 0.26 0.38 0.76 0.42 0.70
Cohort ECP Aggregated Comparison Aggregated
Matric Maths % -0.04 0.42 0.16 0.24 -0.01 0.61 0.28 0.46

The MACH and the Matric Mathematics produced moderate to significant correlations (ranging from
0.43 to 0.79) for the individual Comparison Groups as well as for the Aggregated 2001-2003
Comparison Group. However, for the ECP Groups, the MACH and the Matric Mathematics yielded
weak to moderate concurrent correlations. Generally, for the groups studied, the MACH shows
consistently positive moderate correlation with the Matric Mathematics performance, which confirms
the concurrent validity of the MACH and the Matric Mathematics since they are both measures of

Mathematics achievement.

The Matric Mathematics and the PTEEP and MCOM show weak correlations for most of the groups
in Table 12, which is confirmed by the weak correlations between the AARP and the Matric
Mathematics performance. It is only the 2003 Comparison Group that produced a markedly different
and significant correlation of 0.70 between the AARP and the Matric Mathematics. This suggests
that the PTEEP and MCOM (both involve reduced curriculum alignment and measures of potential)
give us different data about applicants’ academic ability than we obtain from the Matric Mathematics

results.
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4.2.2.3. Concurrent validity of Matric and Faculty points with the AARP tests

TABLE 13 — CONCURRENT CORRELATIONS FOR THE ECP AND COMPARISON GROUPS

2001 2001 2002 2002 2003 2003
Cohort ECP Comparison ECP Comparison ECP Comparison
Variables FacPt | MatPt | FacPt | MatPt | FacPt | MatPt | FacPt | MatPt | FacPt | MatPt | FacPt | MatPt
PTEEP 0.39 0.32 -029| 025} 0.57 ] 0.58 0.49 0.42 ] 0.03 0.13 0.34 0.33
MACH -0.20 | -0.21 0.26 0221 0.63} 0.50 0.27 016 | 0.17 0.08 0.61 0.48
MCOM 0.34 0.31 -028 | 030} 0.54] 0.51 0.52 0431} -009 | -011 ] 0.58 0.45
AARP 0.22 0.17 -010 | -0.11 0.67| 0.60| 0.58 046§ 0.05 0.03 | 0.67 | 0.54

The 2001 and 2003 ECP Groups as well as the 2001 Comparison Group confirm the weak
correlation between the Matric and AARP performance. However, the 2002 ECP and the 2002 and
2003 Comparison Groups show a moderate correlation between the AARP and Matric performance.
The MCOM and MACH correlate well with the Faculty Point and Matric Point for the 2003
Comparison Group, but not so for the 2003 ECP Group.

The AARP Average correlates well with the Faculty Point for the 2002 (0.58) and 2003 (0.67)
Comparison Groups, but there is an inverse correlation between these two variables for the 2001
Comparison Group (-0.10). There is also no consistent pattern in terms of the ECP correlations for
the Matric and AARP performance.

TABLE 14 — CONCURRENT CORRELATIONS 2001—2003 ECP AND COMPARISON AGGREGATED

2001 - 2003 2001 - 2003
ECP Aggregated Comparison
Cohort Aggregated
Variables FacPt MatPt FacPt MatPt
PTEEP 0.31 0.33 0.04 0.03
MACH 0.26 0.18 0.22 0.16
MCOM 0.28 0.26 0.08 0.03
AARP Ave | 034 0.30 0.17 0.11

The AARP correlates very weakly with the Faculty Point for the aggregated 2001-2003 Comparison

Group. The AARP Average also does not correlate well with the Matric and Faculty Points for the
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aggregated 2001-2003 ECP Group. These findings suggest strongly that the AARP and Matric are

measuring somewhat different constructs and as such provide us with complementary data.

The above findings show inconsistency in the correlations from 2001 to 2003 between the individual
AARP tests and overall AARP performance with the Matric performance evidencing very little
concurrent validity between the AARP and Matric data which confirms their complementarity in terms

of the impact they have on academic performance.

4.2.2.4. Concurrent validity of the weighted and unweighted Matric Point

The Faculty Point (FacPt) is obtained by double-weighting the Matric Mathematics and English
symbols in the calculation of the points. The Matric Point (MatPt) does not double-weight any of the
Matric symbols. Tables 13 and 14 above show that when one compares the correlations between
the AARP variables and the FacPt and the AARP variables and the MatPt, then there is very little
difference between the pairs of values obtained for the FacPt and the MatPt. The double-weighting

policy is also revealed as problematic in a number of ways as borne out by the data below.

TABLE 15 — CORRFLATIONS IMPACTING ON DOUBLE-WEIGHTING OF MATRIC ENGLISH AND MATHEMATICS

2001 ECP 2001 2002 ECP 2002 2003 ECP 2003
Cohort Comparison Comparison Comparison
FacPt | MatPt | FacPt | MatPt | FacPt | MatPt | FacPt | MatPt | FacPt | MatPt | FacPt | MatPt
FacPt 1.00 | 098 | 1.00| 1.00| 1.00}| 0.97 | 1.00 | 0.97 | 1.00 | 0.97 | 1.00 | 0.94
MatPt 0.98 | 1.00 | 1.00| 1.00| 0.97 | 1.00| 0.97 | 1.00| 0.97 | 1.00 | 0.94 | 1.00
Matric English % | 0.63 | 0.54 | -028 | -029 | 042]| 031)]| 0.55| 043 0.58 | 0.49 | 0.62 | 0.61
Matric Maths % 022 | 013 | 003 | -001]| 0.63| 046 0.60| 0.52| 0.42 | 0.30 | 0.60 | 0.57

When considering the relevant pairs of correlation coefficients for the disaggregated ECP and
Comparison subgroups in Table 15 the pattern is similar with only the 2002 ECP cohort showing a

slightly different pattern. In most cases the FacPt and MatPt correlates similarly with other variables.
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TABLE 16 — AGGREGATED GROUPS: DOUBLE-WEIGHTING OF MATRIC ENGLISH AND MATHEMATICS

ECP Comparison
Cohort Aggregated Aggregated
Variables FacPt MatPt FacPt MatPt
FacPt 1.00 0.97 1.00 0.99
MatPt 0.97 1.00 0.99 1.00
Matric English % 0.58 047 0.10 0.06
Matric Maths % 0.47 034 0.23 0.18

From Table 16, it is clear that the MatPt and the FacPt show multicollinearity as they correlate very
strongly with each other: 0.97, 0.99 and 1.00 for the aggregated ECP and Comparison groups.
Similar correlation values are obtained in Table 15 above for the individual ECP and Comparison
groups. This means that the double-weighting of Matric English and Mathematics, thereby producing
the FacPt, actually makes no difference at all. In fact when comparing the correlation between MatPt
or FacPt and the other variables, it is evident that there is mostly a minor difference in how the FacPt

and MatPt correlate with these variables.

4.2.2.5. Key findings

The general pattern emerging from this study with regard to the concurrent validity of the AARP and
Matriculation scores is that these two sets of data correlate weakly to moderately, suggesting that the
Matriculation examinations and the AARP tests are measuring somewhat discrete constructs and
thereby providing us with complementary sets of pre-admission data. There is repeated evidence
indicating the relative absence of effect of the double-weighting practice. This investigation found no
evidence to suggest that the double-weighting of Matric Mathematics and English makes any
difference as the FacPt and MatPt show multicollinearity as they correlate almost perfectly with each
other.

4.2.3. Investigation 3 — Predictive validity correlation analysis

This study compares the data available upon entry to the university with the actual university
performance. It also gives insight into the predictive value of Matric Mathematics in relation to the
first year university Mathematics (MAM102W) performance. Performance in this first year
Mathematics course is crucial and would often dictate whether a student will continue with the

BBusSc or opt for the BCom degree programme which does not require MAM102W.
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The tables compiled for investigation 3 provide the predictive validity data and have been extracted
from the predictive validity correlation matrices included in the appendix labelled as Tables 44 to 51
(pp. 121 - 123).

4.2.3.1. Predictive validity of the Matric Mathematics performance

TABLE 17 — PREDICTIVE VALIDITY OF THE MATRIC MATHEMATICS PERFORMANCE
Case wise deletion of missing data Predictive validity of
Matric Mathematics
Cohorts Maths 1 | AYOS 1 | AYOS 2
2001 ECP Cohort (N=14) 0.42 0.21 0.14
2002 ECP Cohort (N=18) 0.34 0.34 -0.03
2003 ECP Cohort (N=22) 0.56 0.18 -0.14
2001 Comparison Cohort (N=14) 0.49 0.52 0.38
2002 Comparison Cohort (N= 20) 0.10 0.29 0.26
2003 Comparison Cohort (N=16) 0.76 0.79 0.50
2001 - 2003 ECP Aggregated (N = 54) 0.40 0.24 -0.04
2001 - 2003 Comparison Aggregated (N=50) 0.43 0.54 0.38

(Maths 1 is used for easy reference, referring to the first year Mathematics course with the code MAM102W.)

The correlation coefficients between the Matric Mathematics and the MAM102W for the 2001-2003
ECP subgroups are weak to moderate. The 2002 cohorts have very weak correlations for the two
subgroups: Comparison—0.10; and ECP—0.34. However, the 2003 ECP cohort has moderate
correlation of 0.56 between the Matric Mathematics and the MAM102W, and there is a significant
correlation for the 2003 Comparison Group, 0.76, between these two variables.

When the subgroups were aggregated for the three cohorts, the correlation coefficients were only
0.40 and 0.43 which means that the Matric Mathematics did not predict well in terms of the
MAM102W performance for the aggregated cohorts. This may have implications in terms of the
assumptions made by the first year Mathematics course and the double-weighting practice for the

Matric Mathematics.

The Matric Mathematics showed the only significant and also the highest correlation in terms of first
year university performance of the Comparison groups (0.52 and 0.79). However, this correlation is
very different for the ECP (0.21 and 0.18). This may suggest that the first year ECP interventions
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available to these cohorts made a significant impact irrespective of their entry level Mathematics

performance.

The weak predictive validity of the Matric Mathematics in terms of first year Mathematics and
academic performance in AYOS 1 and AYOS 2 is even more significant if we consider the fact seven
of the ECP students did not meet the minimum Mathematics requirement of a D HG as stipulated by
the Commerce Faculty entry requirements. However, whatever these seven students were lacking in
terms of foundation Mathematics skills would have been provided for by the specialised ECP

Mathematics provision.

Compared to Matric English below, the Matric Mathematics showed a much stronger predictive

validity with first year academic performance.

4.2.3.2. Predictive validity of the Matric English performance

TABLE 18 — PREDICTIVE VALIDITY OF THE MATRIC ENGLISH PERFORMANCE
Case wise deletion of missing data Matric English
Cohorts Maths 1 | AYOS 1 | AYOS 2
2001 ECP Cohort (N=14) -0.21 -0.10 0.29
2002 ECP Cohort (N=18) 0.06 0.28 0.00
2003 ECP Cohort (N=22) 0.17 0.10 0.01
2001 Comparison Cohort (N=14) -0.39 -0.21 -0.21
2002 Comparison Cohort (N=20) -0.03 0.17 0.08
2003 Comparison Cohort (N=16) 0.21 0.39 0.64
2001 - 2003 ECP Aggregated (N = 54) -0.06 0.08 0.06
2001 - 2003 Comparison Aggregated (N=50) -0.12 0.12 0.09

There is a consistently very weak or inverse correlation between Matric English and MAM102W
performance for all groups longitudinally. This is contrary to the general idea that the MAM102W
requires language skills due to the applied nature of the content. It may very well be that the Matric
English assesses language and literature and writing skills which may not be as crucial for

Mathematics Learning.

Both the PTEEP and Matric English correlated very weakly and sometimes negatively with

performance in the first year Mathematics course and overall performance in AYOS 1 and 2. So

82



there is a moderate concurrent value of PTEEP and Matric English (as illustrated in Investigation 2
earlier), but the predictive value is almost non-existent as the correlations are mostly small and

predictions cannot be justified.
Table 18 shows that the Matric English has very weak predictive validity in terms of subsequent
academic performance for the ECP and Comparison Groups studied, suggesting that the double-

weighting of the Matric English cannot be justified as the double-weighting places a higher value on

Matric English.

4.2.3.3. Predictive validity of the Matric and Faculty Point performance

TABLE 19 — PREDICTIVE VALIDITY OF THE MATRIC AND FACULTY POINT PERFORMANCE

Case wise deletion of missing data Faculty Point Matric Point
Cobhorts Maths 1 | AYOS 1 | AYOS 2 | Maths1 | AYOS 1 | AYOS 2
2001 ECP Cohort (N=14) 0.29 0.44 0.71 0.31 0.50 0.73
2002 ECP Cohort (N=18) 0.38 0.56 0.28 0.36 0.54 0.37
2003 ECP Cohort (N=22) 0.42 0.44 0.25 0.32 0.48 0.35
2001 Comparison Cohort (N=14) -0.09 -0.20 -0.13 -0.11 -0.22 -0.14
2002 Comparison Cohort (N= 20) 0.34 0.42 0.41 0.43 0.39 0.42
2003 Comparison Cohort (N=16) 0.60 0.68 0.70 0.60 0.72 0.78
23?1 ~ 2003 ECP Aggregated (N = 026 | 045 | 035 | 024 | 047 | 044
g 00 Comparison Aggregated | o7 | 041 | 010 | 007 | 009 | 008

The Faculty Point and Matric Point are good predictors for most of the subgroups in terms of the
MAM102W performance, although not statistically significant for any group. However, when the
groups were aggregated for the 2001 to 2003 cohorts the Facuity Point and Matric Point displayed
insignificant correlations with the MAM102W performance for all aggregated subgroups. When one
considers the equally insignificant correlations that both the Matric Point and Faculty Point have with
subsequent academic performance for the Aggregated ECP and Comparison groups, one can
conclude that there is very little evidence that the double-weighting of the Matric Mathematics and

English has effect for this three-year sample.

The Matric Point for the 2001 ECP Cohort correlates well (0.73) with the performance in AYOS 2, but
weakly with the performance in MAM102W (0.31) and moderately with the performance in AYOS 1
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(0.50). This may be as a direct result of the fact that the majority of the ECP students did not meet
the FacPt requirements and that the interventions provided impacted positively on their university

performance.

4.2.3.4. Predictive validity of the overall AARP average performance

TABLE 20 — PREDICTIVE VALIDITY OF THE OVERALL AARP AVERAGE PERFORMANCE:
Case wise deletion of missing data Overall AARP Average

Cohorts Maths 1 | AYOS 1 | AYOS 2
2001 ECP Cohort (N=14) -0.38 -0.50 -0.27
2002 ECP Cohort (N=18) -0.02 0.18 0.14
2003 ECP Cohort (N=22) 0.12 0.16 -0.15
2001 Comparison Cohort (N=14) 0.04 0.00 -0.08
2002 Comparison Cohort (N=20) -0.05 0.33 0.13
2003 Comparison Cohort (N=16) 0.51 | 0.55 0.42
2001 - 2003 ECP Aggregated (N = 54) -0.01 0.10 -0.09
2001 - 2003 Comparison Aggregated (N=50) 0.16 0.29 0.15

The AARP generally shows very weak correlations with the MAM102W performance for the ECP and
Comparison Groups. The evidence shows that the AARP performance is negatively correlated to the
MAM102W for the ECP groups. This may be as a result of the first year Mathematics intervention
programme provided for the ECP students. The AARP performance shows moderate predictive
validity for only the 2003 Comparison Group. It can be concluded that the AARP Performance does
not have predictive validity with regards to first year Mathematics performance for the cohorts

investigated.

It may be worthwhile reminding the reader that both the ECP and Comparison Group students are
from traditionally disadvantaged backgrounds and that the AARP tests could assist with the selection
of students in this category. However, the same evidence could not be found in the 2002 cohort or

for any other subgroup and hence no general conclusions can be made from the existing data.

The negative correlations obtained for the ECP is of particular interest as this could be attributed to
the high level of intervention in the first and second year of the ECP. The ECP and Comparison

subgroups, when aggregated, produced negative or very insignificant correlations between the AARP
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performance and the first year Mathematics performance as well as for the overall first and second

year academic performance.

A possible reason why the Comparison group also produced insignificant correlations or negative
correlations between AARP and subsequent performance may be that they performed well on the
Matriculation examinations due to the backwash effect and were admitted because of their
acceptable FacPt, but that this performance was not matched by their AARP tests or their university

performance.

The AARP performance for the 2001 ECP Cohort was strongly inversely correlated to the average
performance in AYOS 1. This significant finding suggests that strong factors were impacting on the

ECP performance in the first academic year of study.

Compared to the findings for the 2001 ECP cohort, the opposite phenomenon is true for the 2001
Comparison Group. The performance of the 2001 Comparison Group in MAM102W and AYOS 1 to
AYOS 4 is negatively correlated or bears no relationship to the AARP scores as well as to the Faculty
Point. This means that both AARP and Matric scores have no predictive validity with regard to

subsequent performance for the 2001 Comparison cohort.

The overall conclusion is that the AARP performance shows no predictive validity for the groups
studied.

4.2.3.5. Key findings

As indicated in Investigation 3 there is no statistically significant correlation between the pre-
admission variables studied and subsequent academic performance. The fact that the Matric
Mathematics is the best predictor, but not significantly so for all the groups studied, and that the
English has little or no value in predicting future academic success for these students, are real

concerns as these subjects are double-weighted in the admissions process.

The AARP, the Matric and Faculty Points and the Matric Mathematics predicted well for subsequent
academic performance for the 2003 Comparison Groups, but not for any of the other years indicate
longitudinal inconsistency and this suggest that different factors affected the performance of the

different cohorts studied.
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While the findings do not offer conclusive generalisable evidence about the validity and actual value
of the Matric and AARP results as a prediction of academic success in the BBusSc degree
programme, the Matric Mathematics shows the strongest correlation with subsequent performance

for the majority of the subgroups studied.

The Matric Point and Faculty Point show equally insignificant and similar correlations with
subsequent academic performance for the ECP and Comparison aggregated groups. This suggests
strongly that the double-weighting of the Matric Mathematics and English has no justification for this

three-year sample.

The Matric Mathematics is the best overall predictor (correlations are consistently positive, but not
always significant) in terms of performance in MAM102W as well as for performance across all four
academic years of study. It is clear that the Matric English, the AARP performance as well as the
Faculty Point have very little predictive validity with regard to performance in MAM102W and overall
academic performance in the undergraduate years. The AARP performance has generally no
predictive validity for the ECP and Comparison groups studied. The Faculty Point, the basis upon
which all these students were admitted to the BBusSc degree, is also not a good predictor. This
suggests that there were other factors that impacted on pre-admission performance as well as on the

academic performance at university for the 2001 to 2003 cohorts.

In correlation terms, this investigation found very few predictive relationships, signaling minimal
evidence of direct relationships between performance in Matric, AARP and subsequent academic

performance.

4.2.4. Investigation 4 — Predictive validity regression analysis

Multiple variable regressions were performed on the twelve subgroups as described in Chapter 3. All
variables considered by this study have been taken into the multiple regression model to establish
which of these factors account for variation, and to what extent they influence academic performance

in the first year Mathematics course (MAM102W) or in any of the four academic years of study.

As shown in Investigation 2, the concurrent correlation matrices for the continuous variables show
that most of the variables studied, correlate weakly to moderately with one another, and none of the
distinct variables are very highly correlated. The case of the FacPt and the MatPt has been
discussed in Section 4.2.2.4. This excludes the possibility of multicollinearity between some of the

variables which refers to a situation where the explanatory variables are highly correlated with one
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another. As a result there is no real danger that some of the variables might prove to be not
significant when others have already been taken into consideration by the regression. In fact it is true

that many of the continuous variables used are in fact negatively correlated with one another.

The tables containing the regression studies are included in the appendix and cross-referencing has
been provided for the data extracted in the regression summaries below. The summaries of the
regression analyses given below reflect the variation in performance for the independent variables,
MAM102W, performance in AYOS 1 and AYOS 2 as well as for the retention and graduation of the
ECP and Comparison Groups.

4.2.4.1. Regression summary of variables predicting MAM102W performance

TABLE 21 — REGRESSION RESULTS FOR MAMI02W PERFORMANCE

Number of variables Significant predictor Variables accounted for
Cohort in regression model variables % of the variance
2001 ECP (n = 14) 1
Table 118, page 141 7 MatPt 7%
2002 ECP (n=19) 7
Table 134, page 146 10 EdCodeOld, PTEEP (2), MACH 91.3%

(2), MatPt, FacPt

2003 ECP (n=14) 2
Table 147, page 150 5 RI, Matric Maths 73.45%
2001 Comparison (n=14) 12
Table 126, page 143 12 Gender, PTEEP (3), MACH (3), 99.99%
MCOM (3), FacPt, Matric
Maths
2002 Comparison (n=21) 6
Table 141, page 148 7 PTEEP (3). MCOM (2), RI 72.24%
2003 Comparison (n=17) 9
Table 152, page 151 13 RB, Matric Maths, 99.52%

MACH (3), MCOM, PTEEP (3)

(PTEEP (3) means that all three PTEEP Variables, namely the Overall PTEEP percent, the Overall PTEEP
Decile and the Ex-Ed PTEEP Decile appeared as significant. The same applies to the MACH and MCOM

variables.)
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The results in Table 21 indicate that the variables studied provide a significant explanation for the
variation in results as the factors studied account for 72 to 99.99% of the variance in performance. It
is evident that there were other factors impacting on performance for the 2001 and 2003 ECP groups

as well as for the 2002 Comparison Group.

The PTEEP, Matric Mathematics and the Matric point show up as significant predictors of success in
the MAM102W performance for the ECP and Comparison Groups and many of the other groups
studied. The Schooling, Gender and Race appeared as significant predictors for three different
subgroups and hence did not impact widely and no conclusions can be made about these variables
in terms of performance in MAM102W. A combination of Matric, AARP and demographic variables
influenced the variation in first year Mathematics performance, but there also appear to be other

factors, beyond those investigated, that impacted on the MAM102W performance.

4.2.4.2. Regression summary of variables predicting performance in AYOS 1
TABLE 22 — REGRESSION RESULTS FOR PERFORMANCE INAYOS
Number of variables Significant predictor Variables accounted for
Cohort in regression model variables % of the variance
2001 ECP (n = 15) 2
Table 119, page 141 5 MatPt, RI 75%
2002 ECP (n =19) 2
Table 135, page 146 4 EdCodeOld, FacPt 65%
2003 ECP (n = 23) 4
Table 148, page 150 6 EdCodeOld, Matric Maths, HL 58.68%
2001 Comparison (n=15) 11
Table 127, page 144 13 PTEEP (3), MACH (3), 99.99%
MCOM(2), RC, RI, Gender
2002 Comparison (n=21) 2
Table 142, page 148 3 MACH (2) 45.47%
2003 Comparison (n=17) 10
Table 153, page 152 11 MACH (3), MCOM (2), PTEEP, 99.75%
RC, Matric Maths, Matric
English
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The data shows that Matric, schooling, Home Language and to some extent Race accounted for the
variance in the first year performance of the ECP groups. However, it did not explain all of the
variance, which point to other factors that have not been studied. These could include the
interventions and other socio-economic factors as highlighted by the preliminary studies on other
factors affecting performance for the ECP students. It is quite significant that the AARP did not

contribute in explaining the variance for the ECP groups.

In contrast to this, the AARP explained to a large extent variation in first year performance for the
Comparison Groups, although the Matric and race variables were also significant in this regard for
the 2003 Comparison Group.

4.2.4.3. Regression summary of variables predicting performance in AYOS 2

TABLE 23 — REGRESSION RESULTS FOR PERFORMANCE INAYOS 2

Number of variables in

Significant predictor

Variables accounted

Cohort regression model variables for % of the variance

2001 ECP (n = 15) 3

Table 120, page 141 6 MatPt, Matric Maths, RI 90%
2002 ECP (n = 18) 4

Table 136, page 146 7 PTEEP, Gender, MatPt RC 81.93%
2003 ECP (n = 23) 1

Table 149, page 150 2 EdCodeOld 38.87%
2001 Comparison (n=15) 5

Table 128, page 144 8 PTEEP (3), MCOM, 98%

Matric Maths

2002 Comparison (n=20) 1

Table 143, page 149 3 MatPt 23.25%
2003 Comparison (n=186) 6

Table 154, page 152 11 MACH, PTEEP (3), Matric 99.68%

Maths, Gender

The data shows that Matric, schooling and race accounted for some of the variance in the second

year performance of the ECP groups. The PTEEP explains some of the variation of the second year
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performance for the 2002 ECP group. Once again, the AARP data is more significant in terms of

explaining the variation in performance in the second year for the Comparison groups.

4.2.4.4. Regression summary of variables predicting retention

TABLE 24 — REGRESSION RESULTS FOR VARIABLES PREDICTING RETENTION

Number of variables in

Significant predictor

Variables accounted

Cohort Regression model variables for % of the variance
1
2001 ECP (n =15) 3 FacPt 67%
Table 124, page 143
2002 ECP (n=19) 6 3
Table 139, page 147 MACH (2), MCOM 85.29%
2003 ECP (n=23) 6 3
Table 151, page 151 MatPt, RB, HL 64.79%
2001 Comparison (n = 15) 8
Table 131, page 145 12 PTEEP (2), MACH (3), 99.59%
RC, FacPt, Matric
Maths
2002 Comparison (n = 19) 11 9
Table 146, page 149 PTEEP (3), MACH (3), 93.50%
MCOM (2), Matric
Maths
2003 Comparison (n = 17) 0
Table 156, page 153 3 No significant variables 37.06%

With regard to retention, a combination of Matric and AARP, but different factors emerged as
significant predictors each year for both the ECP and Comparison Cohorts. There is no real pattern
evident with regard to significant predictors, however, being “Black” (RB), and Home Language (HL)
emerged as significant predictors for the 2003 ECP, and being “Coloured” (RC) emerged twice as a
significant predictor for the Comparison Group. This does mean, however, that race did not have

much impact on performance for the ECP and Comparison groups.
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4.2.4.5. Regression summary of variables predicting graduation

TABLE 25 — REGRESSION RESULTS FOR VARIABLES PREDICTING GRADUATION

Number of variables Significant predictor Variables accounted
Cohort in Regression model | variables for Graduation for % of the variance
2001 ECP (n=9) 3 1 74%
Table 125, page 143 FacPt
2002 ECP (n = 15) 3 2 44 44%
Table 140, page 148 RC, PTEEP
2003 ECP
2001 Comparison (n = 10) 9 0 100%
Table132, page 145 No significant variables
2002 Comparison
2003 Comparison

In terms of graduation success, the Faculty Point, PTEEP and being “Coloured” (RC) were significant
predictors and explained some of the variance in performance, but there were other factors that
impacted largely on graduation success of the ECP students. This may be attributed to the ECP

specialised interventions throughout the degree programme as outlined in the literature review.

The following variables accounted for 100% of the variation in graduation for the 2001 Comparison
Group: RC, Ex-Ed PTEEP Decile, Ex-Ed MACH Decile, Home Lang, Overall PTEEP Percent,
Overall MACH Percent, Matric Mathematics %, Matric English % and RI, but none of these were
significant predictors. This suggests that most of the factors explaining variance in performance have

been taken into the regressions model.

In the regression studies for the ECP and Comparison groups, the PTEEP appeared as the most
significant predictor of subsequent academic performance. The MatPt or FacPt followed as the next
predominant influence. This is followed by the Matric Maths and the MACH, appearing at the same
frequency as significant predictor, which is congruent with the fact that they both measure
Mathematics achievement. The regression studies for all the groups yielded the PTEEP, Matric, and
Matric Maths/MACH (in that order) as the most influential factors in terms of future academic

performance for the ECP and Comparison Cohorts.

There are cases where the significant variables did not account for much of the variation in

performance and this signals once again that other factors, including the socio-economics factors
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identified in the preliminary study in section 4.2.1.1 impacted largely on performance for the ECP and

Comparison Groups. Other factors affecting throughput are investigated below.

4.2.4.6. Other factors affecting throughput

TABLE 26 —SCHOOLING STATISTICS FOR ECP AND COMPARISON GROUPS

2001 Cohort 2002 Cohort 2003 Cohort
ECP (15) Comparison ECP (19) Comparison ECP (23) Comparison
(15) (22) (18)
Ex-DET
School 0 0 4 0 1 2
(21%) (4%) (11%)
Other School
15 15 15 22 22 16
(100%) (100%) (79%) (100%) (96%) (89%)

The regression analyses show that schooling very rarely featured as a statistically significant variable
as there were so few students from Ex-DET schools in the sample. Schooling featured as a
significant predictor in the 2003 Comparison cohort (AYOS3) and in the 2003 ECP cohort where
EdCodeOld and MatPt accounted for only 38% of the variation in AYOS2 performance of the 23 ECP
students. In the 2002 ECP cohort, schooling was a statistically significant variable which together
with FacPt, Rl and Ex-Ed PTEEP accounted for 91% of the variation in performance of the 19
students in first year Mathematics which also resulted in schooling being a significant predictor of

success for the 2002 cohort.

From the Table 26 it is clear that the majority of the students came from relatively better resourced
high schools as only four (2002) and three (2003) students were from Ex-DET schools. None of the
2001 students came from EX-DET schools, which perhaps means that the type of schooling these

students received provided a better level of preparedness for tertiary education.

This would have minimised the effects schooling on success and as a result schooling did not feature
as a significant contributor predicting success for the sample population as a whole. This is borne
out by the regression studies where the Old Education Department was isolated as a significant
predictive variable for success in AYOS 1 only for the 2002 ECP cohort and for the success in the
MAM102W for the ECP 2002 Cohort. The Ex-Education Department variable also showed up as a
significant predictor variable for the 2003 ECP in terms of their AYOS 1 and 2 performances and for
the Comparison Group in terms of the AYOS 3 performance. This variable was insignificant in terms
of predictive value for all the other groups and hence does not tell us much about future academic

performance.
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TABLE 27 —HOME LANGUAGE STATISTICS FOR ECP AND COMPARISON GROUPS

2001 Cohort 2002 Cohort 2003 Cohort
Cohort | ECP (15) | Comparison | ECP (19) Comparison ECP (23) | Comparison

Variable {15) (22) (18)
English Home
Language 8 1 1 17 13 14

(53%) (73%) (58%) (77%) (57%) (78%)
Other Home 7 4 8 5 10 4
Language (47%) (27%) (42%) (23%) (43%) (22%)

Less than a third of the Full AARP 2001 cohort had a home language other than English whilst about
50% of the ECP students were English Second Language (ESL) speakers. The impact of this may to
some extent have been counteracted by the Language and Communication Development

interventions offered to ECP students for the first six months of their first academic year of study.

Approximately 25% of the Full AARP cohorts were ESL speakers and the majority of the ESL
students were in the ECP. It was noted that more than a third of each ECP cohort (2001 ECP, 47%;
2002 ECP, 42%; 43%, 2003) declared that English was not their first language.

In the relevant regression studies, Home Language featured as a statistically significant variable in
predicting success in AYOS 3 and 4 for the 2001 ECP cohort; and predicting success in AYOS 1 for
the 2003 ECP cohort; and in predicting retention for the 2003 ECP subgroup. However, although
Home Language appears as a significant variable for the ECP group, it explains only some of the
variation in performance or retention ECP cohort. Home Language did not emerge as a significant

variable with regard to MAM102W performance.

These findings suggest that the first year ECP Language and Communication Development
interventions would have reduced the negative impact of language on the academic performance of

the ECP students, which reflects in their retention and ultimate graduation success.

4.2.4.7. Key findings

The regression studies provide evidence to suggest that PTEEP contributes most often to variation in
terms of performance in MAM102W of the ECP and Comparison Groups, but that there are factors
other than those studied that impacted on the MAM102W performance. More of the variation in

performance in MAM102W (up to 99.99% in some investigations) is explained by the variables taken



into the regression model for the Comparison group than for the ECP groups. This suggests that
other factors impacted on the ECP MAM102W.

The regression studies for all the groups yielded the PTEEP, Matric, and Matric Maths/MACH (in that
order) as the most frequently occurring factors in terms of explaining variance in academic
performance for the ECP and Comparison Cohorts. The AARP data is more significant in terms of
explaining the variation in Mathematics and subsequence academic performance for the Comparison

groups.

There are cases where the significant variables did not account for much of the variation in
performance and this signals that other factors, including the socio-economics factors identified in the

preliminary study may have impacted largely on performance for the ECP and Comparison Groups.

The variables studied also explained the variation in retention graduation performance for the
Comparison Groups better than for the ECP Groups. This again suggests that there are other
qualitative factors that impacted on the ECP performance and that these factors may be embedded

in the ECP social and academic integration interventions.

According to the Schooling background data collected and flowing from the regression studies it is
evident that Schooling did not influence subsequent academic performance as only 21% of the 2002
ECP and 4% of the 2003 ECP and 11% of the 2003 Comparison groups attended EX-DET schools .

Over 40% of each ECP groups had a Home Language other than English, and this factor emerged a
significant variable in the regression studies for overall academic performance but not with regard to
MAM102W performance. However, as pointed out before, the first year Language and
Communication Development interventions minimised the negative impact of language on the
academic performance of the ECP students, which reflects in their retention and ultimate graduation

Success.

From all of the above it can be concluded that over and above the variables studied in the predictive
validity and regression investigations, other socio-economic factors may have influenced the
academic performance of the ECP students. Some of these other factors have been alluded to in the
literature review, and have also been highlighted by the preliminary qualitative study of factors

impacting on success of the ECP students.
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4.2.5. Investigation 5 — A composite study of AARP, Matric and UCT performance

This investigation ranked students using their Overall AARP Average percentage scores across the
PTEEP, MACH and MCOM tests, referred to as their AARP performance. These students were

categorised into three groups, namely performers in the top, middle and bottom 30%. The same

analysis was done with the Faculty Point as defined before and for the average academic

performance at UCT. The following comparisons were obtained for the Full AARP cohort and the

ECP subset for which the indicators are included in brackets. The discussion follows under each

heading and makes reference to relevant correlation coefficients obtained in the earlier studies.

4.2.5.1.

Investigation 5A — A composite study of AARP and UCT performance

Table 28 explains the content of Matrix A contrasting the Overall AARP Average performance with

the average academic performance at university.

This comparison provides some categorical

measure of the predictive validity of the AARP tests in terms of subsequent performance at

university.
TaBLE 28 — PREDICTIVE VALIDITY: AARP vS UCT PERFORMANCE
A B
Matrix Top 30% AARP Bottom 30% AARP
Cell A1 — Students who scored in the top 30%
of those who wrote the AARP Tests Cell B1 — Students who scored in the bottom
and who subsequently scored in 30%
the top 30% in terms of their of those who wrote the AARP Tests
overall average UCT performance and who subsequently scored in
"Generally Expected/Predicted” the top 30% in terms of their
Top 30% High Predictive value of overall average UCT performance
UCT AARP and UCT Performance "Generally Unexpected/Unpredicted”
Cell B2 — Students who scored in the bottom
30%
of those who wrote the AARP Tests
Cell A2 — Students who scored in the top 30% and who subsequently scored in
of those who wrote the AARP Tests the bottom 30% in terms of their
and who subsequently scored in overall average UCT performance
Bottom the bottom 30% in terms of their "Generally Expected/Predicted”
30% overall average UCT performance High Predictive value of
UcT "Generally Unexpected/Unpredicted” AARP and UCT Performance

It is highly probable that students from previously disadvantaged backgrounds and poorly-resourced

schools could end up in Cell A2 if no appropriate interventions are provided. It is also possible that

students from well-resourced schools could end up in Cell A2.
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Matrix A A B
Cohorts Aggregated | Top 30% AARP | Bottom 30% AARP

Top 30% UCT 26 (ECP 3) 13 (ECP 6)
2| Bottom 30% UCT 10 (ECP 3) 24 (ECP 21)

Cells A1 and B2 (generally expected/predicted) for each cohort as well as cell A2 and B1 (generally
unexpected/unpredicted) have similar numbers of students in each category. This shows the
incidence of students in the Top 30% AARP subsequently performing in the Top 30% UCT (A1) is as
frequent as the incidence of students in the Bottom 30% AARP subsequently performing in the
Bottom 30% UCT (B2).

The reverse of this phenomenon is also prevalent, i.e. students in the Top 30% AARP subsequently
performing in the Bottom 30% UCT (A2) and students in the Bottom 30% AARP subsequently
performing in the Top 30% UCT (B1) thus showing incidence of the predicted/expected as well as the
unpredicted/unexpected. The results indicate that AARP has some predictive value in terms of
subsequent performance for the students in the top 30% of the AARP performers as almost twice as
many students appear in the predicted/expected categories (A1 & B2, totalling 50 of the 73 students)
than in the unexpected/unpredicted categories (B1 & A2, totalling 23 of the 73 students).

As outlined in the literature review, some talented students regardless of schooling type and
resources at high school do not necessarily perform as they may not have been sufficiently
challenged or engaged in high school, consequently producing poor Matriculation results. However,
these students score well on tests measuring potential, thus producing good AARP scores, and
subsequently blossom in a rich and challenging environment such as the School of Management
Studies at UCT. This has been the case for the three ECP students in cell A1 where they scored in
the top 30% in terms of AARP Scores (although their matriculation scores did not meet the minimum
entrance requirements) and subsequently remained in the top 30% in terms of undergraduate

performance.

24 Of the 33 ECP students are in the predicted categories and 9 are in the unexpected categories.
The fact that 6 out 33 ECP students are in B1 suggests the positive effect of the ECP interventions
on their performance and that these ECP students did not just pass with mediocre results, but got
their degree with a high achievement. The fact that only 3 of the 10 students in category A2 are ECP
students, despite their low Matric point base, means that more of the equivalent mainstream students

performed poorly at UCT although they had a higher Matric point base.
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4.2.5.2. Investigation 5B — A composite study of Matric and UCT performance

Table 29 explains the content of Matrix B comparing the Commerce Faculty Point with the average

UCT performance over the four or five years at university and provide some indication of the

predictive validity of the Faculty Point in terms of subsequent performance.

TABLE 29 — PREDICTIVE VALIDITY: FACULTY POINT VERSUS UCT PERFORMANCE

A B
Matrix Top 30% FacPt Bottom 30% FacPt
Cell A1 — Students who scored in the top
30%
In terms of the Faculty Point (FacPt) Cell B1 — Students who scored in the bottom
and who subsequently scored in 30%
the top 30% in terms of their In terms of the Faculty Point (FacPt)
overall average UCT performance and who subsequently scored in
"Generally Expected/Predicted” the top 30% in terms of their
Top 30% High Predictive value of overall average UCT performance
UCT FacPt and UCT Performance "Generally Unexpected/Unpredicted”
Cell B2 — Students who scored in the bottom
30%
Cell A2 — Students who scored in the top In terms of the Faculty Point (FacPt)
30% and who subsequently scored in
In terms of the Faculty Point (FacPt) the bottom 30% in terms of their
and who subsequently scored in overall average UCT performance
Bottom the bottom 30% in terms of their "Generally Expected/Predicted”
30% overall average UCT performance High Predictive value of
Uct "Generally Unexpected/Unpredicted” FacPt and UCT Performance
Matrix B A B
Cohorts Combined | Top 30% FacPt | Bottom 30% FacPt
Top 30% UCT 30 (ECP1) 6 (ECP3)
2| Bottom 30% UCT 9 (ECP 0) 31 (ECP 25)

Matrix B confirms the fact that the ECP students were admitted with low Matric base points as 28 out

of 29 were in the bottom 30% of Faculty Point performers.

The three ECP students in cell B1 are examples of such students who scored poorly on Matric
(bottom 30% FacPt), but scored in top 30% in terms of their UCT performance. This is an illustration
of those students discussed in the literature review, who come from poorly-resourced schools and
who have not as yet demonstrated their potential (low Matriculation Point), but when placed in a
highly-resourced academic environment such as the ECP at UCT, blossom academically (in top 30%

in terms of performance at UCT). This also suggests the positive impact of the ECP interventions.
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Matrix B also shows that the Faculty Point proves to be a stronger predictor than the AARP scores
(reflected in Matrix A) in terms of subsequent success at university since 61 of the 76 students are in
the predictive categories, including 26 out of the 29 ECP students. This confirms the earlier
suggestion that the AARP and Matric are measuring somewhat different constructs. It may also point
to the fact that the content assessed in the matriculation examinations may be closer in to the content

assessed in university examinations and that the AARP provides complementary data.

4.2.5.3. Investigation 5C — A composite study of Matric and AARP
performance

Table 30 explains the content of the matrix contrasting the Commerce Faculty Point with the AARP

performance and provide some information of their concurrent validity.

Table 30 — CONCURRENT VALIDITY: FACULTY POINT VERSUS AARP PERFORMANCE

A B
Matrix Top 30% FacPt Bottom 30% FacPt
Cell A1 — Students who scored in the top
30%

In terms of the Faculty Point (FacPt) Cell B1 — Students who scored in the

and who also scored in bottom 30%

the top 30% in terms of their in terms of the Faculty Point (FacPt)

overall average AARP performance and who scored in
"Generally Expected/Predicted” the top 30% in terms of their

High Concurrent Value overall average AARP performance

Top 30% AARP of AARP and FacPt "Generally Unexpected/Unpredicted”

Cell B2 — Students who scored in the
bottom 30%

Cell A2 — Students who scored in the top In terms of the Faculty Point (FacPt)
30% and who also scored in
In terms of the Faculty Point (FacPt) the bottom 30% in terms of their
and who scored in overall average AARP performance
the bottom 30% in terms of their "Generally Expected/Predicted”
Bottom 30% overall average AARP performance High Concurrent Value
AARP "Generally Unexpected/Unpredicted” of AARP and FacPt
Matrix C A B
Cohorts combined | Top 30% FacPt | Bottom 30% FacPt
'|_Top 30% AARP 30 (ECP1) 6 (ECP 4)
2| Bottom 30% AARP | 3 (ECPO) 30 (ECP 28)

Most students in the Bottom 30% AARP and who also performed in the Bottom 30% Faculty Point
(B2) are ECP students as highlighted by matrix C. This is expected as the majority of the ECP
students are admitted to the ECP by virtue of not having satisfied the minimum Faculty Point
requirement and the AARP scores have not been used against an applicant in the admissions

process.
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It is important to note the high concurrent value of the AARP and FacPt suggested by the above
matrix as the majority of students in these performance categories lies in cell A1 and B2 indicating
high concurrent validity of the AARP and FacPt for those students in the top and bottom 30% of the
cohorts. Although it was concluded earlier in section 4.3.2 as part of Investigation 2 that the AARP
and Faculty Point do not generally have a high concurrent value for all the students analysed in this
sample, investigation 5C shows that the AARP tests actually associates well for the top and bottom

30% Matric performers.

The fact that there are six students in cell B1 having performed poorly on the Matriculation
examinations (mostly ECP students), and being identified by the AARP as students with potential,
highlights the strength of the AARP tests to identify students with potential who have not yet
demonstrated that potential, as the AARP tests were designed to do. This strongly suggests that
AARP provides data complementary to the Matric data and if used in conjunction with the Matric
points could more accurately identify students with the potential to succeed at university. Thus, the
AARP data could assist in more accurately identifying students with potential from the category of low
Matric points who could be placed in an ECP environment where the appropriate interventions will

minimise the risk of attrition.

4.2.5.4. Investigation 5D — Retention and graduation in relation to AARP,
Faculty Point and UCT undergraduate performance

TABLE 31 — 2001 COHORT RETENTION AND PROMOTION STATISTICS (END 2005)

Graduated | Graduated
2001 Fult AARP in4Yrs in5Yrs CON REN REN REN GAS
Cohort ECP | Full (ECP) | Full (ECP) Full Full Comparison ECP Full
Top 30% AARP
(15) 1 7 (0) 5 (1) 0 2 0 0 1
Top 30% UCT Ave
(15) 4 11 (0) 4 (4) 0 0 0 0 0
Top 30% FacPt (15) 0 9 (0) 3 (0) 1 2 2 0 0
Bottom 30% AARP
(15) 10 7 (3) 5 (5) 1 2 0 2 1
Bottom 30% UCT
Ave (15) 6 2 (0) 4 (1) 4 5 2 3 0
Bottom 30% FacPt
(15) 11 5 (4) 5 (5) 3 2 0 2 0

The ECP students are highlighted in each category

CON means that the student is academically eligible to continue
REN means that the student is academically ineligible to continue
GAS means the student left in good academic standing

99



Although the maijority of the ECP students featured in the bottom 30% of the AARP performers, a
total of eight of these ECP students graduated. Three ECP students graduated in four years and five

ECP students graduated in five years as indicated in Table 31.

The three ECP students, who scored in the bottom 30% of AARP, were a subset of the four ECP
students who scored in the bottom 30% in terms of Faculty point and yet they graduated in four
years. Nine out of the 10 students who scored in the Bottom 30% AARP graduated in four or five
years. Thus 90% of the 2001 ECP students, who based on their Matric and AARP pre-admission
data were predicted to most likely not succeed, “overturned” the prediction for success. It can be
concluded that this is a direct consequence of the ECP social and academic integration interventions

described in this study.

The two Comparison students who were academically excluded were both in the Top 30% in terms of

Faculty performance. Further investigation into these case studies may provide some explanation for

the failures.
TABLE 32 — 2002 COHORT RETENTION AND PROMOTION STATISTICS (END 2005)
Graduated in | Graduated in

4Yrs 4Yrs CON | REN REN REN | GAS

2002 Full Cohort ECP Full ECP Full ALL | Comparison | ECP | Full
Top 30% AARP (21) 1 13 1 4 3 2 0 1
Top 30% UCT Ave (21) 2 17 1 4 0 0 0
Top 30% FacPt (21) 1 14 1 4 2 2 0 1
Bottom 30% AARP (21) 14 7 4 12 1 1 0 1
Bottom 30% UCT Ave (21) 10 2 2 11 5 5 0 3
Bottom 30% FacPt (21) 16 6 3 13 0 0 0 1

The ECP students are highlighted in each category

Although three ECP students scored in the bottom 30% with regard to Faculty Point, none of them
was excluded academically, in fact these three students graduated in four years. This may be
because these students blossomed in the rich and challenging academic environment and/or thrived
in the academically supportive impact of the ECP environment. Equally astounding is the fact that
four of the students who were in the bottom 30% in terms of their AARP performance, graduated in

four years.

The five mainstream students who were academically excluded were from the Comparison group
and hence from previously disadvantaged backgrounds. Two of these excluded Comparison group

students scored in the top 30% AARP and two scored in the top 30% FacPt and only 1 scored in the
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bottom 30% AARP. Again this may point favourably to the support that the ECP provides to the

students who come in with fewer than the requisite points.

TABLE 33 — 2003 COHORT RETENTION AND PROMOTION STATISTICS (END 2005)

Retention | Retention

3Yrs 3Yrs CON REN REN REN | GAS

2003 Full AARP Cohort ECP Full ECP Full Full | Comparison | ECP Full
Top 30% AARP (20) 4 20 4 20 0 0 0 0
Top 30% UCT Ave (20) 4 20 4 20 0 0 0 0
Top 30% FacPt (20) 20 19 1 0 0
Bottom 30% AARP (20) 13 19 12 13 6 0 4 1
Bottom 30% UCT Ave (20) 17 16 15 9 9 0 7 2
Bottom 30% FacPt (20) 17 18 15 12 8 0 6 0

The ECP students are highlighted in each category

Table 33 shows that despite the fact that the majority of ECP students ranked in the bottom 30% in
terms of their Faculty Point and AARP scores, most students reached the end of third year. The two
Comparison students (out of a total of 18) who were academically excluded did not appear in any of
the categories listed in the table above. This means that the two students who were excluded over

and above the seven ECP students were not from previously disadvantaged backgrounds.

Of the 13 ECP students who were in the bottom 30% AARP, only four were excluded, but six out of
the 17 ECP students who were in the bottom 30% FacPt were excluded. Exclusions in both these
categories were almost “expected” based on the predictive value of AARP and Matric but it does not
make the AARP more or less effective than the Matric at predicting success or failure. This is
confirmed by the fact that almost the same number of students were retained for more than three
years despite being in the bottom 30% AARP (13) and the bottom 30% FacPt (12).

TABLE 34 — GRADUATION STATISTICS FOR FULL ECP 2001 10 2004 COHORT

%
Cohort Yearof gradustion BBusSc BCom e Gr:c(j)ugftes Re;;riosttzlred Grag:taet on
2001 2004 4 2 6
2005 17 3 20
2006 3 2 5 31 46 67.39
2002 2005 14 4 18
2006 7 6 13 31 54 57 41
2003 2006 9 10 19 20 66 30.30
2004 2006 0 1 1 1
Total (622‘& ) (333/0 ) 82 66 | 4940
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Although this study covers the period from 2001 to 2005, the 2006 statistics have been included for
the sake of completion. The graduation statistics indicate that the ECP interventions are making a
difference since the majority of the “at risk” students, based purely on Matriculation examination
results, eventually passed their first year of study and 66% of the ECP graduates obtained a BBusSc
(54) and 34% of the ECP graduates obtained a BCom degree (27) as reported in Table 39.

4.2.5.5. Key findings

The fact that there are students who performed poorly on the Matriculation examinations (bottom
30%) who performed in the top 30% in AARP and as such were identified as students with potential,
highlights the strength of the AARP tests to identify students with high potential who have not yet

demonstrated that potential, as these admissions tests were designed to do.

Although it was concluded in correlation terms that the AARP and Faculty Point do not generally
have a high concurrent value for all the students analysed in this sample, this categorical
investigation shows that the AARP actually predicts very well for the high Matric as well as for the

poor Matric achievers.

The graduation and retention studies concluded that although most of the ECP students scored in the
bottom 30% with regard to Faculty Point, some of them graduated in four years. Similarly some
students were in the bottom 30% in terms of their AARP performance and yet graduated in four
years. These remarkable achievements suggest that the ECP interventions had a positive impact on

their academic performance.

The composite investigations strongly suggest that AARP provides data complementary to the Matric
data. In particular, the AARP data could assist in more accurately identifying students with potential
from the category of low Matric points who could be placed in an ECP environment where the

appropriate interventions will minimise the risk of attrition.

4.3. Summary

The key findings summarised at the end of each investigation have been consolidated into the
significant findings in the concluding chapter. These findings form the basis of the educational
implications and the recommendations for future research in this area, which are contained in the

concluding chapter.



5. CHAPTER FIVE — SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

5.1 Introduction

This chapter provides a summary of the significant findings and highlights some educational
implications of these findings. This is followed by a discussion of the remaining issues and the
limitations of strictly applying quantitative measures for making decisions regarding preparedness for
university study. Suggestions are made for further research to corroborate the findings of this study

and for practical applications.

5.2 Summary of significant findings

The BBusSc ECP students did not meet the minimum Matriculation entrance requirements as
specified for the BBusSc degree programme and therefore were at high risk of failure, but they still
managed to graduate or survive at a similar rate as the Comparison group students who met the
entrance requirements. The exclusion rates for both the Comparison and ECP groups studied were
small, but similar. This is suggesting that the ECP interventions had a positive effect on the overall
academic performance of the ECP students and meant their chances of graduation from a lower

Matric Point base were similar to equivalent mainstream students with higher Matric Point base.

The general pattern emerging from the investigation with regard to the concurrent validity of the
AARP and Matriculation scores, is that these two sets of data correlate weakly to moderately,
suggesting that the Matriculation examinations and the AARP tests are measuring somewhat

discrete constructs and thereby providing us with complementary sets of pre-admission data.

This investigation also provided repeated evidence indicating the relative absence of effect of the
double-weighting practice as the investigation yielded no correlation evidence to suggest that the
double-weighting of Matric Mathematics and Matric English makes any difference to the value of

school data for predicting subsequent performance.

The predictive validity investigation found no statistically significant correlation between the pre-
admission variables studied and subsequent academic performance, except in the few cases where
the Matric Mathematics was significant. The fact that the Matric Mathematics emerged as the best
predictor, but not significantly so for all the groups studied, together with the fact that the Matric

English has little or no value in predicting future academic success for these students, presents a real
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dilemma as these subjects are double-weighted in the admissions process for the Commerce

applicants.

The Faculty Point is derived from the Matric Point by means of double-weighting the Matric English
and Mathematics symbols. However, both of these show equally insignificant correlations with
subsequent academic performance for the ECP and Comparison aggregated groups. This also
suggests that the double-weighting of the Matric Mathematics and English has no justification in

predictive terms for the three-year sample studied.

The linear correlation investigations revealed the Matric Mathematics as the best overall predictor in
terms of performance in MAM102W as well as for performance across the first two academic years of
study. The findings indicate that generally both the AARP scores and the Faculty Point are not
strong predictors of subsequent academic success or that curriculum “overturns” direct (correlational)
relationships. This suggests that there were other factors that impacted on pre-admission
performance as well as on the academic performance of the 2001 to 2003 cohorts of students while
they were at university. The Matric Mathematics performance is the strongest predictor of success

but has less influence at the higher levels of the BBusSc degree programme.

In correlation terms, the Matric Mathematics produced the most consistently positive and highest
correlations for students from all backgrounds and the Matric Point emerged as the second best

predictor of future academic success.

The regression studies provide evidence to suggest that PTEEP contributes most often to variation in
terms of performance in MAM102W of the ECP and Comparison Groups, but that there are factors

other than those studied that impacted on the MAM102W performance.

The regression studies for all the groups yielded the PTEEP, Matric, and Matric Maths/MACH (in that
order) as the most influential factors in terms of future academic performance for the ECP and
Comparison Cohorts. The AARP data is more significant in terms of explaining the variation in

Mathematics and subsequence academic performance for the Comparison groups.

There are cases where the significant variables did not account for much of the variation in
performance and this signals once again that other factors, including the socio-economics factors
identified in the preliminary study impacted largely on performance for the ECP and Comparison

Groups.
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According to the Schooling data collected and flowing from the regression studies it is evident that
Schooling did not influence subsequent academic performance which makes sense since a very

small percentage of the students studied were from Ex-DET schools.

More than 40% the ECP students studied had a Home Language other than English, and this factor
emerged as a significant variable in the regression studies for overall academic performance but not
with regard to MAM102W performance. The retention and ultimate graduation success suggest that
the first year Language and Communication Development interventions minimised the negative

impact of language on the academic performance of the ECP students.

The overall conclusion of the predictive validity and regression investigations was that in addition to
the variables studied, other socio-economic factors influenced the academic performance of the ECP
students. Some of these other factors have been alluded to in the literature review, and have also
been highlighted by the preliminary qualitative study of factors impacting on success of the ECP

students.

The fact that there are students who performed poorly on the Matriculation examinations (bottom
30%) and performed in the top 30% in AARP and as such were identified as students with potential,
highlights the strength of the AARP tests to identify students with high potential who have not yet

demonstrated that potential, as the AARP tests were designed to do.

Although the overall AARP Average and Faculty Point do not generally have a high concurrent value
for the students analysed in this sample, further investigations showed that the AARP tests actually
predict very well for the top and bottom 30% Matric performers. This means that AARP predicts well
for the high Matriculation achievers as well as for the poor Matriculation achievers. This resuit is very
encouraging since the AARP tests have been designed to spread out the high end and bottom end

achievers.

The graduation and retention studies concluded that although 28 out of 29 of the ECP students
scored in the bottom 30% with regard to Faculty Point, some of them graduated in four years.
Similarly some students were in the bottom 30% in terms of their AARP performance and yet
graduated in four years. These remarkable achievements suggest that the interventions strongly
enhance the chances for the ultimate success of these students. It can be concluded that it is this
very provision that is responsible for “overturning” the predictions that could be made by the AARP

and Matriculation Scores for the ECP students. The dilemma lies in the fact that we wish to show that



* Placement—Supporting the process of placement of students into relevant academic
development programmes, including Extended Curriculum Programmes;
» Diagnostic—Diagnosing specific areas of development that are assessed and facilitate early

intervention for “at-risk” students

As discussed in the literature review under the nature of the AARP tests, the fact that there is no oral
or aural component to any of the AARP tests may provide a measure of understanding and meaning
to the lack of concurrent correlation between Matric English and PTEEP as they focus on different
aspects of language proficiency and suggest that they measure different constructs. The BBusSc
degree demands a high level of language proficiency both orally, aurally and written. This could
provide more incentive for the Commerce faculty to value both the PTEEP score and the Matric

English symbol in future admissions.

Another educational implication emanating from this research is the fact that not all variable factors
impacting on performance prior to admission and once at university have been incorporated in this
study as indicated by the fact that in most regressions only up to 75% of the variance has been

explained by the variables studied.

This means that other non-academic factors are affecting academic performance. These psycho-
social factors may impose unnecessary stress and result in non-attendance of lectures and tutorials
and sometimes disengagement of a serious degree. Mainstream academics cannot always make up
or compensate for a lack of foundation skills, but academics also have a role to play in student stress
management and should be aware when students are stressed by course material and should
provide academic interventions as and when required. This can be reasonably concluded from the
evidence that the ECP academic interventions, incorporating different ways of addressing content,
impacted hugely on academic performance of the ECP students, despite their apparent low Matric
performance. The retention and graduation statistics for the ECP, in comparison with their equivalent
group within the mainstream (Comparison group) indicate that the different treatment of the subject
matter within the specialised interventions disrupt the expected pattern retention and graduation of
the ECP students. Since the Comparison and ECP groups performed similarly in terms of survival
and attrition, it can be concluded that the social and academic integration interventions amplifies the

difference between pre-admission data and subsequent university performance of the ECP students.

This study suggests that factors, other than those examined by this quantitative study, impact on
academic performance. The preliminary ECP study has shown that stress factors impacting on
students while at university differ substantially from those that they have experienced before, and

stress management workshops could be on the use of positive coping strategies and on avoidance of
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strategies such as denial and behavioural disengagement. In terms of effective social integration of
students from disadvantaged backgrounds, the Commerce Faculty could consider incorporating
stress management training in the induction or orientation programmes which can be followed up by

periodic refresher workshops during the academic year.

5.4 Limitations and remaining issues

A few characteristics of this study limit the generalisability of the results. The sample numbers are
relatively small in each of the subsets as this study reports only on the entrance and subsequent
UCT performance of students who have written the AARP tests as part of their application process to
UCT. These students are not compared with those students who have been admitted in the years
2001 to 2003 solely on the basis of their Matriculation results and who have not written the AARP

tests. This decision was taken to confine the scope of the study.

This means that general conclusions could not be made about all BBusSc students based on trends
seen for the 2001 to 2003 cohorts tracked over a five-year period. In addition to this, not all students
in these cohorts would have been able to graduate in the period 2001 to 2005 as the BBusSc usually
takes four years to complete whilst the ECP students have five years to complete the degree.

However, the third cohort still provides valuable information about academic progression.

The context and approach to the Matriculation Examinations have also changed during the period of
this study which may introduce new factors impacting on pre-admission performance and
performance at the undergraduate level. Since validity requires both reliability and consistency to be
satisfied, this is difficult to achieve while the South African Senior Schools have changed so
dramatically in terms of teaching, learning and assessment methods and outcomes and in the
preparation for the Matriculation examinations. In addition to this, due to the upsurge in the demand
for the BBusSc degree and the actual number of places available, Commerce Faculty increased its
minimum requirements for admission which made entry into the faculty even more competitive.
Over the period 2001 to 2003 the entrance requirements increased from 50 to 54 points for the
BBusSc degree. This was done in response to the perceived grade creep as the Matriculation results

were adjusted differently over the three-year period.
This study did not delve into the impact of the above but will acknowledge that the full picture will not

be revealed by the findings of this study although the AARP tests and the results have been stable in

the changing education environment.
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Although a series of regression analyses have been performed on all the variables considered for the
total population included in the study as well as for the disaggregated subgroups of the study, the
number of viable cases included in some regressions on the subgroups was too small and rendered

the results ineffective. These have been excluded where justified.

This study has a major focus on quantitative analysis. There is acknowledgment that there are other
equally important factors impacting on success that can only be determined qualitatively and those
factors have not been considered by this study. The above-mentioned limitations have been
imposed by the timing and the period (2001 to 2005) of this research study as well as the scope of

this minor dissertation.

A number of chailenges remain for the AARP tests and are summarised below.

TABLE 35 — ONGOING CHALLENGES FOR AARP

Ongoing Validity
Challenges

AARP Unit Challenges

Applicant Challenges

Admissions Challenges

Defensibility of the
Construct Validity as
well as Content Validity
of the AARP Tests when
testing across the
spectrum of applicants in
the South African context

Ensuring that the
purposes of the AARP
tests are clear. The
perception of the actual
significance and
utilisation of the AARP
scores. The changing
admissions testing
landscape in South Africa
and the new national
testing initiatives

Consequential Validity:

The effects of the AARP
tests on all stakeholders,
especially personal
consequences for the
test writers. The relative
value of the AARP test
scores and Matriculation
Results, their importance
in application to study at
a specific HEI

Consequential Validity:

Appropriate
interpretation and
utilisation of the AARP
Tests scores and
Matriculation results

Providing
scientific/empirical
evidence of reliability and
predictive validity

The actual value in
predicting academic
success at tertiary level;
and the concurrent use
of AARP scores and
Matriculation results

How do prospective
applicants prepare for
these tests?

Face validity: Social
consequences and the
perception of power and
control that is stili
prevalent in our society

(Adapted from an analysis done By Tim McNamara (2001) on the competing demands of classroom-based
assessment)

With regard to the Matriculation Examination results, it is imperative that we ensure that the scores

are believable, credible and fair to both those who write the examinations and to those who will
interpret and use the results for admission purposes.
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5.5

Recommendations for future research

This research found no justification or merit in the double-weighting of the Matric Mathematics and
English. Future research could verify that these two proficiency areas are indeed appropriately
valued in the admissions process for Commerce students. It would be useful to expand this study to
all Commerce students in the 2001 to 2003 cohorts, including those who did not write the AARP tests
as applicants, to confirm whether the double-weighting of these two Matric subjects were actually

justified in the admissions process.

The AARP tests are still not compulsory for Commerce applicants to UCT. The findings on the
complementarity of the AARP and Matric data, suggest that the MACH and PTEEP could offer
another measure of quantitative and language comprehension proficiency which might provide a
better measure of future academic success for commerce students if considered in conjunction with
the Matric Mathematics and English results. In order to further examine the relative value of the
AARP and the Matric, it is recommended that all Commerce students who wrote the AARP tests for

the period 2004 to 2006 be analysed in a similar manner to look for any trends that may exist.

Qualitative research methods may be the best way to gain a deeper understanding of the factors
impacting on success. An examination of these factors could give more insight into the aspects of
support provided by the ECP that may be beneficial to all Commerce students irrespective of their

entrance data.

This study considered measurable data available upon admission and during undergraduate
performance at university. It was concluded that other factors contribute to retention, departure or
success at university and that the role played by these emotional, psychological, social and academic
factors is complex. This quantitative study could be further illuminated if accompanied by qualitative
research to establish the factors that impacted®positively on the academic success the BBusSc ECP
students who did not meet the faculty minimum requirements for admission, but nonetheless
succeeded academically. The factors that impacted negatively or positively on the academic
performance of all subgroups of students (ECP, Mainstream, Comparison groups) could be
qualitatively determined. The outcomes of this study could be of benefit to academic staff as well as
future szudents in the Commerce Faculty. This could incorporate the factors impacting strongly on a
student’s decision to leave the university in good academic standing so that the effects of these

variables can be minimised in future.
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With regards to the validity of the Matric, it would be prudent to conduct predictive validity studies of
the Matriculation examinations as they are at present and in view of the changes in matriculation

examination approaches, reporting and interpretation of results that will be implemented in 2008.

In my understanding of the bigger picture, the role of the AARP has shifted from being an additional
tool to aid admissions to being an integral part of admissions and as such Admissions Tests have
become significantly more important.  The future role of the AARP tests needs to be carefully
evaluated especially in view of major changes made at secondary school level. The context has
changed dramatically as the South African school leaving examination system has undergone
dramatic change in terms of the overall curriculum, its content, the forms of formative and summative
assessment, the reporting of results and the interpretation thereof by tertiary institutions. We will also
have to establish the role of the AARP tests in relation to the National Benchmarking Tests which will
soon be introduced into the South African school leaving system. Future research must include the
impact university performance of all the changes implemented to the Matriculation Curriculum and

assessment and how this impact on the role that AARP plays within this new landscape.

5.6 Conclusion

This study has been designed to explore the value of the AARP and Matric results in predicting
success in the BBusSc degree at UCT. The conclusions presented here were predominantly
gleaned from a small-scale quantitative analysis (correlation, regression and survival analyses for the
period 2001 to 2005) of the students in the 2001 to 2003 cohorts who were admitted to the BBusSc
degree who had written the AARP tests as applicants to UCT.

The Matric Mathematics and English subjects, the overall Matric results (calculated as weighted
average to give a Faculty entrance score) were compared in several ways with the AARP scores to
give a sense of the concurrent validity and then the Matric and AARP results were compared with the
first year Mathematics and the performance for each academic year of study to provide a sense of
the predictive validity of the Matriculation and AARP scores in predicting undergraduate performance
generally as well as in first year university Mathematics course. In addition to this, the correlation
between the various test scores and rankings, and relevant demographics were examined in relation

to the undergraduate performance of the three cohorts studied.

While the findings of this study offer conclusive evidence about the lack of validity of the AARP
Performance as a predictor of academic success in the BBusSc Extended Curriculum Programme, it

is clear that of the three tests, the PTEEP shows the strongest correlation. While the English
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language is one of the important factors contributing to academic success, performance in Matric
Mathematics appears to be the most important factor contributing to academic success in the

undergraduate BBusSc performance.

This work contributed to the understanding of the complex nature of factors impacting on academic
success by analysing the value of all data available upon admission and confirming the fact that
additional factors other than academic factors may impact on academic success or failure or drop-

out.

It may be the case that the Matric Point is a good predictor of academic success but the addition of
the AARP scores could yield a significant improvement in the predictive validity of all data available
upon admission. In addition to this the use of the AARP tests, which are relatively independent of
language bias, could reduce the inequities resulting from the varying standards of school preparation
especially in the SA context and could certainly benefit both the applicant and the institution enrolling
the applicant. As such the AARP tests constitute a valid measuring instrument of student preparation

and potential to succeed beyond the information provided by the senior school leaving examinations.

The AARP diagnostic data could facilitate early intervention for students identified as lacking in
certain core Mathematics and English language skills. The AARP diagnostic analysis could also be
more effectively utilised for the placement of students who based on their AARP results do not have
the requisite quantitative and English Language proficiency to proceed with their undergraduate

study without appropriate intervention.

There are a number of issues impacting on the actual value of the Matric and AARP data. For
example, the diverse schooling backgrounds that are still prevalent in South Africa, how we define
disadvantage at this stage in our history if we are trying to address the inequities of the past in the
education arena, the fact that many students from previously disadvantaged backgrounds are now in
well resourced schools, placement of students for specific extended curriculum programmes or
programmes that are in high demand, the perceptions of the tests among applicants, the AARP tests
and Matric examinations in relation to other national testing initiatives, the education process for the
end-users of the AARP results in the various faculties, the questions around the standard of the
Matric Examinations, as well as the actual level of preparedness of matriculants for undergraduate

study.

Over the past five years it has been observed that the Matriculation scores often do not distribute

students at the top end adequately as it has become more common for students to achieve at least
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six distinctions. The AARP tests have provided a better ranking of applicants in this category. The
role of the AARP tests have also shifted from béing used as an additional instrument, generally used
for placement purposes (how student would cope in a mediated environment) and diagnostic
purposes (assessment of thinking and other cognitive skills, linguistic skills, etc.) to one which is
strongly used for selection purposes within UCT (Humanities and Heaith Science faculties) and other
universities (for example, University of Pretoria). As such the perceived value has strengthened as
the demand for entry into university from previously disadvantaged communities has increased
considerable over the past decade and HEIs have an even stronger obligation to admit applicants

responsibly to undergraduate degree programmes.

The issue of whether a high level of Mathematics and English proficiency can indeed give any
indication of future academic success in the case of BBusSc students at UCT is a complex one and
has been questioned by this study in several different ways. The study found repeated evidence to

suggest that the double-weighting has little effect on predicting future academic performance.

The findings of the retention and comparative study of AARP and UCT performance, specifically on
the ECP students who did not necessarily meet the Faculty entrance requirements, suggest in no
uncertain terms that these students have the potential to succeed academically provided that the

appropriate interventions are in place.

The overall conclusion is that the AARP tests have value in predicting success of the BBusSc
students at undergraduate level and add complementary data to that provided by the Matriculation
results. This study shows that the interventions provided by the ECP support systems tend to
‘overturn” the predictive value that could be provided by the AARP tests and the Matriculation
Examination results and the most effective way to utilise the AARP information for the ECP purposes
is to utilise the scores and diagnostic analyses for placement and the provision of appropriate
interventions. This study found no evidence to suggest that the AARP tests perform significantly
better or worse than the Matriculation indicators in predicting university performance for students
from socio-economically deprived backgrounds, but rather that there is complementary value in
considering both sets of data which are valuable for multiple purposes, including, selection,

diagnostic and placement purposes.

We must continue to gather intelligence on this in order to improve the effectiveness of the selection
processes employed in getting the right students into the right programme to guarantee the mutual

success of the student, the programme and the institution.
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the AARP has predictive value and simultanecusly to use this finding to ensure that ECP students

succeed in spite of their educational background and performance.

5.3 Educational implications of significant findings

This study found no evidence to suggest that those students who did not meet the Commerce faculty
entrance criteria but were nonetheless admitted to the BBusSc degree programme via the ECP were
destined to fail. In fact, the findings suggest that given the appropriate intervention, students

succeed despite their low Matric base point.

The Commerce Faculty administration still has the power to determine the relative value of the AARP
in relation to the Matriculation score as the Matric score is still deemed most acceptable in terms of
admissions. In terms of doubling the Matric Mathematics and English score, this study found no
justification for the double-weighting of Mathematics and English. In fact, the complementarity of the
AARP and Matric surfaced frequently in a variety of ways and could be valuable in terms of future

selection and admissions into both the ECPs and mainstream programmes.

The implication of the composite studies for selection purposes is that the AARP is valuable in
identifying talented students from previously disadvantaged backgrounds, with low Matric points for
the Extended Curriculum Programmes where the social and academic interventions will minimise the
risk of attrition. In addition to this, the AARP and Matric together enhance the chances of selecting

students who are likely to be successful.

From the findings it is clear that the AARP is providing a different measure from the Matriculation
results. This is evident in the fact that a number of ECP students who scored poorly both on the

Faculty and the AARP scores have succeeded.

In view of the findings of this study admissions tests offer important benefits to any tertiary institution
by providing additional information about an applicant's ability and potential to succeed. The UCT

Alternative Admissions Project tests are valuable in the following ways:

* Measuring Preparation and Achievement—Assessment of academic preparation and
achievement upon entry to university;
» Measuring Potential—Predicting success at university beyond that predicted by the

Matriculation examinations;
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APPENDIX

Concurrent correlation studies: 2001 to 2003 disaggregated groups

Table 36 — Concumrent Comrelation 2001 ECP

M=15 [Casewise deletion of missing data)

tarked Correlation are significant at p = 05000

Variables 1 2 A 13 5 T 8

1. FacPt B 700 | 098 | 039|020 034| 022/ 063/ 022
2 MatPt 098 [100 ]| 032[021. 031 017] 054} 013
3. Overall PTEEP Percent | .39 | 0.32 | 1.00 | -0.11 | 0.64 | 0.65 | 0.70 | -0.21
4. Overail MACH Percent | -0.20 [ 021 -0.11 | .08 | 003 | 0.53| 023 0.13
5. Overall MCOM Percent | 0.34 | 031 | 0.64 |-003 | .00 | 0.77 | 0.48 -0.13
6. Overall ABRP Average | 022 | 017 | 0.69 | 0.53 | 0.77 | 3001 041 -0.08
7 MaticEngish% | 063 | 054 | 070 |-023| 048 | 0.41 100 -0.23
8. Matric Mathematics % 022 013 0217 013 |-013 | -0.08 —ﬂ.23; 1.00

Table 37 — Cancurrent Carrelation 2001 Comparison
Marked Correlation are significant at p < 05000 N=15 (Casewise deletion of missing data)

Variables 1] 2 3 | 4 5 B ? 4
1. FacPl 100 1.00/.029  0.26|-028|-0.10,-028| 0.03
2. MatPt 1.00 L 400 | 025 | 022 |-0.30 | -0.11 | -0.29 | -0.01
3. Overall PTEEP Percent | -0.29 - -0.25 . 1.00 | -0.25 | 0.01 | 0.19 | 0.40 | -0.41
4. Overall MACH Percent GEE-I N2z |-0z25. 400 052 0.79|-0.12| 0.79
5. Overall MCOM Percent | -0.28 | 0,30 | 0.01] 0.52 [ 1.00] 0.86 | 0.03 | 0.26
6. Overall AARP Average | -0.10 | -0.11| 0,19 0.79 | 0.8 [ 1.00| 0.08 | 0.47
7. MaticEnglsh® | -0.28  -0.29| 040|-042]| 003 008 | 1.00]-0.25
8. Matric Mathematics % ﬂ.DS!—ﬂ.m 041 079 0267 047 |-0.25 1.00

Table 38 — Concurrent Comelation 2002 ECF
Marked Cotrelation are significant at p = 05000 N=19 (Casewise deletion of missing data)

Variables RN RN
1. FacPt 1.00| 0.97 | 057 | 0.63 | 0.54 | 0.67 | 0.42 | 0.63
2. WatPt 0.97 .00 0.58 | 0.50 | 0.51 | 0.60 | 0.31 | 0.6
3. Overall PTEEP Percent 0.57 | 0.58 [1.00| 0.63 | 0.61 | 0.82 | 0.42 | 0.15
4. Overall MACH Percent 0.63 | 0.50 | 0,63 | 1.00 | 0.61 | 0.86 | 0.64 | 0.49
5. Overall MCOM Percent 0.54 | 0.51 | 0.61] 0.61 [1:00] 0.90 [ 0.54 | 0.19
6. Cverall AARP Average 0.67 | 0.60 | 0.82] 0.86 | 0.90 | 1.00 | 0.63 ' 0.32
7. Matric English % 0.42 [ 0.31 [ 042 0.64 | 0.54 | 0.53 [1.00] 0.04
8. Matric Mathematics % 063|045 G.‘15|{].49'D.19 0,32 | 0.04 .00
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Table 39 — Concurrent Correlation 2002 Comparisan
' Marked Carrelation are significant at p < 05000
B N=21 (Casewise deletion of missing data)
Variables 1 2 3 5 w1 o= k. 7 8
1. FacPt 1.00 | 0.57 | 049 027|052 | 0.58 | 0.55 | 0.80
2. MatPt 0.97 |1.00| 042 016|043 |046| 043 0.52
3. Overall PTEEP Percent | 0.49 ' 0.42 | 1.00| 0.05 | 066 | 0.73 | 0.72 1-0.06
4, Overall MACH Percent | 0.27 0.16 | 0.05  1.00]0.21 | 0.58 | 0.14 042
5. Overall MCOM Percent | 0.52 | 0.43 | 0.66 021 100|087 | 056 0.18
6. Overall AARP Average | 0.58 ' 0.46 | 0.73 | 0.58 | 0.87 [4.00 | 062 028
7. Matric English % 0.56 043 | 0.72] 014|056 | 0.62 [N4.00 -0.11
8. Matric Mathematics % B.E{}!{}.EE -0.06 043|018|028 -011 100
Table 40 — Concurrent Correlation (2003 ECP)
tdarked Correlation are significant at p < 05000
N=23 (Casewise delelion of missing data)
Variables 1 = g e o [
1. FacPt 1.00 | 0.97 | 0.03 | 0.17 | 0.09 | 0.05 | 0.58 ' 0.42
2. MatPt | 0.97 [ .00 | 0.13 [ 008 [ -0.11[ 0.03 | 043 030
3. Overall PTEEP Percent | 0.03 | 0.13 | 1.00 | 0.10 | 054 | 0.68 |-0.08 -0.24
4. Overall MACH Percent | 017 | 0.08 | 0.10 | .00 | 0.55 | 0.73 |-0.10 . 0.60
& Overall MCOM Percent | -0.08 | -0.11 | 0.54 | 0.55 [ .00 | 0.91 -ﬂ_20;0.21
6. Overall AARP Average | 0.05 | 003 | 0.68 | 073 | 0.91 [ 1.00 ' -0.17 . 0.26
7. Matric English % 058 | 049 |-0.08|-010|-020|-017 | 1.08 ] -0.16
8, Matric Mathematics % | 0.42 | 0.30 [-0.24 | 0.60 | 021 [ 026 -0.16° 1.00

Table 41 -—— Concurrent Correlation {2003 Comparison)

iMarked Comelation are significant at p < 05000

M=17 (Casewise deletion of missing data)

Vaniables t & % ¢ | & | &843%F |8
1. FacPt 1.00( 0.94 034 0861]0.58]0.670.62]0.60
2. MatPt i 0.94 (100 0.33 | 048 | 045|054 0.61]057
3. Overall PTEEP Percent 0.34 10.33 [1.00 | 0.32 | 0.10 | 0.51 { 0.54 | 0.38
4. Owveral MACH Percent ‘J.E1iﬂ.45 0,22 1.00 | 0.70 | 0.93 023 |0.76
5, Overall MCOM Percent 0.58 - 0.45 0.10| 0,70 [1.00 | 0.83, 0.20 | 0.42
B Cverall AARP Average 0.67 ;0,54 | 0.51 ] 0.93 | .83 [1.00 037 | 0.70
7. Matric English % 062]061[054[023|020! 037 108|036
8, Malric Mathematics % 0.6010.57 [028[0.76] 042 [0.70] 0.36 [[1.00
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Concurrent correlation studies:

2001 — 2003 aggregated cohorts

Table 42 — Concurrent Comelation 2001 - 2002 ECP

Marked Correlation are significant at p < 05000

N=57 (Casewise deletion of missing data)

Variables ] o 3 4 5 5 | 8
1. FacPt 100 | 097 | 031 (026 |0.28 034 | 0.58 | 0.47
2. MatPt 0597 (100 | 033 {015 | 026|030 | 047 | .34
3. Oweralt PTEEP Percent 031|053 BO0 | 041 | D62 | D79 | 024 | -0.04
4. Overall MACH Percent 026|018 | 041 |1007] 0.54 [ 0.81 | 0,11 | 042
5. Overall MCOM Percent 0.28 | 0.26 ﬁEE | 0.54 (1.00 | 0.88 k21 | 018
| 6. Overall AARP Average 0.34 | 030 | 0.79 tﬂ 81 088 (3060 | gz22 | 024
7. Matric English % 0.58 | 047 . 024 011021022 100 |-0.06 |
8. Matric Mathematics % 047 1 034 -004 [}42 016 | 024 | -0.06 1.00
Tat:le 43 — Concurrent Correlation 2001 - 2003 Comparison
[ ~ Marked Correiation are significant atp*: 05000
N=53 (Casewise deletion of missing data)

Variables T ], 2\ 3 4 5 6 7 8

1. FacPt |160] 0.98 | .04 (022 008 0.17] 010 | 0.23 |

2. MatPt "0.99 [9.00| 003 |018 003 011|006 | 0.18

3. Overall PTEEF Percent | 0.04 [ 003 * 100 | 011 034 054 | 056 | -0.01

4. Overall MACH Percent 10,22 [0.16 | 0.11 [ 180 0.47 0.79[ 0.05 | 0.6

5. Overall MCOM Percent  0.08 | 0.03 | 0.34 | 047 | 100 0.84 | 0.32 | 028

6 Overall AARP Average - 017 | 611 : 0.54 | 0.79 | 0.84 1.00] 0,36 | 0,46

7. Matric English % 010|006 056 005 032 0.36| 1.00 |-002

& Matric Mathematics % 023|018 |-001 | 067|028 046 |-002 | 1.00
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Predictive

correlation studies:

Aggregated cohorts

Table 44 — Predictive Correlation 2001 - 2003 ECP Aggregated
. ) _ Marked Correlation are significant at p = 05000
M=54 {Casewise delebion of missing data)

Variables Iaths 1 AYOS 1 AYOS2
1. FacPt : 026 045 0.35
2. MatPt 0.24 0.47 0.44
3. Overall PTEEP Percent 020 | 011 0.06
4 Overall MACH Percent 0.16 0.12 -0.20
5. Qverall MCOM Percent -0.02 0.03 0.06
6. Overall AARP Average -0.01 0.10 -0.09
7. Matric English % -0.06 0.08 _0.06
8. Matric Mathematics % 0.40 0.24 -0.04

Table 45 — Predictive Correlation 2001 - 2003 Comparisen Aggregated

Marked Caorrelation are significant at p = 05000

N=50 (Casewise deletion of missing data)

Variables ~ Maths 1 AYOS1 AYOS2

1. FacPt 007 0.11 0.10

2. MatPt . 0.07 0.08 0.08

2. Overall PTEEP Percent -0.10 0.12 0.05

4. Overall MACH Percent 0.27 025 0,14

5. Overall MCOM Percent 0.10 0.25 0.12 |
6. Overall AARP Average 016 0.29 0.15

7. Matric English % 012 0.12 0.09
| 8. Matric Mathematics % 043 0.54 0.38
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Predictive correlation studies:

2001 to 2003 Disaggregated groups

Table 46 — Predictive Correlation 2001 ECF’
Marked Correlation are significant at p < 05000
N=14 {Cas-ewﬁe deleuon of i mlsslng data)

Varables  Maths1 AYOS1 | AYOS2
1. FacPt 029 044 0.71
2. MatPt . 031, o0S0| 073
3. Overal PTEEP Percent | -022 | 020| 0.15
4. Overall MAGH Percent . -0.36 , 0,42 .66
5. Overall MCOM Percent | -0.16 | -0.36 |  0.08
5. Overall AARP Average | -0, 35 050 -027
7. Matric English % -021; -010| 029
8. Metric Mathematics % 0.42 ! 0.21 0.14

Table 47 — Predictive Correlation 2001 Comparison

Marked Correlation are significant at p < 05000

M=14 (Casewise deletion of missing data)

[ Variables Maths 1 | AYOS 1 | AYDS 2
1 FacPt -0.09 020 -013
2. MatPt B 022 -0.14
3. Owerall PTEEP Fercent -0.45 =045 -, 4?
4. Overall MACH Percent 0.30 0.19 0.10 |
5 Overall MCOM Percent 0.03| 007 0.03
6. Overall A&RP Average 0.04 0.00 -0.08B
7. Watric English % 039 -0.21 0.21
8 Matric MathematICS % 0.49 0.52 {38

- FacPt

Table 48 — Predictive Correlation 2002 ECP
Marked Correlation are significant at p < .0 E_Eiﬁﬂ
N=18 (Casewise dele’uun of missing data}

. MatPt

Faribion Waths 1 [ AYOS 1 | AYOS 2 |
1 p38| ©58| o028
2 036| 054 037
3. Owerall PTEEP Peicant -(1 28 -1, 92 -0.05
4. Qverall MACH Percent |  0.16 | 023| 007
5. Qverall WMCOM Percent .00 .19 0.25
5. Overall AARF Average | -0.02| 01B| 0.14
7. Matric Engllsh % D.Ué {J_EB EID_D_
8 Matric Mathsmatics % 034| 034 -003
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Table 49 — Predictive Correlation 2002 Comparison

M=20 (Casewise deletion of missing data)

T Marked Correlation are skghificant at p < 05000

ArTabiss. | Maths1 | AYOS 1 | AYOS 2
1 FacPt 0.34 0.42 0.41
2 MatPt ' 043, 039 042
3. Cwerall PTEEF Percent -0.15 0,30 009
4. Overall MAGH Percent 005 017 0.00
5. Overall MCOM Percent -0.01 024 015
6. Qverall AARP Average 005 033 013
[ 7 Matric English % 003 017 0.08
8. Matric Mathematics % 010 029|026
Table 50 — Predictive Cormrelation (2003 ECP)
' Marked Caorrelation are significant at p < 05000 |
MN=22 (Casewise deletion of missing data)
Variables Maths 1 | AYOS1 | AYOS2
1. FacPt 0.42 044 | 025
2. MatPt 0.32 048 | 035
3. Overall FTEEFR Percent | -0.20 025 014
4, Overall MACH Percent 0.41 0.1% -0.14
5 QOveral MCOM Percent | 0.03 | -0.04 | -0.34
6. Cwverall AARP Average 0.12 0.16 -0.15
7. Matric English % 0.17 0.10 0.0
8. Matric Mathematics % 0.56 ”Cl_18 -0.14

Table 51 — Predictive Correlation (2003 Comparison)

Marked Cormelation are significant at p < 05000

N=16 (Casewse deletion of missing data)

123

vaales | Methed [RFOST SAVOER
1. FacPt 0.60 0.68 ' 0.70
2. MatPt 0.60 0.72 0.78
_3. Overall PTEEP Percent 0,40 0.48 ?,53
4. Overall MACH Percent 0.47 044 . 030
5. Overall MCOM Percent 0.35 0.41 0.18
6. Overall AARF Average 0.51 0.55 042
7. Matric English % 021 | 038 084
8. Matric Mathematics % 0.76 0.79 a.50




Graduation statistics for full ECP cohort

Table 52 — Graduation Statistics for ECF students

o

Cohint BBussc BCOM
2001 LA 2
{7 3
3 2
2002 4 4
7 6
2003 9 10
2004 o1
Total 54 28
% BEBusSc or BCom 66% 4%

Mo of _
Graduates “otal Grag: ation
Regdtered e
3 46 67.39
. 54 57.41
2R 66 30,30
q
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2001 ECP cohort descriptive statistics

Table 53 — 2001 ECP Cohort Gender Distribution

Count Percent
Female 5 33.33
Male 10 66.67
Total 15 100

Table 54 —Race Gender Breakdown for 2001 Full ECP Cohort

2001 Race Gender Breakdown | Female | Male | Totals | %Race
Black Female 10

Black Male 16

Total Black 26 | 56.52
Coloured Female 8

Coloured Male 7

Total Coloured 15 | 32.61
Indian Female 2

Indian Male 3

Total Indian 51 10.87
TOTALS 20 26 46

% Gender 43.48 | 56.52




Table 56 — Race Gender Breakdown for 2001 to 2003 Full ECP Cohort

Race Gender Breakdown | 2001 | 2002 | 2003 | Totals | % of total
Black Female 10 19 21 50 30.12
Black Male 16 11 20 47 28.31
Coloured Female 8 5 2 15 9.04
Coloured Male 7 13 8 28 16.87
Indian Female 2 2 4 8 482
Indian Male 3 4 11 18 10.84
TOTALS 46 54 66 166 100.00
Table 57 — 2001 ECP Cohort Racial Distribution
Race Breakdown Count Percent
Coloured (C) 6 40.00
Black (B) 6 40.00
indian (1) 3 20.00
Total 15 100

Table 58 — 2001 ECP Cohort Home Language Distribution

Home Language Count Percent

EN 8 53.33
XH 4 26.67
EA 1 6.67
VE 1 6.67
SS 1 6.67
Total 15 100

Table 59 — 2001 ECP Cohort Home Language Distribution

Home Language English and Other Count Percent
Other 7 46.67
English 8 53.33
Total 15 100.00
Table 60 — 2001 ECP Cohort Schooling Data

Ex-Dept of Education Count Percent

IN 2 13.33

IE 3 20.00

CO 3 20.00

CA 7 46.67

Total 15 100
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Table 61 — 2001 ECP Cohort Matric English Results
Matric English Count Percent
E 2 13.33
D 4 26.67
C 8 53.33
B 1 6.67
Total 15 100.00
Table 62 — 2001 ECP Cohort Retention Statistics
Retention Count Percent
2 1 6.67
4 3 20.00
5 11 73.33
Total 15 100.00
Table 63 — 2001 ECP Cohort Time to Graduation
Time to Graduation Count Percent
4 3 20.00
5 6 40.00
Missing 6 40.00
Total 15 100.00

Table 64 — Descriptive Statistics 2001 ECP Cohort

Variable Mean | Std.Dev | Minimum | Maximum | N No.cases Missing

FacPt 46.27 4.08 36 52 15 0
MatPt 35.27 3.47 27 40 15 0
Overall PTEEP Percent | 61.47 7.92 4573 71.36 15 0
Overall PTEEP Decile 4.20 1.57 2 7 15 0
Ex-Ed PTEEP Decile 6.27 1.83 4 10 15 0
Overall MACH Percent | 61.33 11.23 44.00 82.50 15 0
Overall MACH Decile 267 123 1 5 15 0
Ex-Ed MACH Decile 3.47 2.00 1 7 15 0
Overall MCOM Percent | 54.99 998 3211 70.60 15 0
Overall MCOM Decile 3.07 1.98 1 8 15 0
Ex-Ed MCOM Decile 4.60 2.26 1 9 15 0
Matric English % 60.33 8.34 4500 75.00 15 0
Matric Mathematics % 5967 6.40 55.00 75.00 15 0
MAM102W % 60.36 13.07 35.00 79.00 14 1
2001 Ave % AYOS1 5563 6.70 46.75 67.50 15 0
2002 Ave % AYOS2 53.23 11.70 26.22 68.88 15 0
2003 Ave % AYOS3 52.48 9.14 35.57 70.00 14 1
2004 Ave % AYOS4 55.06 10.66 36.38 71.00 14 1
2005 Ave % AYOS5 58.97 7.14 47.20 69.75 11 4
Retention 4 60 0.83 2 5 15 0
Time to Graduation 467 0.50 4 5 9 6
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2001 Comparison cohort descriptive statistics

Table 65 — 2001 Comparison Cohort Time to Graduation
Time to graduation Count Percent
4 9 60.00
5 1 6.67
Missing 5 33.33
Total 15 100.00
Table 66 — 2001 Comparison Cohort Retention Statistics
Retention Count Percent
1 1 6.67
2 2 13.33
3 1 6.67
4 9 60.00
5 2 13.33
Total 15 100.00
Table 67 — 2001 Comparison Cohort Schooling Data
Ex-Dept of Education Count Percent
NA 2 13.33
CO 3 20.00
CA 5 33.33
TR 2 13.33
CL 1 6.67
IN 2 13.33
Total 15 100.00

Table 68 — 2001 Comparison Cohort Home Language Distribution

Home Language Count Percent
Other 4 26.67
English 11 73.33
Total 15 100

Table 69 — 2001 Comparison Cohort Racial Distribution

Race Count Percent

Indian (1) 5 33.33

Coloured (C) 6 40.00

Black (B) 4 26.67

Total 15 100
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Table 70 — 2001 Comparison Cohort Gender Distribution

Gender Count Percent

Female 7 46.67
Male 8 53.33
Total 15 100

Table 71 — 2001 Comparison Cohort Home Language Distribution

Home Language Count Percent

EN 11 73.33

CH 1 6.67

SS 1 6.67

XH 1 6.67

VE 1 6.67

Total 15 100.00

Table 72 — Descriptive Statistics 2001 Comparison Cohort

Variable Valid N | Mean | Minimum | Maximum | Std.Dev.
FacPt 15 50.27 0 61 14.40
MatPt 15 38.13 0 46 10.91
Overall PTEEP Percent 15 67.94 55.78 77.89 7.26
Overall PTEEP Decile 15 2.87 1 5 1.36
Ex-Ed PTEEP Decile 15 453 1 8 2.26
Overall MACH Percent 15 69.37 48.00 90.00 13.02
Overall MACH Decile 15 2.00 1 4 1.00
Ex-Ed MACH Decile 15 3.00 1 7 1.93
Overall MCOM Percent 15 61.72 38.53 9270 12.01
Overall MCOM Decile 15 2.47 1 6 1.36
Ex-Ed MCOM Decile 15 3.40 1 8 2.06
Matric English % 15 71.67 55.00 85.00 9.00
Matric Mathematics % 15 69.67 55.00 85.00 11.87
MAM102W % 14 50.64 0.00 86.00 26.58
2001 Ave % AYOS1 15 54 .48 28.22 68.63 11.24
2002 Ave % AYOS2 14 54 34 717 71.67 17.71
2003 Ave % AYOS3 12 58.36 44 .57 73.00 8.45
2004 Ave % AYOS4 11 61.38 54 67 71.33 492
2005 Ave % AYOS5 2 54.60 54.00 55.20 0.85
Retention 15 3.60 1 5 1.12
Time to Graduation 10 410 4 5 0.32
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2002 ECP cohort descriptive statistics

Table 73 — Race Gender Breakdown for 2002 Full ECP Cohort

2002 Race Gender Breakdown | Female | Male | Totals | %Race
Black Female 19

Black Male 11

Total Black 30 55.56
Coloured Female 5

Coloured Male 13

Total Coloured 18 33.33
Indian Female 2

Indian Male 4

Total Indian 6 11.11
TOTALS 26 28 54

% Gender 48.15 | 51.85

Table 74 — 2002 ECP Cohort Gender Distribution

Gender Count Percent
Female 8 4211
Male 1M 57.89
Total 19 100.00
Table 75 — 2002 ECP Cohort Racial Distribution
Race Count Percent
Coloured (C) 7 36.84
Indian (1) 4 21.05
Black (B) 8 4211
Total 19 100.00
Table 76 —2002 ECP Cohort Home Language Distribution
Home Language Count Percent
EN 11 57.89
XH 5 26.32
ZU 2 10.53
TW 1 5.26
Total 19 100.00




Table 77 — 2002 ECP Cohort Home Language Distribution

Home Language Count Percent
Other 8 42.10526
English 11 57.89474

Table 78 — 2002 ECP Cohort Schooling Data

Old Education Department Count Percent

CA 10 52.63
CO 2 10.53
ET 3 15.79
TK 1 5.26
NE 1 526
IE 2 10.53
Total 19 100.00

Table 79 — 2002 ECP Cohort Schooling Data

Count Percent
Other 15 78.94737
Ex-DET 4 21.05263

Table 80 — 2002 ECP Cohort First Registration

Degree Registered for Count Percent
COMB10 14 73.68
COMBO04 3 15.79
COMB11 2 10.53
Table 81 — 2002 ECP Cohort Matric English Results
Matric English Count Percent
C 13 68.42
B 2 10.53
D 3 15.79
A 1 5.26
Total 19 100.00
Table 82 — 2002 ECP Cohort Promotion Statistics
Promotion Status Count Percent
CON 9 47.37
QUA 6 31.58
GAS 1 5.26
COl 2 10.53
REP 1 5.26
Total 19 100.00
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Table 83 — 2002 ECF Cohort Retention Statistics

Retention Count Percent

2 1 526
4 6 31.58
5 12 63.16

Table 84 — 2002 ECP Cohort Time to Graduation

Time to Graduation Count Percent

4 6 31.58
5 7 36.84
6 1 5.26
7 1 5.26
Missing 4 21.05
Total 19 100.00

Table 85 —2002 ECP Cohort Degree Distribution

Promotion Status Count Percent

CON 12 63.16

Bcom 2 10.53

BBusSc 4 21.05

NONE 1 526

Total 19 100.00

Table 86 — Descriptive Statistics 2002 ECP Cohort

Variable Valid N | Mean | Minimum | Maximum | Std.Dev.
FacPt 19 | 47.47 41 61 419
MatPt 19 | 35.95 30 46 3.34
Overall PTEEP Percent 19 | 54 .55 37.84 72.97 9.87
Overall PTEEP Decile 19| 4.32 1 8 2.16
Ex-Ed PTEEP Decile 19| 4.79 1 9 2.12
Overall MACH Percent 19 | 48.47 22.00 80.50 12.96
Overall MACH Decile 19 | 3.37 1 9 1.89
Ex-Ed MACH Decile 19| 4.37 1 8 2.06
Overall MCOM Percent 19 | 48.31 21.05 86.32 17.07
Overall MCOM Decile 19| 3.42 1 8 2.14
Ex-Ed MCOM Decile 19| 4.47 1 9 263
Matric English % 19 | 65.53 55.00 85.00 7.05
Matric Mathematics % 19 | 59.74 45.00 85.00 10.73
MAM102W % 19 | 49.68 25.50 72.00 13.04
2002 Ave % AYOS1 19 | 52.63 41.71 75.10 8.47
2003 Ave % AYQOS2 18 | 51.24 31.00 61.00 7.22
2004 Ave % AYOS3 18 | 53.82 3763 67.25 8.77
2005 Ave % AYOS4 18 | 55.43 36.71 66.50 8.35
Retention 19| 4.53 2 5 0.77
Time to Graduation 15| 4.80 4 7 0.86
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2002 Comparison cohort descriptive statistics

Table 87 — 2002 Comparison Cohort Gender Distribution

Gender Count Percent
M 13 59.09
F 9 40.91
Total 22 100.00
Table 88 — 2002 Comparison Cohort Racial Distribution
Race Count Percent
Indian (1) 10 45.45
Black (B) 5 22.73
Coloured (C ) 7 31.82
Total 22 100.00

Table 89 — 2002 Comparison Cohort Home Language Distribution

Home Language Count Percent

EN 17 77.27
XH 2 9.09 |
TG 1 4.55
™w 2 9.09 |
Total 22 100.00

Table 90 — 2002 Comparison Cohort Home Language Distribution

Home Language Count Percent
Other 5 22.73
English 17 77.27
Total 22 100.00
Table 91 — 2002 Comparison Cohort Schooling Data

Old Education Department Count Percent

Cco 6 27.27

CA 10 4545

TR 2 9.09

IN 2 9.09

NE 1 4.55

CL 1 4.55

Total 22 100.00




Table 92 — 2002 Comparison Cohort Matric English Results
Matric English Count Percent
A 8 36.36
B 8 36.36
C 5 2273
D 1 4.55
Total 22 100.00

Table 93 — 2002 Comparison Cohort Matric Mathematics Results

Matric Mathematics Count Percent

A 6 27.27
C 9 40.91
B 5 22.73
D 2 9.09
Total 22 100.00

Table 94 — 2002 Comparison Cohort Promotion Statistics

Count Percent

QUA 9 40.91
GAS 1 455
REN 5 22.73
CON 6 27.27
REF 1 455
Total 22 100.00
Table 95 — 2002 Comparison Cohort Retention Statistics

Count Percent
2 1 455
4 12 54.55
5 7 31.82
Missing 2 9.09
Total 22 100.00
Table 96 — 2002 Comparison Cohort Time to Graduation

Count Percent
4 9 40.91
Missing 13 59.09
Total 22 100.00




Table 97 — 2002 Comparison Cohort Degree Distribution

Count | Percent
BBusSc 9 40.91
NONE 6 27.27
CON 7 31.82
Table 98 — Descriptive Statistics 2002 Comparison Cohort
Variable Valid N | Mean | Minimum | Maximum | Std.Dev.
FacPt 21| 55.38 51 64 3.76
MatPt 21 | 41.81 38 48 2.73
Overall PTEEP Percent 22 | 66.95 4595 77.03 8.42
Overall PTEEP Decile 22| 2.00 1 6 1.54
Ex-Ed PTEEP Decile 22| 255 1 8 2.36
Overall MACH Percent 22 | 59.20 44 .00 90.00 11.07
Overall MACH Decile 22| 1.82 1 4 0.85
Ex-Ed MACH Decile 22| 277 1 6 1.60
Overall MCOM Percent 22 | 61.10 3263 80.00 13.49
Overall MCOM Decile 22 1.95 1 5 1.09
Ex-Ed MCOM Decile 22| 3.00 1 8 1.90
Matric English % 22 | 75.45 55.00 85.00 8.99
Matric Mathematics % 22 | 71.82 55.00 85.00 9.95
MAM102W % 22 | 48.18 0.00 84.00 19.71
2002 Ave % AYOS1 22 | 56.00 13.57 69.63 11.56
2003 Ave % AYOS2 21 | 56.27 35.00 74.00 9.60
2004 Ave % AYOS3 20 | 51.42 6.00 77.00 16.50
2005 Ave % AYOS4 19 | 55.64 0.78 76.00 21.16
Retention 20| 425 2 5 0.72
Time to Graduation 9| 400 4 4 0.00

2003 ECP cohort descriptive statistics

Table 99 — Race Gender Breakdown for 2003 Full ECP Cohort

Race Gender Breakdown | Female | Male | Totals %Race
Black Female 21

Black Male 20

Total Black 41 62.12
Coloured Female 2

Coloured Male 8

Total Coloured 10 15.15
indian Female 4

Indian Male 11

Total Indian 15 22.73
TOTALS 27 39 66

% Gender 40.91 | 59.09




Table 100 — 2003 ECP Cohort Gender Distribution

Gender Count Percent
Male 14 60.87
Female 9 39.13
Total 23 100.00
Table 101 — 2003 ECP Cohort Racial Distribution
Race Count Percent
Indian (I) 8 3478
Black (B) 12 5217
Coloured (C) 3 13.04
Total 23 100.00

Table 102 — 2003 ECP Cohort Home Language Distribution

Home Language Count Percent

EN 13 56.52
XH 5 21.74
NS 1 4.35
ZU 1 4.35
SS 2 8.70
W 1 4.35
Total 23 100.00

Table 103 — 2003 ECP Cohort Home Language Distribution

Count Percent
Other 10 43.48
English 13 56.52
Total 23 100.00
Table 104 — 2003 ECP Cohort Schooling Data
Old Department of Education Count Percent
CA 13 56.52
TR 2 8.70
IN 1 4.35
ET 1 4. 35
IE 2 870
WC 1 4.35
NE 1 4.35
OF 1 4.35
CO 1 435
Total 23 100.00




Table 105 — 2003 ECP Cohort Schooling Data

Count Percent

Other 22 95.65

Ex-DET 1 4.35

Total 23 100.00

Table 106 — 2003 ECP Cohort Matric English Results
Matric English Count Percent
D 3 13.04
B 6 26.09
C 12 52.17
A 2 8.70
Total 23 100.00

Table 107 — 2003 ECP Cohort Matric Mathematics Results

Matric Mathematics Count Percent
D 9 39.13
C 10 4348
A 3 13.04
E 1 435
Total 23 100.00
Table 108 — 2003 ECP Cohort Promotion Statistics
Promotion Code Count Percent
COl 2 8.70
REF 1 435
CON 12 5217
REP 1 435
REN 6 26.09
CAN 1 435
Total 23 100.00

Table 109 — 2003 ECP Cohort Retention Statistics

Retention Count Percent

2 2 8.70
3 21 91.30
Total 23 100.00




Table 110 — Descriptive Statistics 2003 ECP Cohort
Variable Valid N | Mean | Minimum | Maximum | Std.Dev.
FacPt 23 | 48.78 43 55 3.57
MatPt 23 | 36.87 32 42 2.83
Overall PTEEP Percent 23 | 65.51 35.89 80.86 11.22
Overall PTEEP Decile 23| 3.35 1 8 1.97
Ex-Ed PTEEP Decile 23| 491 1 10 245
Overall MACH Percent 23 |1 65.76 4510 91.40 12.42
Overall MACH Decile 23| 243 1 5 1.34
Ex-Ed MACH Decile 23| 417 1 8 2.12
Overall MCOM Percent 23 | 57.81 32.98 80.90 13.06
Overall MCOM Decile 23| 335 1 7 1.90
Ex-Ed MCOM Decile 23| 513 1 10 262
Matric English % 23 | 68.04 55.00 85.00 8.22
Matric Mathematics % 23| 61.09 45.00 85.00 7.83
MAM102W % 22 | 48.02 0.00 79.00 17.95
2003 Ave % AYOS1 23 | 54.25 34.00 73.50 9.57
2004 Ave % AYOS2 23 | 48.62 15.70 66.00 12.89
2005 Ave % AYOS3 2114958 29.67 79.00 12.04
Retention 23| 291 2 3 0.29

2003 Comparison cohort descriptive statistics

Table 111 — 2003 Comparison Cohort Gender Distribution

Gender Count Percent

Female 13 72.22
Male 5 27.78
Total 18 100.00

Table 112 — 2003 Comparison Cohort Racial Distribution

Race Count Percent

Coloured (C) 8 44 44
Black (B) 4 22.22
Indian (1) 6 33.33

Table 113 — 2003 Comparison Cohort Home Language Distribution

Home Language Count Percent

EN 14 77.78
XH 2 1.1
CH 1 5.56
TG N 5.56
Total 18 100.00




Table 114 — 2003 Comparison Cohort Home Language Distribution

Home Language Count Percent
Other 4 2222
English 14 77.78
Total 18 100.00
Table 115 — 2003 Comparison Cohort Schooling Data
Old Education Department Count Percent
CA 3 16.67
ET 2 11.11
CO 5 27.78
IN 5 27.78
NA 1 5.56
TR 2 11.11
Total 18 100.00
Table 116 — 2003 Comparison Cohort Schooling Data
Old Education Department Count Percent
Other 16 88.89
EX-DET 2 11.11
Total 18 100.00
Table 117 — Descriptive Statistics 2003 Comparison Cohort
Variable Valid N | Mean | Minimum | Maximum | Std.Dev.
FacPt 18 | 56.06 47 64 4.56
MatPt 18 | 42.72 39 48 2.95
Overall PTEEP Percent 18 | 69.46 51.20 78.47 8.69
Overall PTEEP Decile 18| 2.56 1 6 1.62
Ex-Ed PTEEP Decile 18| 3.28 1 9 2.19
Overall MACH Percent 17 | 68.59 36.60 90.30 15.82
Overall MACH Decile 17 | 2.29 1 7 1.83
Ex-Ed MACH Decile 17 | 3.29 1 9 2.34
Overall MCOM Percent 17 | 65.08 41.49 88.30 12.55
Overall MCOM Decile 17 | 2.41 1 6 1.54
Ex-Ed MCOM Decile 17| 347 1 8 2.48
Matric English % 18 | 73.89 55.00 85.00 8.32
Matric Mathematics % 18 | 73.33 55.00 85.00 9.85
MAM102W % 18 | 54.69 31.00 82.00 15.28
2003 Ave % AYOS1 18 | 60.56 45.00 77.00 9.74
2004 Ave % AYOS2 17 | 58.68 37.09 73.44 9.68
2005 Ave % AYOS3 16 | 57.18 31.86 73.50 11.30
Retention 18| 283 1 3 0.51
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2001 ECP cohortt Regression studies

Table 118 — Regression Summary for Dependent Variable: MAMI02W %

(2001 ECP Cohort)

R= 87927813 R?= 772313004 Adjusted R*= 50844341

F{7 6)=2 9210 p=< 10632 Std Error of estimate: 9.1604

 N=14 Beta | Std.Err. of Beta B Std.Em.of B | t(6) | p-level
Intercept ,-374.942 | 150.2496 | -2.5 | 0.046815
RI” 0.05514 0.338718 | 1.984 12.187 | 0.16 | 0.876029 |
MatPt 1.32471 0.345391 ' 4.826 1.2583 | 3.84 | 0,008605
Ex-Ed MCOM Decile | 0.93374 094416 579 58547 099 | 0360871
Gender* 1.11585 D45643 [ 21088 127206 244 0.050148
Overall MCOM Decile | 2.03586 0.895257 | 13.086 57544 . 227 0.063314
Overall MCOM Percent | 2.32307 1127638 | 3011 1.4614 | 2.06 - 0.085042
Home Lang D.72611 | 0554753 | 18.284 12.960 | 1.21 0228462

Table 119 — Regression Summary for Dependent Variable: 2001 Ave % AYOS51

(2001 ECP Cohort)

R= 86505587 Ri= 75005969 Adjusted Re= §1120397

F(5.9)=54017 p<.01434 Std Error of estimate: 41775

N=15 Beta StdEmofBeta| B StdEmof B | t(8)  p-level
Intercept 7229861 15.77147 | -0.46 . 0.657841
MatPt : 1.00905 0.21145 | 1.94612 0.40782 | 4.77 [ 0.001012
Cverall MCOM Decile | 0.078 D.379209 | 0.2638 128255 | 0.21 1 0.841614
RI : 0.69624 0.257944 [ 11.26598 |  4.17382 | 2.7 | 0.024426
Ex-Ed MCOM Degile i D.70729 0415532 | 2.09533 123101 | 17 012294
Matric Mathematics % |,  -0.20504 0.21511 | -0.30982 0.2252 | -1.38 0202167
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Table 120 — Regression Summary for Dependeant Variabie: 2002 Ave % AYOS2

(2001 ECP Cohort)

F= 94703530 R’= 88687386 Adjusted R*= 81953275

F(6,8)=11.596 p= D043 Std Error of estimate; 49691

N=15 | Beta Std.Err. of Beta B Std.Err.of B | t{8) p-level
| Intercept : 54 1445 2420331 . 223 | 0.0565404
Overall MACH Decile -0.16075 0276556 | -1.5232 262057 ' -058 | 0.577074
MatPt | 1.06046 0.214663 15709 0.72284 ; 494 | 0.001135
RI : 1.21914 0.403608 | 34.4422 11.57194 | 298 | 0.017699
Matric Mathematics % 0.58553 0240438 | -1.0703 0.43848 |1 -2.44 | 0.040866
Ex-Ed MCOM Decile 049319 0228864 | 2.5509 1.18376 215 D.GEBEBE]
Matric English % 036318 0.24787 | 0.5095 - 034787 146 | D1811% '

{2001 ECP Cohort)

Table 121 — Regression Summary for Dependent Variable: 2003 Ave % AYOS3

R= 97757374 R’= 95565042 Adjusted R*= B5586386

F{9.4)=9.5769 p<.02192 Std Error of estimate: 3.4718

~ N=14 Beta StéEm ofBeta. B | StdErm.ofB | t{d} | p-level
Intercept 105.127 46235683 | 2.27 | 0.085376
Home Lang 1.42685 0.279141 | 254078 497058 | 5.11 | 0.006927 |
FacPt 1.2738 0.207549 1.834 0.6247 | 6.14 | 0.003573 |
Overall MACH Percent | 351417 0658816 | -2.9894 0.56043 | -5.33 | 0.005949 |
RB j 1.54779 0.355486 | 284648 6.53764 | 4.35 | 0.012119
Overall MACH Decile -3.33979 0.67037 | -25.7014 515885 | 4.98 | 0.007587
Ex-Ed MCOM Decile | -0.64468 0.216361 | -2.9807 1.00033 | -2.98 | 0.040752
Overall PTEEP Decile 117013 0.419617 | 7.5664 271336 | 2.79 | 0.049385
Ex-Ed PTEEP Decile 0.7032 ;| 0.377474 | -4.0987 |  2.20015 | -186 | 0.135941
Ri 0.25397 0222065 | 54543 478832 114 | 0318257
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Table 122 — Regression Summary for Dependent Variable: 2004 Ave % AYOS54

(2001 ECP Cohort)

R= 86795919 R*= 75335315 Adjusted R*= 67935409

F(3.10j=10.181 p< 00220 Std Error of estimate: 6.0350

N=14 Beta Std.Err. of Beta B Std.Err.of B | 4(10) . pdevel
Intercept ! | 97.47949 17.184 | 5.67 | 0.000206 |
Home Lang 0.49189 |  0.209704 = 10.20822 4.35201 | 2.35 | 0.040944
Overall PTEEP Percent -0.45952 0.160164 . 0.71352 0.24869 | -2.87 | 0.016695
Gender -0.26056 | 0.207368  -5.58468 444469 © 126 0.237499

{2001 ECP Cohort)

R= 08602992 R°= 97225501 Adjusted Ri= 90751670

Table 123 — Regression Summary for Dependent Varnable: 2005 Ave % AYOSS

- F{73)=15.018 p= 02408 5td Error of estimate: 2.1712

_N=11 Beta Std.Err.of Beta| B Std.Err.of B | t{3) | p-level
intercept — 103 4046 8542335 | 1.08 | 3357842
REB _ SATAT3S 043728 | -1.5998 518801 | -0.26 | 0312717
Qverall PTEEP Decile -0.22004 1.242683 | -0 .BYS4 562154 | 018 | 0870733
Matric English % 069709 0.161804 0633 0.14702 | 4.31 | 0.023061
Matric Mathematics % | 0.47385 0.135068 0.4921 0.14026 | 3.51 | 0.039247
Home Lang ; 0.55081 0242984 ' 75303 332191 D 237 | 010824
Ex-Ed FTEEP Decile I _ -0.96014 047863 ' -358819 1.985 - -2.01 | 0128518
Overall PTEEP Percent | Ha55T7 1.368307  -1.41549 126155 -1.12] 0343423 |




(2001 ECP Cohort)

Table 124 — Regression Summary for Dependent Variable: Retention

R= 81768964 R'= 66861635 Adjusted R*= 57823399

Fi{3,11}=7.3881 p=< 00550 Std Errot of estimate: 53778

 N=15 Beta StdEmofBeta| B Std.Err.of B [ t{11) | p-level
Intercept 430566 | 1.994197 | -2.16 | 0.053788
FacPt 0.79262 0.210865 | 0.16091 0.042808 | 3.76 | 0.003161
Gender 0.20368 0195583 | 0.34566 1  0.331916 | 1.04 | 0.320035 |
Overall PTEEP Percent 0.19142 0.188869 ' 0.02001 0.019748 | 1.01 | 0.332593

(2001 ECP Cohort)

R= 860986284 R'= 74123874 Adjusted R'= 58601399

F(3,5)=4.7748 p< 06260 Std Exrar of estimate: 32171

Table 125 — Regression Summary for Dependent Vanable: Time to Graduation

N=9 Beta Std.Err. of Beta B | StdEmofB | t5)  pdevel
Intercept -3.73077 231214 | 161 0167543
FacPt 113647 0.309088 | 017133 0.046597 | 368 | 0014341
Gender 0.78504 0.35134 | 074476 0333311 | 223 0075744
RB -0.48955 | D27618 | 056642 0313150 | -1.81 | 0.130278

2001 Comparison cohort:

Fegression studies

(2001 Comparison Cohort)

Table 126 — Regression summary for Dependent Variable: MAMI102W U

R= 99999240 R'= 99998480 Adjusted R*= 99980242 F(12,1)=5483.1 p<.01055 Std Error of estimate: 37367

- N=14 Beta  StdEmofBeta | B [ StdEmofB | 1) p-level
Intercept , -§45.924 17.41471 | 48.7475 | 0.013058
Ex-Ed PTEEP Decile 3.71501 ! 0.10915 | 42.811 1.25753 1 34.044 i 0.018695
Overall PTEEP Percent | 3.57049 0.082086 | 12715 0.29232 [ 43.4971 . 0.01433
Cverall MACH Percent 0.69411 0.066704 ,  1.403 0.13486 . 10.4059 - 0.060991
Matric Mathematics % | -1.15008 0033115, -2.641 0.07603 | -34.7295 | 0.018326
FacPt -0.40048 0.024717 . 0.713 0.04402 | 16.2028 | 0.039241
Overall MCOM Percent | -0.69216 0.018208 |  -1.478 0.03888 | -28.0145 | 0.016743
Overall MACH Decile 1.58902 0.033026 | 42359 0.88043 | 481118 | 0.01323
Overall PTEEP Decile 0.71395 0077157 13.706 1.48121 | 82532 | 0.068534
Ex-Ed MAGH Decile -2.06628 0.086414 | -28.672 1.33785 | -21.4313 | 0.029684
Gender — 0.8969 0.055808 | 46.428 | 2.88889 | 16.0712 | 0.039562
Ex-Ed MCOM Decile -0.19305 0024843 [ .24 030888 | 7.7711 | 0081474
Overall MCOM Decile -0.05701 0.015051 |  -1.082 026568 | 3788 | 0164314
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(2001 Comparison Cohort)

Table 127 — Regression Summary for Dependent Variable: 2001 Ave % AYOS51

R= 50598894 R°= 99097787 Adjusted R’= 89969024 F(13,1)=3476.6 p< 01327 Std Error of estmale; 18776

N =15 Beta | Std.Err.of Beta B SWdEmofB | 1) p-level
Intercept 8 148239 1419485 | 10.4432 | 0.060775
Ex-Ed PTEEP Decile | 2.06813 0.031201 | 10.2663 0.15488 | 66.2851 | 0.009604
Overall PTEEP Decile _ | -2.83296 | 0.117235 | -23.4794 0.97163 | -24.1649 | 0.02633
Overall MCOM Decite | 0.52264 0.013091 | -4.3316 0.10849 | -39.9245 | 0.015942
RC 148057 i 0.021269 | -33.0291 0.47128 | 70.083 | 0.009083
Overall MACH Decile 3.34875 0.040954 | 37.5283 0.46017 | 81.7695 | 0.007785
Ex-Ed MACH Decile -2.96228 ___ 0.053%03 | 17.2711 | __ 0.31427 | -54.9555 | 0.011583
Gender 1.33501 0.033294 | 29.0491 0.72445 | 40.0978 | 0.015873
R 0.73759 0.076422 | -16,9851 0.37817 | 44.914 | 0.014172
FacPt 0.08396 | 0.308454 | 0.0655 024061 | 02722 | 0.830815
Overall MACH Percent | -0.57702 | 0.042466 | -0.4979 003664 . _-13.588 | 0.046767
Overall PTEEP Percent | -0.76062 | 0.099528 [  -1.178 0.15414 76423 | 0082832
Ex-Ed MCOM Decile 011086 | 0023607 | 06045 012856 47017 = 0.133413
MatPt D.7880B 0.308953 | 08118 031826 25508 0237854

R= 98801543 R'= 97617448 Adjusted R’= 93805366
Fi8 55=25 607 p= 00120 Std Error of estimate:; 4 4070

Table 128 — Regressicn Summary for ODependent Variable: 2002 Ave % AYOS2

{2001 Comparison Cohort)

N =14 Beta |StdEmofBeta| B  StdEmofB| #5) ! pdevel
Intercept | -1217.98 © __ 374.3173 | -3.25386 | 0.022599
Ex-Ed PTEEP Decile 3.2139 | 0.460084 | 2466 3.5306 | 6.98546 | 0.000926
Overall PTEEP Decile | 3.93121 1526681 |  50.27 19.5211 | 2575 | 0.049732
Matric English % 0.80125 0.194391 153, 0.3706 | 4.12183 | 0.009158
Overall MCOM Decile | -0.32802 0.100852 | , -4.15 1.275 | -3.25247 | 0.022634
| Overall PTEEP Percent | 59037 | 1.817195 14 4.3103 | 3.2488 | 0.022726
| Matric Mathematics % | -0 39665 | 0.208197 -0.61 0.3184 | -1.90515 | 01151
_Gender 0.20505 | 0150347 707 | 5494 | 128678 | 0254522
_RC 0.18679 | 0.145248 6.44 50079 | 128601 | 025477

Table 129 — Regression Summary for Dependent Variatile: 2003 Ave % AYOS3

{2001 Comparison Cohort}

R= B9984161 R*= B09714583 Adjusted R*= 73835802

F(3.8)=11.347 p=.002597 Std.Error of estmate: 4 3233

N=12 Beta ~ Std.Err. of Beta B Std Err of B t{8) p-level
Intercept Bl 319138 1926488 165658 | 0136196
Ex-Ed MACH Decile 1.37218 0.238137 6.1075 | 1.059%31 576214 | 0.000423
Matric Mathematics % | 1.08346 0.238533 0.7931 0.1746 & 4.54218 | 0.0018%4
tatric English %% C 021196 . 015501 0198 D.14552 :_ 1.36735 | 0208684
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{2001 Compansan Cohort)

Table 130 — Regression Summary for Dependent Vanable: 2004 Ave % AY0OS54

R= .B3226824 R’= 69267043 Adjuste-d RP= 38534085 F{5.5)=2 2538 p=< 19665 Std Emor of estimate: 3.8535

N=11 Beta | Std.Err.of Beta B Std.Er.of B | t(5) p-evel
Intercept - 700122 1232821 [ 5.67902 | 0.002358
Gender 0.20879 0.336845  1.9651 (317035 1 061984 | 0.562517
Overall MCOM Decile _ 1.70634 | 0.652667 ; 5.98516 2.2893 | 261441 | 0.047417
Ex-Ed MCOM Decile _ -156518  0.689397 400441 1.76378 | -2.27036 | 0.072406
RB | 0.32443 0207133 1 3.16085 2.89474 | 109186 | 0.324691
Matric English % _-0.30584 0296723 -0.16091 0.15612 | -1.0307 | 0.349933

Table 131 — Regressiocn Summary for Dependent Varable: Retention

(2001 Comparison Cohart)

R= 99796703 R’= 98393823 Ad|usted R*= 87156764 F(122)=40 866 p=.02412 Std.Errar of estimate: . 18906

N=15 Beta 5td.Err. of Beta B . Std.Em. of B (2} p-level
| Intercept -21.1458 ' 2.504126 | -8.44438 | 0.013735
Ex-Ed MCOM Declle {24502 0.230933 | 01331 0.125493 1.061 | 0.399877
Ex-Ed PTEEP Decile 414835 0.311752 |  2.0538 0.154421 | 13.3001 | 0.005606
Overall PTEEP Percent | 288146 | 0.271708 | 0.4453 0.04199 | 10.6048 | 0.00B775
| RC 0.93258 0.081824 2.062 0.18092 | 11,3974 | 0.00781
Home Lang L o788 | 0214474 | 19324 0525353 | 367832 | 0.06681
Ex-Ed MACH Decile | -0.93909 §.206441 | 0.5483 $.120102 | -4.5348%34 | 0.045083
FacPt -0.80392 0153794 | -0.0626 0.011971 | -522727 | 0.03a704
Matric Mathematics % | -1,19106 0.144582 | 01125 0.013654 -3.238 | 0.014417
| Overall MACH Decile ¢ -0.90521 0.328885 | -1.0145 0.368758 | 275233 | 0110546
Overall MCOM Percent  * -0.81969 0.256887 | 00765 0.023576 | -3.15086 | 0085769
| Overall MACH Percent 032802 0231225 | 0.0291 0019908 | 146186 | 0281278
RB -0.24361 022524 | -DS9RT 0551722 | -1.08156 | 0392514
Table 132 — Regression Summary for Dependent Variable: Time to Graduation
(2001 Comparison Cohaort)
R=1.00000000 R*=1_00000000 Adjusted R?=1.00000000 F(9,0)= — p< — Std_Error of estimate; --—
N=10 Beta | Std.Err.of Beta B Std.Err. of B | t{0) | p-level
intercept 10.5205
RC 0.95623 071717
| Ex-Ed PTEEP Deglle -2 00455 | -0.28536
Ex-Ed MACH Decile -1.07137 - -0.18081
Home Lang 032171 | -0.21061 ]
Overall PTEEP Percent | -1, 159?1 ; 004422 s s
Overall MACH Percent | -D 57884 | -D.01414
Matric Mathematics % | 007071 ! 000197 !
Matric English % ) -0.21283 ° -0.00697
RI -0 14928 009141
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2002 ECP cohort: Reqgression Studies

(2002 ECP Cohort)

Table 134 — Regression summary for Dependent Variatle, MAM102W %

| R= 95551392 R’= 51300686 Adjusted R*= 80426544 F(10.8)=8.3961 p<.00301 Std Error of estimate: 5 7671

. N=19 Beta | Std.Err. of Beta B Std.Er.of B | 1(8) p-level
Intercept £3.2920 33.87293 | -2.45895 | 0.039383
EdCodeDld 2.35075 0.491906 | 731593 15.30894 | 4.77886 | 0.001393
MatPt 269572 0.838879 | 105171 | 127260 | 3.21348 | 0012359
Ex-Ed PTEEP Decile | 1.25005 0.374041 | 7.6740 2.29623 | 3.34202 | 0.010201
Overall MACH Percent | 2.24575 0.620146 | 2.2592 0.62337 | 3.62133 | 0.006769

| FacPt 2.77345 0.950575 | -8.6185 295392 | -2.91765 | D.019361
RC ' .0.18258 0126500 | 4.8023  3.32728 | -1.44332 | 0.186920
Ex-Ed MCOM Decile 0.16431 0150725 | 08136 074636 | 1.08015 | 0207393
Overall PTEEP Decile -0.93383 0438751 | 56314 264587 | 2.12839 | 0.065958
Ex-Ed MACH Decile 0.77208 0.415811 4.8901 . 263058 | 1.85896 | 0.100090
Gender 023312 0141110 | 59907 362623 | 1685206 | D.137126

(2002 ECP cohort)

Table 135 — Regression Summary for Bependent Vanable: 2002 AVE % AYO3S1

| R= BOB75703 R*= 65085690 Adjusted R*= 55110173 F(4,14)=6 5245 p< 00351 Std Error of estimate; 56775

i N=19 | Beta St Err. of Beta B : Std.Err. of B t14) | p-level

Intercepnt : -18.9482 - 2100372 | -0.802124 | 0.382244
| FacPt 0.653038 D.197248 1.3192 0.39846 | 3.310750 | 0.005151
EdCodeOld 0.646252 0171144 | 130744 | 3.46243 | 3.776062 | 0.002045
Rl ~0.302234 0175481 61368 355036 | 1.728487 | 0.105881
Ex-Ed PTEEP Decile  0.256841 0.188794 = 1.0250 0.75343 | 1360429 | 0.195197

(2002 ECP Cehort)

Table 136 — Regression Summary for Dependent Variable: 2003 Ave % AYOS2

| R= 90515820 R'= 81931136 Adjusted R°= 69282931 F(7,10)=6.4777 p<.00451 Std Error of estimate: 4 0019

N=18 Beta Std Err. of Beta B Std.Em.of B | t10} | p-level
Intercept. . | -25.8527 15.26429 | -1.68265 0.123354
MatPt 1.076839 0209713 | 2.2617 0.44045 | 513507 0.000441
Gender 0 .500647 0156326 | -7.0702 | 2.20764 | -3.20259 ; 0.009450
Overall PTEEP Decile = 0.632754 0190728 | 2.2950 ° 0.64112 | 357973 0.005014
RC . 0.581497 | 0.199061 B.6567 | 2.96321 | 292120 0.015269
Matric Mathematics % | -0.327584 | 0.188630 | -D.2154 0.12403 | -1.73665 | 0.113085
Overall MCOM Decile 0222119 0159008 | -D.7563 0.54145 | -1.39688 0.192671
RB 0358548 0264456 | 5.0634 373466 1_355?9| 0.204990
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Table 137 — Regression Summary for Dependent Variable: 2004 AVE % AYQS3

{2002 ECP Cohor)

R= BE127888 R*= 77665247 Adjusted R’= A5482654

“F(6,11)=6.3751 p=.00422 Std.Error of estimate: 5.1535

N=18 | Beta |Std.ErofBeta; B [StdEmofB| t11) | pdevel
Intercept . 0.8412 18.48733 | 0.04550 | 0.964524
Overall MCOM Decile | -0.562404 0187507 | -2.2428 0.74763 | -2.99537 | 0.012093
R -0.674229 01735916 | -13.8248 3.56607 | 3.87675 | 0.002578
MatPt 0.778671 0.217667 | 1.9867 0.55535 | 3.57734 | 0.004339
Matric Mathematics % | -0.474476 0.215977 ' -0.3785 0.17275 | -2.19688 | 0.050380
Overall PTEEP Decile | 0.292834 | 0191206 12109 0.79064 153151 | 0.153883
Overall MACH Percent | 0257972 0.247355  0.1953 018725 1.04202 | 0.319364

Table 138 — Regression Summary for Dependent Vanable: 2005 Ave % AY054

(2002 ECP Cahort)

F= 83841833 R*= 70294529 Adjusted R*= 54001546

F(6,11)=4 3384 p<.01727 Std.Error of estmate: 5.6566

N=18 i Beta Std.Erm. of Beta B StdEmof B | {11} p-level
Intercept 0 37 60618 1771811 | 2.12247 | 0.067324
Overall MCOM Decile | -0.707795 0.330431 | -2.685085 | 1.25393 | -2.14203 | 0.055409
Ex-Ed MCOM Decile | 0307599 0.305812 | 097357 096791 | 1.00584 | 0.336105
RI 0.506636 0.197102 | -9.88713 3.84650 | -2.57042 | 0.026031
MatPt 0.328239 0.201106 | 0.79705 048834 | 163217 | 0.130914

| Gender 0292327 0191083 | -4.77301 311893 | -1.52985 | 0.154290
RB -0.210083 0202662 | -3.49651 3.37318 | -1.03656 | 0.322190
Table 13% Regression Summary for Dependent Variable: Retantion
(2002 ECP Cohort)
R= 52354065 R*= 85292734 Adjusted R®= 77939101 -
' Fi6,12)=11.599 p<.00022 Std.Errar of estimate; 36276 o

N=19 Beta, [ SGamalRet] B leighre el ) phel
Intercept 10.4697§ 1.458300 | 6.98775 | 0.000015
Overall MACH Decile | -1.64881 0.339881 | -0.67353  0.138756 | -4.85400 | 0.000395
Overall MACH Percent | -1.05282 0.430277 | 0.06276 .  0.025646 | -2.44699 | 0.030762
Overall MCOM Decile | 035564 0129124 | 012820  0.046549 | 275402 | 0.017472
Matric English % | 028828 0155222 | 0.03158 |  0.017004 | 1.85710 | 0.088001
FacPt -0.365932 0182863 | -0.06800 0023686 | -2.01854 | 0.066456
RI 0,22580 0127221 | 0.41636 0.234585 | 1.77480 | 0.101262
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Table 140 — Regressicn Summary for Dependent Variable: Time to Graduation

(2002 ECP Cohort)

~ R= 66666667 R*= 44444444 Adjusted R*= 29282929
F(3,11)=2.9333 p< 08085 Std. Error of estimate: 72474

N=15 . Beta |StdEmofBeta. B StdErm.of B t11) | p-evel
Intercept U 2.555556 0.838363 | 3.046089 | 0.011125
RC 0.849837 0.307795 | 1.444444 0.523158 | 2.761007 | 0.018522
Overall PTEEP Decile | 0.845636 0.341421 | 0.333333 | 0.134581 | 2.476816 | 0.030747
RI ' 0.747265 0.364926 1 555556 0.759653 ' 2047717 | 0.065232

2002 Comparison cohort: Regression studies

Table 141 — Regression Summary for Dependent Variable: MAM102W %
{EDDE Compariscn Cohort}
R= 84093776 R*= 72239410 Adjusted R?= 57291414
' o F(7,13)=4.8327 p<.00710 Std Error of estimate: 12.6%
N=21 Beta  Std.Err, of Beta B std.Err.of B | 1(13) p-level

_ Intercept 5 383.3491 | 9501946 | 4.03443 | 0.001417
R 0.38682 ; 0.167170 149158 °  5.44603 2.31395 | 0.037670
Overall PTEEP Percent | -3.07722 0.630714 -7.0445 144385 | -4.87894 | 0.000301
Overall PTEEP Decile | -1.24600 0.674508 -15.5509 . 841828 | -1.84727 | D.087586
Overall MCOM Percent | 1.59676 0.471489 2.2849 | 0.67469 3.38664 | 0.004866
Ex-Ed MCOM Decile | 1.33878 0.449124 136470 © 457820 2.98088 | 0.010622
Ex-Ed PTEEP Decile | -1.48755 0.669612 -12.2443 | 551169 | -2.22151 | 0.044594
Home Lang 0 26666 0.174575 14 0585 B.56165 164204 | 0,124539

Table 142 — Regression Summary for Dependent Variable: 2002 AVE % AY0DS1

| {2002 Comparisaen Cohort)
' ' R= 67431585 R’= 45470186 Adjusted R*= 35847278

F(3.17)=4.7252 p<.01416 Std Error of e eshmate 92164

: N=21 Beta | 5td.Err. of Beta B Std.Err. of B {17} pdeved
Intercept ; ~ [1aa0303 2474127 | 582146 | 0.000020
. Overall MACH Percent 1 1.13805 0.305171 | -1.1638 0.31203 | -3.72920 | 0.001669
""Overall MACH Decile  -D.49066 | 0418778 | -6.4683 5.52062 | -1.17166 | 0.257495

| Ex-Ed MACH Decile -0.39760 | 0.385013  -2.8296 274002 -1.03270 0316214
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Table 143 — Regression Summary for Dependent Vanable: 2003 Ave % AYOS2

(2002 Comparisan Cohort)
| R= 48224605 Ri= 23256125 Adjusted R*= 14227434 F(2.17)=2.5758 p<,10541 Std.Error of estimate: 8.7620 |

W= 20 Beta | std.Err. of Beta B Std.Err.of B t{17) p-level
Intercept -18.7071 24 33022 0.574045 0572455
MatPt D.466506 ' 216451 1.7493 0.81164 i 2.155249 0045769
Gender 0.240275 3.216451 4 5226 4 07421 - 1.110085 0282427

Table 144 — Regression Summary for Dependent Variable: 2004 AVE % AYOS3

{2002 Comparison Cohort)
R= 77278283 R*= 597103230 Adjusted R?= 30578994 F(8, 12)=2 9652 p= 05157 Std Errar of estimate: 13.108

N=19 Beta Std.Err. of Beta B Std.Err. of B | t{12) p-level
Intercept 339718 1021391 033260 | 0745172
Gender -0.37206 | 0.285228 | -12 6601 97055  -130442 | 0.216555
MatPt 0.15586 | 0.408884 | 10153 268534 038120 | 0.709719
Matric Mathematics % | -0.04458 0300032 | -p0782 05264  -0.14857 | 0.884361
Ex-Ed MCOM Decile 190836 0.683361 [ 16.6871 5.9765  2.79261 | 0.016266
Overall MCOM Decile | -1.84429 0.876113 | -29.6578 13.3488 ~ -2.22176 | 0.046292
RB -0.38267 0.352687 | -15.4068 14,1997 ' -1.08501 | 0.299236

Table 145 — Regression Summary for Bependent Variable: 2005 Ave % AY0S4

(2002 Comparison Cohort)
R= S1BE7797 Re= 26902683 Adjusted R*= 17156375 F(2,15)=2.7603 p< 09534 5td.Error of estimate: 18.677

N=18 @ Befa " Std.Err. of Beta B Std.Err. of B 1(15) pevel
Intercept | 583599 8445312 | 6.96954 | 0.000005 |
| Gender  -0.393027 0.220824 | -16.§382 9516788, -1.77982 | 0.085368 |
Rl . 0.348625 0.220824 | 14.7402 9336644 157875 | 0.135246

Table 146 — Regression Summary for Dependent Variable: Retention

(2002 Comparnson Cohort)
| R= 96693059 R’= 92495477 Adjusted R*= 83274083 F(11.7)=9.1470 p= 00268 Std.Error of estimate: 29998

N=19 Beta Std.Err. of Beta B StdErr. of B t7) | p-level
Intercept | o - 8.71688 4133693 | 210874 0072924
Ex-Ed PTEEP Decile | 7.45883 1271125 | 2.2a781 0.383069 | 5.86790 ; 0.000619
Overall MACH Decile 093384 | 0.498040 | 0.76248 0.406648 | 1.87504 | 0.102914
Ex-Ed MCOM Decile 3.94744 | 0.565289 | -1.47716 0.207793 | -7.10881 ! 0.0007192
Overall PTEEP Decile -118113 | 0.707679 | -1.42887 0.317869 | 4.49516 | 0002815
Overall MGOM Percent | -2.43530 0.429579 | -0.12651 0.022310 | -5.67044 | 0.000758
| Overall MACH Percent | -0.58688 0.265519 | -0.07044 0.021089 | -3.34019 | 0.012416
Overall PTEEP Percent | 2.36002 | 0.623268 | 0.20050 0.052951 | 3.78652 | 0.006834
FacPt 0.02553 0.197913 | 0.00545 |  0.042247 | 0.12902 | 0.900971
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Ex-Ed MACH Decile -1.89235 0.565139 | -D.84537 0.252484 | -3.34848 | 0.012276
Matric Mathematics % -0.69251 0.250017 | -0.05284 D.019078 | -2.76984 | 0.027700
RE 0.29457 0.134554 | (051584 . 0.235689 | 218856 | 0.064817

2003 ECP cohortt Reqgression studies

Table 147 — Regression Summary for Dependent Variable: MAM102W %
{2003 ECP Cohort}
- R= 85704879 R*= 73453263 Adjusted R?= 65157408 a
~ F(5,16)=8.8542 p<.00035 Std.Error of estimate: 10.595

N=22 Beta | Std.Err. of Beta B Std.Err. of B t{16) p-level
Intercept 146918 24.13596 | -0.60871 ; 0.551263
R -0.511930 0.186027 | -18.6632 6.78190 | -2.75191 [ 0.014178
Matric Mathematics % | 0.602274 |  0.175139 | 1.3575 0.39476 | 3.43883 | 0.003372
Home Lang -0.268970 1 0.181189 | 94732 638157 | -1.48447 ' 0157118
Overall MCOM Decile | -0.227718 0.147930 | -2.2096 | 1.43541 | -1.53937 | 0.143257
EdCode Old -0.231464 0.187585 | -15.4876 |  15.78335 | -1.23391 , 0.235054

Table 148 — Regression Summary for Dependent Variable: 2003 AVE % AYOS1

{2003 ECP Cohort)
-  R=.76600090 R= 58675737 Adjusted R= 43179138
F(B.16)=3 7864 p< 01538 Std Error of estimate’ 7.2158

N=23 Beta 5td_ Err. of Beta B Std.Err. of B t{16} p-level
Intercept 28 0346 23.32019 | -1.20216 | 0.246792
tatPt 0.073559 0203753 | 02485 068840 | 036102 | 0.722807
EdCode Old 0.830631 0.261165 | -38.1333 11.98980 | -3.18048 | 0.005811
Matric Mathematics % | 0.772071 0.274126 | 0.9528 0.33526 | 2.84202 | 0.011774
Home Lang 0.417609 0786755 | -7.8869 3.52702 | -2.23614 | 0.039939
Overall PTEEP Percent | 0.363247 0177618 | 02009 015153 | 204510 | 0.0576855
RG 0.200902 0.175486 : 55849 487836 | 1.14483 | 0269116

{2003 ECP Cohort
R= 52349610 Rz= 38874729 Adjusted R°= 32762213

Table 1489 — Regression Summary for Dependent Variable: 2004 AVE % AYOS2

F{2,20)=5,3598 p<.00728 Std.Error of estimate: 10.568

_ N=23 Beta  Std.Err. of Beta B Std.Err. of B | {20} p-level
Interce pt -6.70689 20.78047 | 0.22521 | 0.824100
EdCode Old _ 0477886 0176659 | -29 5369 1091882 | -2.70514 | 0.013624
MatPt 0.337581 0176659 | 15255 0.80356 | 1.91082 | 0070455
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{2003 ECP Cohor)

Table 150 — Regression Summary for Dependent Variable: 2005 Ave % AYOS3

F= 505372148 R?= 25575421 Adjusted R*= 21658338

F{1.19)=6.5292 p=_01834 5td_Error of eskmate: 10.655

N=21 Beta Std.Err. of Beta B Std.Err. of B 119} plevel
Intercept 0.701417 19.27000 . D.036395 | 0.971244
Matric English % | 0.505721 0.197916 | 0.720330 0.28190 | 2.5565230 | 0.019342

Table 151 — Regression Summary for Dependent Variable: Eetention

(2003 ECP Cohort)

F{6,16)=4.3082 »=.00502 Std.Errar of estimate: 20045

N=23 | Beta | Std.Err. of Beta B " Std.Em.of B | t{16} p-level
Intercapt 1.879775 0.675625 | 2.78227 | 0.01321%
MatPt 047386 0206817 | 0.048184 0.021030 | 2.29119 | 0.035861
RB -1.09037 9.293830 | 0615049 0.165742 | -3.71087 | 0.001898
Home Lang ; -0.85606 0.276845 | -0.486581 0.157358 | -3.09219 | D.006993
Matric English % -0.23384 | 0223488 ° 0008405 0.007832 |' -1.07317 | 0299116
Gender 032189 0167984 -0.185845 |  0.096986 | -1.91621 | 0.073380
Matric Mathematics % 023813 0180158  0.008802 ! 0.006999 125753 | 0226607

2003 Comparison cohort  Regression studies

Table 152 — Regression Summary for Dependent Variable: MAR 102V %

{2003 Comparison Cohort)

R= 99759977 R*= 99520531 Adjusted R’= 97442832
F(13,3)=47.899 p< 00430 Std_Error of estimate: 2.2541

N=17 Beta Std Er. of Beta B 'StdEm.of B t[3] p-evel
Intercept : 1522681 | 1073588 i 141831 | 0.251134
Matric Mathematics % | 1.58038 1 0116435 | 2.2962 0.1592 | 13.57297 | 0.0008565
Qverall MACH Decile | 1.67798 0.191845 | 129313 | 14785 | 8.74652 | 0.003147
Ex-Ed MACH Decile | -3.16921" 0.577351 | -19.0515 | 34795 | -5.47537 | 0.011978
Overall PTEEP Decile | -1.66053 | 0.524968 | -14.0960 ° 4.4564 | -3.16211 ' 0.050749
Ex-Ed PTEEP Decile 0.41877 0.187522 | 26418 11830 | 222320 0.111664
Overall MACH Percent | -1.30363 0374428 | 11615,  0.3336 | -3.48166 | 0.040007
Ex-Ed MCOM Decile | 0.91531 0.217808 | 52099 1.2391 | 4.20467 | 0.024560
RB -0.45437 0.107772 | -14.8481 14744 | 421601 | 0.024385
Matric English % 0.28289 0262380 | 05639 | _ 0.5250 | 107408 | 0.361489
Gender 0.22386 0.090251 | 7.2171 29096 | 248045 | 0.089234
[MatPt -0.44717 0225154 | -2.0875 | 1.0511 | -1.98606 | 0.141223
Overall PTEEP Percent | -0.83631 0685833 | -1.3255 1.0870 | -1.21941 | 0300816 |
Home Lang 011756 0.104678 | -4.2172 3.7550 | -1.12310 | 0.343164 |
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Table 153 — Regression Summary for Dependent Variable: 2003 AVE % AY(O51

{2003 Caompanson Cohort)

F= 99874644 R*= 99742445 Adjusted R*= 99188225
Fi11,5)=180 86 p=_00001 Std Error of estimate: 87508

N=17 | Beta | Std.Err. of Beta B Std.Err.of B |  t(5) p-level
Intercept - } -36.2575 8.437528 | 4.29717 ; 0.007736
Matric Mathematics % | 1.60832 0.066891 | 16202 D.067385 | 24.04382 | 0.000002
Overall MACH Decile |, 164963 |  0.102060 | 8.8141 0.545258 | 16.16496 | 0.000017
Ex-Ed MACH Decile | -1.45387 0.180175 | 6.0999 0.752843 | 8.10251 | 0.000464
Ex-Ed PTEEP Decile | 0.31960 0.036751 | -1.3879 0.160744 | -8.69630 | 0.000333
EdCode Ok -0 06092 0.044742 | -1.7927 1.216621 | -1.36159 | 0.231470
Ex-Ed MCOM Decile © 157437 |  0.146935 | 6.2095 0579532 | 10.74477 | 0.000123
RC  0.20227 0.042445 | 3.8966 0.817693 | 4.76541 | 0.005035
Overall MCOM Decile  -1.09900 0.144756 | -6.9586 0.916557 | -7.59212 | 0.000629
Overall MACH Percent - -0.29506 0.148275 | 01823 | 0.091598 | -1.98996 | 0.103256
Matric English % "-0.22088 0.083894  -0.3053 0.115950 | -2.63281 | 0.046376
MatPt " 0.08873 0.057536  0.2904 0.186218 | 155850 | 0179622

Table 154 — Regression Summary for Dependent VYariable: 2004 AVE % AYOS2

(2003 Comparison Cohort)

R= 09841694 R°= 99683630 Adjusted R?= GB813645

F(11,4)=114 58 p<.00018 Std Error of estimate. 1.0862

N=16 Beta | Std.Err. of Beta B [StdEmofB| t4) | p-level |
Intercept : o 746110 5439886 | 013716 | 0.887534
[ MatPt ! 0.77963 0.085468 | 2.4970 0.27374 | 9.12188 | 0.000801
Overall PTEEP Decile ' -1.71786 0.399927 | -10.3076 2.39966 | -4.29544 | 0.012691
Overall PTEEP Percent ' -0.72347 0.549521 | -08015° 060882 | -1.31655 | 0258357
Matric English % . -0.15428 0113315 | -0.2107 |  0.15474 | -1.36161 | 0.244968
Overall MACH Decile | 0.61296 0.133457 | 3.2387 0.70515 | 4.59296 | 0.010084
Matric Mathematics % | 0.46077 0.059306 | 0.4684 0.06028 | 7.76924 | 0.001480
RE '-0.03205 |  0.045192 | -07148 1.00779 | -0.70928 | 0.517307
Ex-Ed PTEEP Decile | 063325 0157194 | 27705 0.68775 | 4.02844 | 0.015754
 Gender 0.16217 0.049589 | 4.0121 1.22681 | -3.27033 | 0.030780
RC 0.10641 0046553 | 21224 | 092852 | 2.28576 | 0.084249
Overall MACH Percent ~ 0.17142 0.126842 | 0.1049 0.07764 | 1.35145 | 0.247927
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Table 155 — Regression Summary for Dependent Variable: 2005 Ave % AYOS3

{2003 Caompanson Cohart)

 R=.86035671 R*= 74021368 Adjusted R*= 63629515

F4.10)=7 1233 p< 00556 St Error of estimate: 7.0260

N=15 Beta Std.Err. of Beta | B Std.Emr. of B t{10) p-level
Intercept _ : 201 6462 1164168 | 1.73211 0.113927
| Overall PTEEP Decile | -2.33185 1.113415 | -16.1337 7.7128 | -2.094471 0062663
EdCode Old - -0.47789 0.175629 | -15.8229 58151 | -272101 | D.G21523
FacPt | 031220 0.176042 112412 = 0.4268 | 2.90954 | 0.013577
Cwverall PTEEF Percent  -1.93408 1134515 -2.4588 14423 | 1. 70478 0110055

Table 156 — Regression Summary far Dependent Variable: Retention

(2003 Comparison Cohort)
R= 60878453 R= 37061872 Adjusted Ri= 22537690

F(3.13)=2.5517 p<10073 St Error of estmale: 46523 _

N=17 Beta Std.Err. of Beta B Std.Err.of B t13) p-eveal
Intercept ~ 1.706638 0.942666  1.81044 | 0.093292
_ RC -0.310315 0226173 ' -0.323340 0235667  -1.37203 | 0.193258
Gender -0.418013 0232523 - 0505353 ¢ 0281107 -179773 | 0.095474
KMatric Mathematics % | 0 345843 0234853 [0.018B44 0012797 ° 147252 ! 0164872
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AARP vs. UCT Perdformance Matrices

FPRECICTIVE WALIDITY: AARP vs. UCT Performance

hdatrix ' A E
2001 Full Cehort | Top 30% AARP | Battomn 30% AARP
Y| Top 30% UCT 5 (ECP 1) 6 (ECP 3}
| Bottorn 30% UCT 3 [ECE T} 4 (ECF 3}
Matnx. || A E
2002 Full Cohort | Top 30% AARP | Bottom 30% AARE
! Top 30% UCT 11 (ECP 1) 4 [ECR
2| Bottom 30% UCT | 4 (ECPO) 11 (ECP @)
hatrix |11 A 3
2003 Full Cohort | Top 30% AARP | Bottom 30% AARP
Top 30% UCT 9 (ECP 1) 4 [(ECP 2}
21 Bottom 30% UCT | 3 (ECP3) 9 (ECP8)
o atrix W fad :I E
Cohorts Aggregated | Top 30% AARP I. Bottorm 30% AARP
Top 30% UGT 26 (ECP3) : 13 (ECPB)
2 Bottom 30% UCT 10 (ECPE 3) 24 (ECP 21)




Faculty Point vs. UCT Performance Matrices

PREDICTIVE VALIDITY: Faculty Point vs. UCT Performance

Watri W & =
2001 Full Cohort | Top 30% FacPt | Bottom 30% FacPt
'] Top30% UCT 6 (ECPO) 3 (ECP 1)
2| Bottom 30% UCT | 3 (ECPO) 7 (ECP 3
M alrix W1 £ B
2002 Full Cahort | Top 30% FacPt | Bottam 30% FacPt
'l Tep30% UCT | 13 (ECP 1) 2 (ECP1)
“| Bettom 30% UCT | 5 (ECPO) 10 (ECP 9)
Matrix W ) =
2003 Full Cohort | Top 30% FacP! | Bottem 20% FacPt
Top 30% UCT 11 (ECP D) 1 (ECP 1)
2 | Bottom 30% UCT | 1 (ECP 0] 14 (ECP13)

[ Matrix_\;l.ll_- | ) ' .-"-\"\.._. E
Cohorts Combined | Top 30% FacPt | Bottom 30% FacPt
1 Top 30% UCT 30 (ECP 1) 6 (ECP 3)
Z| Bottom 30% UCT 9 (ECF D 31 (ECP 25)




Faculty Point vs. AARFP Performance Matrices

CONCURRENT VALIDITY: Faculty Point vs. AARF Performance

Matrix X A H
2001 Full Cohort Top 30% FacPt | Bottom 30% FacPt
V| Top 30% AARP 8 (ECPO) 2 (ECPD)
Z | Bottom 30% AARP | 3 (ECPD) 8 (ECPB8)
Matnx & & B
2002 Full Cohort | Top 30% FacPt | Bottom 30% FacPt
(1" Tap 30% AARP | 10 (ECP 1) 0 (ECPO)
2 Bottom 30% AARP | O (ECPO) 12 (ECP 12)
Wairiy }'&!. A E
2003 Full Cohort | Top 30% FacPt | Bottom 30% FacPt
" Top 30% AARP 12 (ECPO) 4 (ECP 4)
= Bottam 30% AARP 0 (ECP &) 10 (ECP B)
Matrix X! ) E
Cohorts combined | Top 30% FacPt | Bottom 30% FacPt
| Top30% AARP 30 (ECP 1) 6 (ECP 4
2 | Battom 30% AARP 3 (ECPO) 30 (ECP 28)

DS ARDDDD e Cond SRS
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