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Since 1971 the University of New England (U.N.E.) has
offered places to a considerable number of final year
secondary school students on the basis of a report
received from their school. To be eligible to apply for
admission under this scheme (known as the Project
of Admission on the Basis of Principals' Reports) the
student must be attending a school in one of the
areas participating in the scheme — currently the
North Coast, the North West, and the Western Area
Directorates of the New South Wales Department of
Education, the Darling Downs Region of Queensland,
the A.C.T. and the Northern Territory. If a student
within these localities wishes to be considered for
entry to U.N.E. through this project he applies for
admission through his school and his principal is
asked to provide an assessment of his academic and
personal qualities relative to others of his age.
Applications under this scheme are considered by
U.N.E. in September each year and if a candidate is
successful he will receive an offer of admission long
before his Higher School Certificate Examination
result is known. If an applicant is not offered
admission under this scheme he will automatically be
reconsidered when his matriculation results are
received early in January.

This report examines the subsequent academic
performances of students who were admitted to
U.N.E. on the basis of a Principals’ Report (P.R.)
during the years 1972 and 1973 — the first two years
of this admission scheme. As only the cream of
applicants were admitted under the P.R. scheme in
these years it would be expected that if the
principals’ ratings were valid then the successful
students should have performed appreciably better
at both the appropriate H.S.C. examination and
subsequently at U.N.E. than other students.

The 1972 Intake
The 1972 internal, undergraduate, first-year intake
could be divided into three groups:

Table 1

+ those admitted under the Principal's Report
Scheme,

* those about whom reports were received but who
were admitted on the basis of H.S.C. marks,

s those about whom no reports were received.

H.S.C. Performance. The relative H.S.C. aggregates
are shown in Table 1.

It is clear that the successful P.R. applicants did
perform on the average well above the other
students. (Statistically the analysis of variance test
for equality of group means is significant Fages =
44.3, p < .05).

U.N.E. Progress. The 1972 intake of students who
were enrolled in three year courses would have
qualified to graduate at the 1974 Annual
Examinations if they had completed their courses in
minimum time. For these students qualifying at the
1975 examinations would represent taking minimum
+ 1 year to complete their courses. Thus the
progress of the 1972 intake studying three year
courses could be classified as:

graduated in minimum time,

graduated in minimum + 1 year,

have not graduated but still continuing,

have not graduated and have discontinued.
The second of these categories is not yet applicable
to those 1972 intake students studying four year or
concurrent courses. The academic progress of the
1972 intake is shown in Table 2 and 3. The successful
P.R. entrants have performed slightly better at U.N.E.
than the unsuccessful P.R. students but much better
than the other students.

The 1973 Intake

As a list of unsuccessful P.R. applicants was not
available for this group the 1973 intake could only be
divided into two groups — those who were
successful P.R. applicants and those who were
admitted to U.N.E. by some other criteria.

Mean H.S.C. Aggregates of 1972 Intake

N Mean H.S.C. Mark
Admitted under P.R. scheme 161 580.1
Report submitted but H.S.C. entrant 184 524.8
No report submitted 356 470.8
TOTAL 701 510.1
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Table 2

Academic Progress of 1972 First Year Internal Undergraduates

Graduated in

Graduated in Not Not

minimum time minimum + 1 Completed Continuing
Admitted under P.R. scheme
M F T M F T M F M E i i
3year course 28 62 90 6 4 10 4 7 1 15 15 30
4 year course 3 4 7 - - - 0 1 1 0 0 0
Concurrent course 5 0 5 - - - 4 3 T 0 0 0
Report submitted but H.S.C. entrant
3yearcourse 40 46 86 1 2 13 27 17 44
4 year course - - - - - - 0 0 0 3 0 3
Concurrent course 8 0 8 - - - 15 6 21 0 0 0
No Principals’ report
3 year course 50 48 98 14 8 22 16 14 30 68 32 100
4 year course 31 4 35 - - - 15 1 16 26 5§ 3
Concurrent course 7 0 7 - - - 12 5 17 0 0 0
Table 3
Academic Progress of 1972 Intake (Expressed as Percentage)
Graduated in Graduated in Not Not
minimum time minimum + 1 Completed Continuing
Admitted under P.R. scheme
M F £ M F T M F it M F i
3 year course 528 705 638 113 45 71 75 80 7.8 283 17.0 211
4 year course 1000 80.0 875 00 00 00 00 200 125 00 0.0 00
Concurrent course 565 00 417 00 00 00 4441000 583 00 00 0.0
Report submitted but H.S.C. entrant
3 year course 471 686 566 82 30 59 129 30 86 318 254 289
4 year course 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 0.0 1000 0.0100.0
Concurrent course 348 00 276 00 00 0.0 6521000 724 00 0.0 00
No Principals’ report
3year course 338 471 392 95 78 88 108 137 120 459 314 400
4 year course 431 400 427 00 00 0.0 208 100 195 36.1 500 378
Concurrent course 368 00 292 00 00 0.0 6321000 708 00 0.0 00

H.S.C. Performance. The H.S.C. aggregates of these
students are shown in Table 4. The majority of
successful P.R. applicants clearly performed well

Table 4

Mean H.S.C. Aggregates of 1973 Intake

above the level of the other students. (Statistically
the difference between the two groups is significant:
t = 11.2,794d.f., p < .01).

N Mean H.S.C. Mark
Admitted under P.R. scheme 159 565.1
Not admitted under P.R. scheme 637 504.8
TOTAL 796 516.9
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U.N.E. Progress. The academic progress of the 1973 much higher rate (63.5%) than the other entrants STU DENT ATT'TU DE To DEFERMENT OF ENTRY TO THE

intake is shown in Tables 5 and 6. The P.R. entrants (35.7%).

enrolled in three year courses have graduated at a UN'VERSITY OF NEw ENG LAND
David Watkins™

Table 5
In 1973 the University of New England (U.N.E.), at the Clearly the great majority of those subjects who
Academic Progress of 1973 Intake request of the U.N.E. Student's Representative currently attend U.N.E. had deferred their enrolment
. N [ Council, instituted a policy which allowed students at least partly because they wanted a break from
Graduated in Not C°t - offered enrolment as internal undergraduates to academic work. They usually also stated that they
minimum time Completed oaunuIng apply for deferment of their entry to university. At wanted some experience of the outside world or that
Admitted under P.R. scheme that time the two principal criteria for granting they were unsure of what they wanted to do. A typical
M F - M F T M E T deferment were financial hardship and level of response was:
maturity. The first year of the scheme saw 57 A number of factors influenced my decision to defer
3 year course 25 60 85 " 17 28 15 6 2 applications for deferment. Of this number 35 were enrolment. Firstly | wanted experiences outside an
4 year course - - - 9 3 12 4 1 5 actually granted deferment. educational institution. | wanted to experience
Concurrent course - - 4 6 10 0 0 0 o different stimuli to see if my opinions and attitudes
Following the apparent success of this pilot scheme would change. | very much wanted a break from study
Other entrants it was recommended that all persons offered and learning as | was developing a negative approach
80 86 166 93 48 141 104 54 158 \ enrolments for 1975 be granted deferment if they so to schooling etc. Then again | was completely
3year course - ” 84 14 98 52 9 61 | wished. This po“cy resulted in 216 deferments be|ng undecid‘ed on what course to do and the type of
4 year course : B - s e s 3 0 3 ‘ sought that year. It was clear that the possible career I'd Illfe. t.astly | I':jad an opportunity to travel
Concurrent course ‘ advantages of deferment were being realised by more ovarseas whichlaccepted.
‘ and more young people. The respondgms who had further dgferred their entry
This paper presents the results of a mail survey of the = U.N.E.dximtnl 197; wbere alao often |nrf’|u'er:jcec|| ?y the
77 students who sought and were granted deferment rela:gns scussel ROV oufvaver,dt ol e?. 0N itc:
of their entry to U.N.E. in 1975 and who either came to :;cl:t orr:an v;szi‘?or:oﬁsla:v:r taenuarl::r ;? m':;nﬁ aad
Table 6 U.N.E. in 1976 (N=28) or deferred their entry one e Rl Bl wnbislhr Ry
more year (= 49). Repies were receied from 43 of U550 deferment a securly i case her st cholce
asaP ntage this sample which represents a response rate of . )
g A R e, 62.3%. As is to be expected a much higher response res:)::ii:lld\:;?r.nem as | was unsure of the decision |
Graduated in Not Not rate was obtained from those students currently was making to go to College instead of University and
minimum time Completed Continuing {ast;e“"g';‘g U.N.E. (78.6%) than for the other group thought it an excellent opportunity if for some reason
-17%). I didn’t like College. You feel less pressured and free
Admitted under P.R. scheme M . T M £ T M F T to really decide if you like your present area of study,
3year course 490 723 635 | 216 205 209 | 294 72 157 Reasans for sssking deferment gy T ROV IEtpportiniy 1 g0 1S
4 year course 0.0 0.0 0.0 £9.2 75.0 705 | 308 25.0 20.4 The subjects were first asked to answer the question
i ; i 100.0  100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 “Why did you seek deferment?". The responses were
Concurrent course 0.0 0.0 0.0 | 100.0 00. classified into categories and the frequency with #‘asdol‘erm;nuhorlghi decigion? . ' "
Other entrants which each reason was provided is shown in the table h‘f resparn Ien:ls wen u;a;mrnous 'R agreeing that
2 357 | 338 255 303 |378 287 340 below. An average of about two reasons per subject ;-'elr original; & fourc‘:e to de edr‘dwas ! eUt;logeg:t ;:gn?eé
iyear course 23.3 43.0 sl g HoNuS B =5 was given. owever, two of those who did enter U.N.E. in
year course i 2 J ‘ . A . . -
Concurrent course 0.0 0.0 0.0 80.0 100.0 88.0 | 20.0 0.0 12.0 Table 1
Frequency of Reasons given for Seeking Deferment
Subjects at U.N.E. Subjects still
in 1976 (N = 22 deferring (N = 26)
Conclusions other students both in the HS.C. and at U.N.E. Reason Frequency ( Perce)ntage Frequency Percentage
It is clear that in the first two years of the Principals’ examinations. This finding supports the validity of
Report Scheme students who were admitted under the Principals’ Report as a method of assessing unsure of what | wanted to do 10 45.5 12 46.2
this policy tended to perform appreciably better than suitability for tertiary study. needed a break from school 17 773 9 346
| wanted some experience of outside world 12 54.6 9 3486
wanted more money 3 136 8 30.8
as “"back-stop" to first choice 0 0.0 7 26.9
to repeat school 1 46 1 39
to help run family property 2 9.1 0 0.0
*Educational Research Unit, University of New England.
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