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Abstract
The undergraduate admissions in Indonesia’s public universities are interestingly conducted in a two-fold system.
Students are first considered for the merit-based ‘Undangan’ admissions, whereas the test-based admissions are
conducted afterwards. This study aims to discuss the differences of academic performances of students entering
universities through the merit-based and test-based admissions. Our discussion utilizes a comprehensive data of 5,470
freshmen admitted during the period 2001 to 2017 at the Faculty of Economics and Business of Universitas Indonesia.
We observed the differences using regression and matching estimates controlling the students’ characteristics and
demographics. The findings suggest that students admitted through the Undangan system perform generally better.
However, such difference of academic performance diminishes across time. Furthermore, we describe the potential
problems and, at the same time, progress for the country’s education system posed by the phenomenon.
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1. Introduction

The impacts of education, along with the more specific
higher education, on an economy have been well docu-
mented (Avis, 2002; Harris et al., 2004; London, 2006).
Furthermore, the debate on the ideal higher education, if
not the general education, admission system has been on-
going extensively (Zwick, 2004; Julian, 2005). Across the
globe, different systems are implemented in different re-
gions. Higher education institutions in Asia, such as the
ones in Japan, South Korea, and Southeast Asia, gener-
ally consider test-based admission as a preferred proximate.
Meanwhile, similar counterparts in multiple regions of Eu-
rope and North America relies more on a screening process
based admissions1.

This study aims to contribute to the ongoing literature
discussing such notion. More specifically, this study takes
a closer look to Indonesia’s public higher education admis-
sion, due to the distinction the system provides. Indonesian
post-secondary education institutions utilizes an admission
system that incorporates both merit-based and test-based
screening processes, but done separately. Such separation
allows for an intriguing two-stages admission censoring

1European and American higher education institutions admit prospec-
tive students using a screening process. This does not negate the fact that
SAT and/or ACT scores are also required. However, the circumstances
in which the tests are used in the admission process is different from the
ones in countries such as Japan and South Korea. The Asian countries
use admission tests, while the former use the standardized test sores as
consideration in the screening process.

process; with some better details and potential problems
being discussed in latter parts of this study.

In general, public universities in Indonesia admit prospec-
tive students using three separate processes. By their se-
quence, first there is a special admission given to select
few students who excels in the National Science Olympiad
(Olimpiade Sains Nasional). The second admission is the
merit-based screening process, normally referred as Un-
dangan (or, formally as Seleksi Nasional Masuk Perguruan
Tinggi Negeri/SNMPTN). The third admission process that
is done in the latter time period is the test-based admis-
sion process. Nationally, there is the Seleksi Bersama Ma-
suk Perguruan Tinggi Negeri (SBMPTN) that allows the
prospective students to take tests in order to enter any public
university of their choice. There are also test-based admis-
sion processes done by every single public universities, such
as SIMAK by Universitas Indonesia. The scope of this study
revolves on the comparisons of the latter two2.

Between the three admission systems, however, only
two possess relatively more rigid standardizations; the olym-
piad-based and the test-based ones. The winners of the
Olympiads are admitted having gone through a nationally

2This study argues that comparison between the two would be sufficient,
and the omission of the Olympiad-based admission will not cause any loss
of generality. Instead, this study acknowledges that the questions and
standard used for National Science Olympiad are already way above the
high-school level. In fact, questions used are generally on par with the
first-year and second-year of university materials, implicitly implying
the quality of students excelling in the competition and thus given the
admission to public universities are already standardized.
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Table 1. Admission ratio by methods since SNMPTN and SBMPTN split in 2013
2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018

SNMPTN Undangan (merit-based admission) 50% 50% 50% 40% 30% 30%
SBMPTN (nation-wide test-based admission) 30% 30% 30% 30% 30% 30%
University level test-based admissions 20% 20% 20% 30% 40% 40%
Olympiad-based admissions Select few

Source: Compiled by the authors

standardized university-level competitions, while the test-
based admittees similarly undergo a nationally standardized
university-level admissions test. However, the merit-based
(or the Undangan) admittees’ acceptances rely heavily on
the screening process of their high-school scores perfor-
mances, among other criteria.

The Undangan system was formally introduced nation-
ally under the existing SNMPTN (then a test-based admis-
sion) system in 2011, despite being present in the previous
admissions. In 2013, the admission system was finally split
into the current system, i.e. SNMPTN for merit-based ad-
missions and SBMPTN for test-based admissions. Discus-
sions remain rife regarding the effectiveness and necessity
of such admission method, as issues such as inequality and
academic performances of the method remains yet to be
addressed.

Interestingly, the ratio of admitted students across the
admission methods has been facing numerous alterations
across the years. Initially, the merit-based SNPMTN admis-
sion accounts for at least 50 percent of all admitted students
during the period 2013–2015. Meanwhile, the test-based
SBMPTN and university selections3 accounts for 30 per-
cent and 20 percent of all admissions, respectively. In 2016,
the SNMPTN threshold was lowered to 40 percent. It was
further decreased in 2017 into 30 percent. A more compre-
hensive look on the changes across the years are available
in the following Table 1.

Observing such gradual decrease on the merit-based SN-
MPTN admissions, one may question the motives behind
the government’s eagerness in pushing for the test-based
admissions. This study attempts to provide additional in-
sights for this matter. Our results contribute not only to the
classic question of whether the merit-based or test-based stu-
dents are better, but also whether the government’s agenda
is justified under rigorous evaluation.

The importance of this evaluation could not be under-
stated. After all, higher education acts as one of the final
contributors in the development of human capital of a na-
tion. Moreover, in Indonesia, the level of higher education
participation is still relatively low compared to those of
the elementary and secondary education. Figure 1 shows
the comparison. While it could be noted that while gross
enrollment rate for the elementary and secondary educa-
tion are relatively high, the same could not be said of the
post-secondary counterparts. If anything, the stakes for the
universities to admit the objectively best candidates could
not be higher under such low participation.

Furthermore, the feasibility of this evaluation could only
be helped by the country’s public universities’ decision to

3It is important to note that while both are test-based admissions,
SBMPTN is the nation-wide admission process, while university selections
are conducted by each university.

use online-based academic grading and information system.
For instance, Universitas Indonesia, one of the country’s
public universities, uses a system called SIAK NG (or Sis-
tem Informasi Akademik Next Generation) as its online
academic information system. Such system allows for the
availability of a vast richness of individual-level data of
the university students’ academic performance, along with
information on their admission process and demographics.

Despite its importance, however, there is little to none
literature covering such topic in the country. While this
could be attributed to the country’s lack of academic pub-
lications on such discussions and the Undangan system’s
recent reenactment in 2011, this study argues that the ear-
lier expositions has reiterated the need for such investiga-
tion. This reasoning gives the grounds for the study to be
conducted, with the hopes that better inferences and im-
plications could be observed by future policymakers and
practitioners alike.

This study’s aim is generally to investigate the effective-
ness of the merit-based, Undangan admission system by
comparing the academic performance of university students
admitted through Undangan and test-based admission. In
short, this study is broken into five parts. The first and ongo-
ing part is the background of the study. Second, a literature
review of similar previously conducted studies is included.
The third section covers the methodologies used in the study.
Results and discussions are presented in the fourth section.
The fifth and final section consists of policy recommenda-
tions and concluding remarks. Limitations faced by this
study are also present in the last part.

2. Literature Review

As previously mentioned, the presence of Indonesia-based
literature covering the topic is limited. However, compar-
isons between the merit-based and test-based admissions,
while not exactly similar to the Undangan and SBMPTN sys-
tems, have been conducted across the globe. For instance,
numerous studies have conducted such comparisons be-
tween the SAT and high-school records in the United States.
It is crucial to note that the American admission system
is mainly through a screening process, unlike the process
conducted in Indonesia. Despite that, students are still re-
quired to include SAT scores and high-school records for
the screening, thus the two are instead evaluated on how
good they are as predictors of university-level academic
performance.

There has been a significant body of literature suggest-
ing that both SAT scores and high-school records are strong
predictors of post-secondary academic performance (Astin
et al., 1987; Camara and Echternacht, 2000; Fleming, 2002;
Kim, 2002; Moffat, 1993; Ramist et al., 1994; Synder et
al., 2003; Tross et al., 2000; Waugh et al., 1994; Wolfe and
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Figure 1. Gross Enrollment Rate in Indonesia (in percentage), 1994-2017
Source: Badan Pusat Statistik (BPS)

Johnson, 1995). As this study aims to make comparisons
between the two, however, previous studies pointing either
system to be the better predictor will be discussed more
thoroughly.

Hoffman and Lowitzki (2005) used a sample of 522 mi-
nority students attending a predominantly White Lutheran
university in Northwestern United States. The two discov-
ered that high-school records were generally the better pre-
dictor of academic performance than SAT scores. Another
study using the academic performance data of freshmen
from the Iowa State University and the Cooperative Institu-
tional Research Program (CIRP) data also found that high
school rank, among others, was strongly related to academic
performance (Zheng et al., 2002).

Similarly, Geiser and Studley (2002) found conforming
results from a sample of 80,000 students of the University of
California. The study demonstrated that high-school grade
point average (HSGPA) was the best predictor of the stu-
dents’ freshman grades. A follow-up study was conducted
by Geiser and Santelices (2007) to further see the relation-
ship in a longer time period. Similarly, HSGPA was found to
consistently be the best predictor of the students’ academic
performance in a four-year college period. Interestingly, the
predictive weight increases as students progress into their
sophomore year and beyond. Numerous other studies in the
body of literature reported similar findings (Hoffman, 2002;
Lawlor et al., 1997; Munro, 1981).

Results suggesting the contrary are also present. In an
evaluation on the specific case of postgraduate medical
school admission, Julian (2005) showed that standardized
test scores are twice the better predictor of the admitted stu-
dents’ performance compared to their GPA in their previous
education. Zwick and Sklar (2005) also reported in their
study that standardized test scores are better predictor for
the Hispanic and white students in the sample. Meanwhile,
Noble and Sawyer (2004) mentioned a similar finding, in
which ACT score was proved to be more effective in pre-
dicting the success of first-year GPA levels.

The predictive validity of demographic (Berger, 1997;
Betts and Morell, 1998; Elkins et al., 1998; Pascarella et
al., 1989; Pike et al., 1997), psychosocial (Nisbet et al.,
1982; White and Sedlacek, 1986), and other factors (Astin,

1993; Hickman et al., 2000; House, 1996; Pascarella, 1985;
Sandefur and Wells, 1999; Ting and Robinson, 1998; Tinto,
1993; Zalaquett, 1999), while not in the focus of this study,
are covered by numerous other studies.

In summary, existing literature has demonstrated evi-
dences of strong predictive validity of the two variables
being compared, standardized test scores and high school
records, towards university-level academic performance.
The question on which one is the better predictor, however,
still needs further research to be thoroughly addressed. As
mentioned in the previous section, this study aims to con-
tribute to the ongoing expansion of literature covering the
topic. Taking the specific case of Indonesia as the focus,
the results of this study are hoped to provide additional
insights both to the relevant practitioners and policymakers
in the country and the general public concerned about the
discussion.

3. Methodology

3.1 Data and Sample
This study uses the data from the SIAK-NG (Sistem Infor-
masi Akademik Next Generation), consisting of the aca-
demic, demographic, and admission system information of
the students. The sample is all the admitted University of
Indonesia’s faculty of economics regular students (FEB UI)
since 2001. More specifically, it includes students across 17
batches; from those admitted in 2001 up to those in 2017.
In total, there are approximately 5,470 students analyzed.

3.2 Data Analysis
There are three steps of statistical inferences used in this
study. First, to see the overall difference between the aca-
demic performances of the Undangan (merit-based) and
test-based admittees, the study uses a simple significance of
difference test between the two population. Secondly, this
study attempts to disentangle the effects between the control
variables and the variables in focus of the discussion by util-
ising regression analysis. The final step is the inclusion of
a propensity score matching (PSM) analysis. PSM is used
to further see the differences of academic performance not
only in general, but also between the admitted students that
are similar in characteristics and demographics.
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3.3 Significance of Differences Testing
The first analysis is straightforward. Controlling the ad-
mission process of the students, the study classifies them
into two populations, which are the test-based and merit-
based population. T-statistics differences testing is used to
determine whether the two populations differ in academic
performance. The hypotheses used are as follow:

H0 : x̄Undangan admittees ≤ x̄test-based admittees
Ha : x̄Undangan admittees > x̄test-based admittees

Such hypotheses are chosen due to the sequence of
which the admission process is conducted. The Undangan
admission is done earlier, leaving the rejected and the inel-
igible (supposedly the “inferior” students) to compete for
the remaining spots in the test-based admissions.

3.4 Estimation using Regression
In this part of the study, an ordinary least-square regression
is utilized. The econometric model used is as follow:

GPA = β0 +β1Undangan+δiX

Where: GPA is the grade point average; Undangan is a
dummy variable of admission process (1 = admitted through
Undangan); and X is a vector of control variables.

As well as being a proxy of academic performance, the
grade point average (GPA) is used as the dependent variable.
Undangan is a dummy variable denoting the admission pro-
cess each student has gone through; a value of 1 implying
an entry by Undangan system, with a value of zero sug-
gesting the otherwise. X is a vector of control variables that
are gathered from the SIAK-NG database. These variables
include gender, major (e.g. accounting, management, and
economics), parents’ income, parents’ education, and high-
school major.

H0 : β1 ≤ 0; Undangan admittees perform relatively worse
or at most equally
Ha : β1 > 0; Undangan admittees perform relatively better

Similar to the previous section, in accordance to the
focus of the study, the above hypotheses are the relevant for
policy evaluation. The significance of other control variables
are also considered and discussed.

3.5 Estimation using Propensity Score Matching
The last analysis used is a propensity score matching (Rosen-
baum and Rubin, 1983). While the method is generally used
for establishing the extent of differences following an in-
tervention on one population, this study argues that the
required conditions and circumstances hold for the compar-
ison. In fact, the data this study encounter comply strongly
to the assumptions a good PSM method is conducted under.
For instance, the “treatment” (in this case the Undangan
process) causes absolutely no spill-over effect to the “un-
treated” (the population not admitted through Undangan),
which is supposedly very difficult to be even be minimized.
The rationale of using the method is also reasonable, as PSM
enables inferences to be made between different admittees
possessing similar characteristics.

First, the probability propensity score (PPS) is defined
as:

p(x) = P(Undangan = 1|x)

Under the independence assumption, the effects of Un-
dangan on academic performance is identified as follow:

E[GPA1−GPA0|p(x)] = E[GPA|Undangan = 1, p(x)]−
E[GPA|Undangan = 0, p(x)]

Taking the average over the distribution of PPS in the
students admitted through Undangan, the average treatment
effect of the treated are defined as follow:

AT EPSM
1 = E{E[GPA|Undangan = 1, p(x)]−

E[GPA|Undangan = 0, p(x)]|Undangan = 1}

The estimation of the PPS are conducted using probit
between the Undangan dummy and the control variables
that are used to make the pairwise matching. In total, we es-
timate five models; the first using the overall data, while the
others use clustered data for every 4 years. We do so to min-
imize the possibility of biased inferences due to changing
scoring standards across time.

4. Results and Discussions

4.1 Data and Sample Description
In total, we gather a sample of 5,470 students across 17
batches of admissions into the Faculty of Economics and
Business (FEB UI) from 2001 to 2017. Such pool of stu-
dents is obtained from the online academic performance
depository of Universitas Indonesia, the top-ranked uni-
versity in Indonesia during the writing of this study. The
average grade point average (GPA), our main dependent
variable, is at 3.33 out of 4. Students admitted through the
Undangan method stand at roughly 28 percent of the sample.
Meanwhile, 43 percent are male students and 48 percent
originate from science major during high schools4.

We would then proceed to describe the distribution of
GPA as we classify the students based on the control vari-
ables. In particular, we are interested to see the distribution
of the Undangan and non-Undangan students across de-
partments, genders, parents’ educational levels, and parents’
income levels.

Generally, the distribution of Undangan students and
gender are evenly matched. Noticeably, when classifying
by departments, parental income, and parental education,
certain concentrations are present. Observing Figures 2 to
6, the sample is more concentrated in the accounting and
management departments. Most of the students are also
concentrated in the second income classification, i.e. having
parents with monthly income of Rp 1 Million up to Rp 6
Million. Similar to mother’s education level, the distribution
of students’ father’s education level is concentrated in the
secondary and post-secondary classifications.

Next, we proceed to specifically observe the differences
of academic performance while controlling several control
variables. Particularly, the control variables of interest are

4Indonesia’s secondary education system is divided into two concentra-
tions i.e. the science and social science majors.
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departments, gender, science or social science high school
major, parental income, and parental education. Observing
Figures 7 to 12, it is clear that generally the Undangan
students perform better.

While the preliminary explorations in our study sug-
gest that students admitted through the prior, merit-based
intake system are superior, we will delve further into the dis-
cussions by dissecting the performance differences across
time. Comparing the two populations with simple t-tests,
we obtain Table 3.

Before taking inferences, it is important to note that the
low number of Undangan students in the early 2000’s is due
to allocation matters. As the time progresses, more quota is
given for such admission method. However, an intriguing
pattern is arguably present in the above table. Undangan
students in the 2006 to 2010 intake performed under peak
superiority. More recent intakes, however, do not display
such stark difference.

4.2 Regression Estimates
We further investigate above mentioned trends in this sec-
tion. Similar to Table 3, we attempt to observe whether
such difference exists while incorporating several control
variables using least-squares regression estimates. The re-
gressions are done once for each year, topped with estimates
from the pooled data. The estimates are presented in Table
4.

In the above table, we could notice a similar pattern
to the one we observed in Table 2. Generally, there was a
stint of superiority period owned by the Undangan students
compared to the others, from the 2006 to 2009 intakes.
However, in the recent intakes, differences diminished. We
shall discuss the findings more thoroughly in one of the
upcoming sections.

4.3 Matching Estimates
Delving deeper, we attempt to see whether students with
similar characteristics perform differently if compared be-
tween their admission methods, i.e. the Undangan and non-
Undangan admission. Particularly, we matched the students
controlling their parents’ education level, high school major,
parents’ income level, gender, religions, and departments.
As mentioned before, we utilized 5 models; one for each
four (and five) years cluster, and one for the pooled data.
Table 5 presents the results.

A rather similar outcome is observed – the Undangan
students perform better generally. However, as we noted in
the previous estimations, such superiority decreased over
time. Such notion is observable by comparing estimations
(2) to (5). The effects decrease, so did the significance levels.

4.4 Post-estimation Checks
Here, we briefly describe the post-estimation measures we
conducted in assessing the models and methodologies that
we used. First, we checked the correlations between inde-
pendent variables to see whether any alarming degree of
multicollinearity occurs. Figure 13 visualizes the correlation
matrix.

Mostly, correlations between variables are mild. No-
table figures are observable between the departments and

parents’ education levels. Interaction variables also, expect-
edly, show correlations between each other. However, after
independently conducting subset regressions, we deem the
current model is explainable enough as no significant differ-
ences (e.g. significance or sign changes) is noted.

As for the matching methods, we also check for any
violation on the overlap assumption graphically. That is, we
are interested to see whether there is any notable subset of
students with non-positive probability of receiving treatment
(being an Undangan student in our case). The results are
shown in Figures 14 to 18.

Generally, we deem the assumptions to not be violated.
Neither of the common support graphs above depict too
much probability near the extremes, while almost all the
regions are within the overlapping masses.

5. Discussions

In this section, we discuss the above findings in more detail.
Regarding the main dependent variable, students admit-
ted through the Undangan method are better academically.
However, the difference diminishes across time, as the fig-
ures peaked on the 2006 to 2009 intakes. The results are
consistent throughout all the inferential estimates mentioned
above. This could bring important implications for the re-
lated policymakers. Undangan has proven to be a good
measure to admit the better students; however, the effec-
tiveness of such method has not been showing encouraging
signs of late. With the government tinkering with the alloca-
tions every year, the above results may provide additional
input.

One of the explanations to the results we gathered is
the possibility that the schools with better accreditations
(which are earned by having more students admitted) to be
sending their barely adequate students to the universities
through the Undangan method. To some extent, that points
to the complacency of the schools. With our findings, such
occurrence is very much possible; however, further studies
are needed to be conducted to see whether such specific
case holds. The figures in our yearly estimates suggest so, if
we are to assume that the ‘number of alumni’ criteria to be
one of the main determinants of the Undangan admission.

Noticeably, the screening process could possibly be
hampered by a massive asymmetry of information between
the agents involved. The admissions committee could only
observe the scores submitted by schools with high variabil-
ity of grading standards. While unlikely, the possibility for a
genius prospective student in a school where obtaining high
grades to not be admitted while a relatively inferior student
in a similarly ranked school where getting good scores is
easier is accepted is present.

Problems may also occur due to the presence of Undan-
gan system’s selection criteria such as numbers of alumni
from the same school admitted and their performance in
their respective universities. Universities are faced with the
asymmetry of information, and such criteria would only
hinder the lesser schools getting any chance. Such condi-
tion amplifies the scope of the problem, possibly becoming
an admission process burdened by a cycle of bounded ra-
tionality as the criteria are used in a yearly basis. All the
previously mentioned problems’ existence, however, could
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only be determined by conducting a large-scale evaluation.
Another potential explanation is the possibility of moral

hazard issue in score reporting (e.g., dishonest score sub-
mission, undeserved mark-ups of scores) for the schools
to get their students admitted, thus giving an even better
reputation for the school. While the claim itself is bold, it
might be another explanation as to why the difference of
academic performance has been diminishing between the
Undangan and non-Undangan students. Further researches
are required, obviously, and investigative studies would be
beneficial for the related policymakers and stakeholders in
assessing the claim.

Even under the bold assumption that the grading among
schools nationally are of similar standards, the incentives
for the schools to grade justly are still arguably low. A sim-
ple principal agent problem could be observed, in which the
efforts of the schools (agents) to grade and report justly to
the universities and admission committees (principal) may
not be optimal, especially given that the nomination pro-
cess is unobservable. The previously mentioned competition
among schools may also shift their incentives, discouraging
them to report a more objective, separating signalling of
their students’ academic performance.

It is crucial to note that the earlier expositions are not to
scrutinize the practice of the existing system, but rather to
give a vivid explanation on why this study argues that the
standardization in particular admission system is relatively
weaker. Noticeably, our results suggest that its competitive-
ness has also been decreasing across the years. We argue
that such asymmetry of information, along with the appar-
ent incentives of the schools to not make such separating
signaling, may force the universities to admit students under
a bounded rationality condition.

In short, there is a possibility that the Undangan admis-
sion method did admit the best students during its ‘peak’
period of students in 2006 to 2009. Rightly so, such per-
formance may encourage the government to formalize the
nation-wide merit-based system in 2011, and further in
2013, to admit an even bigger portion of students with this
‘proven’ method. When enacted massively, however, the ef-
fectiveness was hindered by the possible cycles of principal-
agent problems we described above. With the problems
continuously occurring in a yearly basis, the effects are mul-
tiplied as the number of alumni and accreditations criteria
are considered to be admitted through Undangan. Further
research is needed, inevitably, to confirm the validity of the
explanations.

The complete opposite of the above problems is pos-
sible, of course. The diminishing differences between the
academic performance of Undangan and non-Undangan
students might also be caused by the increasing standards
and competitions between the students at high school level.
Assuming so, there is a higher possibility that even if a
student is not accepted in the Undangan stage, she is still
a student decent enough to compete with the Undangan-
admitted students in her school. She would then proceed
to take the test-based admissions successfully and perform
well in the university level. Either way, the result provides
sound justification for the government’s move of reducing
the number of students admitted through the SNMPTN Un-
dangan method.

Several other interesting inferences could be noted too
from the above results. We could see that, predictably, par-
ents’ income level is a significant predictor. Sporadically,
several intakes show that students coming from wealthier
families tend to do better academically. This finding con-
tributes into the literature regarding the relationship between
the two aspects. However, when we attempted to conduct
estimations using the income and Undangan interaction, the
results were insignificant.

In line with the previous literature, female students per-
form better academically. Across all the intakes, female
students significantly outperformed their male colleagues.
Interestingly, when we look at the gender and Undangan
interaction variable, the results are reversed. In several in-
takes, it is shown that the male students perform better if
they are admitted through Undangan. As we observe such
differences across the departments, the results suggest that
student scores across departments are rather similar.

Furthermore, students originating from science major at
high schools are also shown to perform better, consistently.
The finding contributes in the lengthy discussions of high
school majors in Indonesia, as for decades the science major
has been touted as the ‘holy grail’ between the two (science
and social science major). Empirical results suggest that
such view is, so far, justified to some degree. Interestingly,
as we interact the variable with Undangan, the results are
mixed. Before the 2008 intake, the estimates are generally
insignificant. After that, the estimates show positive growth
indicating the possible, academically proven superiority of
the science major to exist.

Another interesting finding is noted if we consider the
parents’ educational level’s role on determining academic
performance. Negative, significant relationships are recorded
sporadically, implying that students whose parents are less
educated perform better. The occurrence contributes to the
mixed line of researches regarding the notion, as several
show similar relationships while others suggest otherwise.
If the phenomenon is generalizable, we could argue that
it probably occurs because the students with such parents
are more determined to change the lives of their family and
their future.

6. Concluding Remarks

Educational achievements and their determinants are always
a complex matter. Our study contributes to the discussion
by providing rigorous and thorough exploration of some
further evidence from Indonesia’s higher education. We ar-
gue that our sample depict a rather unique case in which the
merit-based and test-based admissions are done completely
in a separate manner. Furthermore, the merit-based admis-
sions are done prior to the test-based admissions, calling for
evaluations whether such system would be justified.

Results suggest that the students admitted through the
merit-based admission system (Undangan) perform gen-
erally better than those admitted through the test-based
system, despite such superiority diminishing across time.
To some degree, our findings justify the government’s move
to reduce the number of merit-based admitted students of
late. It is important to note, however, that the above results
are gathered from a very specific faculty in one of Indone-
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sia’s leading universities. Further studies with an even larger
sample would be beneficial and necessary, if we are to see
whether the occurrences above also happen at the national
level.

More studies conducted in a more qualitative and inves-
tigative manner are also welcomed. As we described above,
the reasoning as to why the differences diminished in recent
years calls for further investigations. Finally, we hope that
the above results may help the related policymakers and
stakeholders to not only get a better understanding of the
higher education system, but also make the relevant policies
necessary to make the institution better.
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Appendix

Table 2. Descriptive Statistics of Main Variables
n Mean S.D. Min Q1 Median Q3 Max

Grade Point Average 5,470 3.33 0.31 2 3.12 3.34 3.57 4
Undangan 5,470 0.28
Male 5,470 0.43
Science Major in High School 5,470 0.48

Source: Calculated by the authors

Table 3. Grade Point Average Differences between Undangan and non-Undangan Student of FEB UI 2001-2017
Batch Admission N Mean GPA t p-value

2001 Non-Undangan 268 3.09 -2.12** 0.02
Undangan 24 3.25

2002 Non-Undangan 408 3.08 -3.15*** 0.00
Undangan 36 3.3

2003 Non-Undangan 148 3.09 -4.58*** 0.00
Undangan 18 3.41

2004 Non-Undangan 168 3.17 -0.67 0.26
Undangan 20 3.22

2005 Non-Undangan 276 3.24 -0.11 0.46
Undangan 21 3.25

2006 Non-Undangan 203 3.22 -4.32*** 0.00
Undangan 55 3.39

2007 Non-Undangan 307 3.27 -6.67*** 0.00
Undangan 49 3.51

2008 Non-Undangan 375 3.26 -6.97*** 0.00
Undangan 43 3.49

2009 Non-Undangan 352 3.28 -5.91*** 0.00
Undangan 60 3.5

2010 Non-Undangan 252 3.33 -3.65*** 0.00
Undangan 90 3.44

2011 Non-Undangan 134 3.36 -0.47 0.32
Undangan 250 3.37

2012 Non-Undangan 184 3.41 -2.01** 0.02
Undangan 176 3.47

2013 Non-Undangan 145 3.44 -0.87 0.19
Undangan 163 3.46

2014 Non-Undangan 147 3.41 -3.35*** 0.00
Undangan 133 3.5

2015 Non-Undangan 135 3.43 -1.28 0.10
Undangan 148 3.47

2016 Non-Undangan 189 3.41 -1.23 0.11
Undangan 132 3.45

2017 Non-Undangan 239 3.61 -2.50** 0.01
Undangan 122 3.67

Source: Calculated by the authors
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Table 5. Propensity-Score Matching Model of Undangan Status Effect on Academic Performance of FEB UI students
2001–2017

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
Propensity-Score Matching Model All 2001–2004 2005–2008 2009–2012 2013–2017

Treatment dependent: Undangan 0.176*** 0.212*** 0.181*** 0.136*** 0.0424**
(0.0142) (0.0455) (0.0223) (0.0180) (0.0174)

Observations 5,470 1,090 1,329 1,498 1,553

Standard errors in parentheses
*** p¡0.01, ** p¡0.05, * p¡0.1

Figure 2. Undangan and non-Undangan Admitted Students Distribution across Departments
Source: Calculated by the authors

Figure 3. Undangan and non-Undangan Distribution across Different Parents’ Income Levels
Source: Calculated by the authors
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Figure 4. Undangan and non-Undangan Admitted Students Distribution by High School Major
Source: Calculated by the authors

Figure 5. Undangan and non-Undangan Admitted Students Distribution across Different Parents’ Educational Levels
Source: Calculated by the authors
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Figure 6. Undangan and non-Undangan Admitted Students Distribution across Different Parents’ Educational Levels
Source: Calculated by the authors

Figure 7. Grade Point Average Distribution between Undangan and non-Undangan Students by Gender and High School Major
Source: Calculated by the authors
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Figure 8. Grade Point Average Distribution between Undangan and non-Undangan Students by Gender and High School Major
Source: Calculated by the authors

Figure 9. Grade Point Average Distribution between Undangan and non-Undangan Students by Departments
Source: Calculated by the authors
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Figure 10. Grade Point Average Distribution between Undangan and non-Undangan Students by Parental Income Level
Source: Calculated by the authors

Figure 11. Grade Point Average Distribution between Undangan and non-Undangan Students by Parents’ Educational Level
Source: Calculated by the authors
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Figure 12. Grade Point Average Distribution between Undangan and non-Undangan Students by Parents’ Educational Level
Source: Calculated by the authors

Figure 13. Correlation Matrix between the Independent Variables
Source: Calculated by the authors
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Figure 14. Grade Point Average Distribution between Undangan and non-Undangan Students by Gender and High School
Major

Source: Calculated by the authors

Figure 15. Grade Point Average Distribution between Undangan and non-Undangan Students by Gender and High School
Major

Source: Calculated by the authors

Figure 16. Grade Point Average Distribution between Undangan and non-Undangan Students by Gender and High School
Major

Source: Calculated by the authors
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Figure 17. Grade Point Average Distribution between Undangan and non-Undangan Students by Gender and High School
Major

Source: Calculated by the authors

Figure 18. Grade Point Average Distribution between Undangan and non-Undangan Students by Gender and High School
Major

Source: Calculated by the authors

LPEM-FEB UI Working Paper 032, February 2019



Gedung LPEM FEB UI 
Jl. Salemba Raya No. 4, Jakarta 10430 
Phone : +62-21 3143177 ext. 621/623; 
Fax    : +62-21 3907235/31934310
Web  : http://www.lpem.org/category/publikasi/workingppers/


	1: depan
	2: editorial
	3: blkg

