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Abstract 

 

JANJIĆ, Nina, Svjetlana CVIJIĆ: An analysis of student success at Faculty of Biology and Ecology in 

Banja Luka depending on their prior knowledge gained in high school [University in Banja Luka, Faculty 

of Sciences and Matematics, Mladena Stojanovića 2, 78000 Banja Luka, Republic of Srpska, Bosnia and 
Herzegovina] 

The purpose of this paper is to show to what extent the knowledge gained in technical high 

schools has impact on undergraduates of biology and ecology at the University of Banja Luka. We 

conclude that the gained knowledge has a positive impact on the achievement of the biology students, but 

not on the students of ecology and environmental studies. The reason for these results lies in the fact that 

ecology is a multidisciplinary science, and students have subject they didn't encountered in high scools. 

This implies that knowledge gained in high schools doesn't have a significant impact on the success of 

undergraduates. 
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