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Abstract

Title: Study Efficiency of Quota and Non-Quota Students
Chiangmai University,

Researchers Mr, Tay Chiengchee,

The purposes of this study were attempt to compare the
effects of students' learning achievement between the quota
and non=quota students, and educational waste among those
students of these two groups. The subjects were obtained from
307 quota and 1,522 non~quota students enrolled in B.E, 2519,
The data were collected from official documents and students'
records, T=test and Z—test_were employed to analyze the results

of the data, the study revealed the following:

-1. In general consideration, learning achievement of
the quota students is significantly higher than the non-quota
students especially students from the Faoculties of Medicine,
Agriculture (Department of Agronomy), BEducation (Teaching -
Mathematics, English and French). However, for the time spent
in studying course work of both quota and non-quota students
seem to be the same, |

2s Comparing of educational waste between the quota
and non-quota students; about 5,98 % of non-quota students did
not report to the university after rassing the entrance exam,
The percent of not reporting of non-quota students was éignifi-
cantly higher than the guota students, Loosing of status because

- -



of too low gradé point averagé of both types oflstudents-are
not éignificantly different (2.93 % for quota students aﬁ&
4,60 % for non-guota students). The percent of drdpping oﬁf
of nonmgquota students was signifiﬁantly higher thaﬁ the quota
students (2,28 % for quota and 4,99 % for néh—qﬁbta students).
Looéing of students! status because of having faiied to coﬁ-
bacf fhe university for the non-quota students were signifié
cantly higher than the gquota students (3.26 % for quota and
6.24 % for non-quota students), and finally, there was no
significant difference between both quoté and non-qubta stu-
dents in transfering from one faculty to another faculty =~

(4,56 % for quota and.5.45 % for nomn~quota students),




