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palavras-chave 
 

Apoio financeiro aos alunos, Políticas governamentais, Administrador dos 
serviços de acção social, Ensino Superior, Tailândia 

resumo 
 
 

Este estudo procura analisar as percepções dos administradores de acção 
social em relação às políticas de apoio financeiro aos alunos, nomeadamente: 
“Government Scholarship Schemes, Student Loan Fund Schema (SLF) e 
Income Contingent Loan Scheme (ICL)”. Estes sistemas são providenciados 
aos alunos de formação inicial através das instituições de ensino superior. Foi 
elaborado e administrado um questionário a todos os administradores cujos 
dados foram submetidos a análise quantitativa e qualitativa. Dos 141 
questionários distribuídos 73 foram devolvidos o que representa uma taxa de 
resposta de 52%. 
 
Os dados revelam a existência de um forte consenso nos administradores 
relativamente aos assuntos em análise. Em geral, os administradores 
reconhecem a importância das políticas e os seus efeitos na sociedade, no 
sistema e nas instituições. A análise revela a existência de percepções 
positivas em relação aos resultados das políticas e desejos para melhorar a 
concepção administrativa. Os sistemas de apoio aos alunos foram 
percepcionados como possuindo papéis e características distintas. Entre 
estes, o SLF é percepcionado como o mais adequado para o sistema de 
ensino superior Tailandês, enquanto o ICL corresponde ao que tem níveis 
menos satisfatórios para estes administradores. As percepções dos 
administradores foram reveladas tanto com base em questões fechadas como 
abertas tratadas com base em análise quantitativa e qualitativa. 
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abstract 
 

This study explores the perceptions of student affair administrators concerning 
the role of three student financial support policies consisting of: Government
Scholarship schemes, Student Loan Fund scheme (SLF), and Income 
Contingent Loan scheme (ICL) which Thai government provided for 
undergraduate students and their implementation in the higher education 
institutions. A survey instrument was developed and administered for 
quantitative and qualitative analysis. 73 of the possible 141 surveys distributed 
were returned for an overall response rate of 52%. 
 
The findings in this study revealed that a general consensus exists among the 
student affair administrators. In general, the administrators realized the 
importance of the policies and their effect on the society, the higher education 
system and its institutions. The analyses showed positive perceptions on the 
outcomes of the policies and desired for improvement on the policies 
administration. Each student support policy had its own distinctive roles and 
characteristics. Among these, the SLF was chosen to be the most suitable 
policy for the Thai higher education system. While most administrators revealed
that they were not quite satisfied with the ICL policy. Their similar perceptions 
were shown in both numerical responses (rating) and findings from open 
questions.  
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 
 

The initial chapter of this study provides an overview of the fundamental structure 

of this research. The building block of the study such as motivation and rationale, the 

research problem and study focus, the purposes, significance, assumptions, limitations of 

the study, and the definition of terms are presented in this chapter.   

1.1   Background of the Study 

In a knowledge-based and learning society, higher education sector, taking 

knowledge as its main building block, plays a key role as an imperative source of 

technologies for national development in various aspects – economic, social, political, 

cultural and environmental. According to the so-called human capital theory, higher 

education stands for the process to enhance people’s skills, knowledge and understanding 

through teaching, learning and research which is one type of the increase in human capital 

accumulation (Canton and Venniker, 2001). Most importantly, from the economic 

perspective, higher education is considered as an investment that have an economic return 

both for individuals and for society. It is generally argued that higher education affects and 

benefits not only the individuals who are engaged in teaching and learning process (i.e. 

students) but also the society as a whole. With respect to social benefits, it is believed that 

higher education yields various contributions such as promoting social cohesion, 

preserving democracy, maintaining civic responsibility, and reducing criminal activities 

(Canton and Venniker, 2001).  

Since higher education is recognized as an important pathway to accomplish human 

capital accumulation objective as well as national development objective, there is a 

consensus that government should be a main actor responsible for the provision of higher 

education service. In most countries, public financing has been considered as the 

traditional approach for the funding of higher education. However, the fact that public-

sector resources are limited has proved to be problematic in the government decisions 

everywhere. Thus, the way to turn higher education institutions more efficient and to use 

public money in the most effective way have become critical issues of higher education 

financing for governments in many countries. 
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Although the public financing for higher education in any country is relatively 

high, the costs of attending university for students and parents can still be uneasy to afford. 

Notwithstanding direct public subsidy to the higher education institutions, the means of 

public financial available to students is essential for most countries in order to assist 

students and parents to be able to cover the costs of conducting a tertiary study and 

enhance the accessibility of higher education. Government policies towards financial 

support for higher education students have, therefore, become an important decisive issue 

in political debate. 

1.2  Motivation and Rationale  

The motivation for the theme of this study lies on the increasing importance of the 

tertiary education across Thai society as reflected by the increase in nowadays of the 

number of both public and private higher education institutions and also the increase in 

enrollments at a college or university level. As all Thai universities charge tuitions, and 

students would have to pay extra for additional costs of instruction and living expenses 

during pursuing their education. Thai students whose families cannot afford the full 

amount would have to find means to support their college study in different ways. Among 

these one can refer the application for financial aid which may be a form of grants or 

scholarships from the government or private sector, a student loan, and work-study or part-

time job. Hence, the governmental student financial support policies became the important 

means for those who would like to have the educational opportunities to undertake initial 

or further study and professional development at higher levels. Likewise, for the Thai 

governments, such policies are not only responsive to the national economic and social 

development plan, as well as to the current economic situation of the country but also have 

come to the core of political policies as in the case of Income Contingent Loan scheme and 

some scholarship schemes.  

Different experiences have been developed to search for a satisfying and effective 

student support policies and practices within the confines of the national needs and 

circumstances. In order to move forward, it is of crucial importance for the higher 

education policy makers and practitioners to understand the roles of student financial 

support policies in Thai higher education system and its implementation in the higher 

education institutions at present. The perspective of student affair administrators, as the 
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main actors of the policies implementation who are in-between government and students, 

comes to be an important object of analysis. It is expected that the output of this project 

will be useful for the government, the relevant participants, and also institutions. The 

results of this study can help to better understand outcomes of the policies and to develop 

proper student financial support policies and programs. By this way it can also be an 

important instrument to help enhance social equity through increase in higher educational 

accessibility as well as facilitate higher education institutions to perform their functions 

effectively.  

1.3   Research Problem and Focus of the Study  

Given the overall rationale as mentioned above, the main research problem of this 

study has been formulated based on the research question: 

‘What are the student affair administrators’ perceptions about the governmental 

student financial support policies in Thai higher education?’ 

Taking this research question as a starting point, this study will analyze and 

examine aspects of the role of student financial support policies and its implementation in 

Thai higher education system focusing on the perception of student affair administrators. 

This study is intended to explore the student affair administrators opinions about the 

current and ongoing changes in financial support policies covering scholarships and loans 

programs which Thai government provided for undergraduate students to help defray 

educational costs at the national level. It also includes their perception concerning the best 

financial support policy for students in the Thai higher education and the advantages as 

well as disadvantages of governmental student financial support policies.  

By and large, this study brings together two distinct concepts, namely: (a) 

‘governmental student financial support policies’; and (b) ‘Thai higher education’. The 

main focus of the study lies on the analysis and interpretation of student affair 

administrators’ perceptions on the policies in the context of their experiences in their 

higher education institutions.  

1.4   The Purposes of the Study  

There are two main purposes for this study as following: 
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1) To study the perceptions of student affair administrators concerning the 

present state and problems of student financial support policies implemented 

in higher education institutions. 

This means that the study aims to increase the understanding of the current state of 

student financial support in Thai higher education institutions throughout the perceptions 

of the student support administration of Thai higher education system.  

2) To find the relevant factors which are important for the development of 

student financial support policies 

The second purpose of the study is to explore and identify based on administrators 

perceptions the most important factors which have influence upon student financial support 

policies. 

1.5   Significance of the Study 

 The study of governmental student financial support policies is not new and there is 

an abundance of literature covering the subject. Most of the literature discusses the aspects 

of the policies from the perspectives of the government as an investor and policy maker 

and the students as a beneficiary. This study differs from previous studies in which it 

focuses on the perspective of student affair administrators as a policy implementer. 

Analyzing the perceptions of student affair administrators-those who realize the influence 

of the governmental student financial support policies in the higher education institutional 

context in which it takes place-can be an important insight to better understand these 

policies.  

Being able to know the perceptions and the factors that influence the administration 

of student financial support policies is of great significance not only for the theoretical 

development but also for administrators and politicians who are interested in this area. This 

study, by focusing on the perceptions of the policy implementation’s personnel will 

provide the policy makers of the Thai government with information that will contribute to 

understand the actual state of the governmental student financial support. Furthermore, 

findings from such a study may provide additional data which may be helpful in making 

decisions regarding the diverse student financial support policies and the effective use of 

public financial resources at this moment in time. 
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1.6   Assumptions 

In this study, data are collected from the student affair administrators. A primary 

assumption of this process is that participants, those who are working and having expertise 

on the implementation of student financial support policies are an interested port of this 

study. There is an expectation that they provide responses and share their experiences 

during the data collection process in a truthful way. In this sense, focusing in student affair 

administrators can be a way to guarantee the study veracity. 

1.7   Limitations of the Study 

However this study also has some limitations that can be identified as: 

1. The main purpose of this study reflects only the opinions of those 

administrators who are in charge of student financial support policies at Student Affairs 

Division or the office of Student Affairs in higher education institutions.  

2. The study is delimited to both public and private institutions of higher 

education under the supervision of Commission on Higher Education in Thailand that 

offered academic programs at bachelor’s degree. Graduate School, Buddhist Universities, 

and Community Colleges are not included. 

3. The research instrument is designed for these administrators specifically. 

However, the student affair administrators who filled out the questionnaires may have 

wished to conserve their university’s image rather than give correct information. The data 

obtained from this instrument may not be generalizable to others. 

1.8   Definition of Terms 

For the purpose of this study, the following definitions apply: 

‘Governmental student financial support policies’ are broad terms used to define 

the national plan of the Thai government. In this study, governmental student financial 

support policies may refer to the policies with regard to loans and scholarships formulated 

and funded by the government to Thai students for undergraduate study. 

‘Higher education institution’ and ‘University’ refer to either a public or private 

higher education institution having academic programs at the bachelor’s degree as well as 

graduate and professional degrees under the jurisdiction of the Commission on Higher 
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Education. In this study, some public universities can be also named as King Mongkut’s 

Institute of Technology and Thonburi College of Technology. 

‘Student affair administrator’ refers to a university officer who is in charge of 

student affair services with respect to student financial support services.   

‘Perceptions’ are defined as insights, opinions, and knowledge of the student affair 

personals regarding the perceived and desirable characteristics of the governmental student 

financial support policies. 
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CHAPTER 2: REVIEW OF LITERATURES  
 

This chapter is a review of literatures grounded in higher education literatures with 

respect to the economics of higher education to understand and develop the potential 

significance of ‘public funding in student support system’, the critiques of ‘roles of student 

financial support policy’  in higher education system and its implication in the national 

higher education system of many other countries. Meanwhile, the literature on relevant 

theories, related researches, and essays by informed experts will also be taken into account 

in order to develop the understanding of the ongoing discourse and predicament about the 

student financial support policies in the Thai higher education system. 

2.1 Public Funding of Higher Education 

Higher education system is generally recognized everywhere as an important 

engine of the national economic prosperity. Teixeira, Johnstone, Rosa, & Vossensteyn 

(2006, p.1) stated that “higher education has been a vital component of democratic civil 

societies, an engine of economic growth and a principal vehicle for the advancement of 

economic mobility and social justice”. Many authors regarded the importance of higher 

education as vital for the considerable intervention of a government in higher education 

sector around the world.  

The rationale underlying public support for higher education is sustained by the so-

called ‘human capital theory’ considering higher education as a key to enhance “the 

knowledge and skills embodied in people, thus raising their human capital” (Canton and 

Venniker, 2001, p.35). This implies that higher education is interpreted as an economic 

process to produce higher level manpower as part of the inputs into the country’s 

development efforts. In this sense financing higher education is to invest in human capitals 

justifying, by this way, the government’s support. 

Canton and Venniker (2001) pointed out six economic logics underlying the 

development and justification of public support in the higher education sector which are 

(1) the human capital spillovers of higher educated individuals to the society, (2) the 

capital market constraints due to the cost of higher education, (3) the risks of higher 

education investment, (4) the imperfect information and transparency problems of a 

provision of the experience good as higher education, (5) higher education subsidies may 
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be used to equalize income distribution and (6) the problem of income tax distortions may 

be corrected by public subsidies to higher education. 

Belot, Canton & Webbink (2006) sustain that public contributions to higher 

education is particularly justified on the basis of equal access for all students, the absence 

of appropriate capital markets and the external benefits of education that affect the large 

society. Jongbloed (2003) remarked that the government traditionally intervenes in the 

higher education markets and the university and college life in order to ‘redress’ the 

market failures.  

On account of the higher education importance, governments across countries 

generally play a significant role in providing substantial financial support to the higher 

education sector by means of directly financing the higher education institutions and 

providing financial support to students (Canton and Venniker, 2001). Barr (2003) 

emphasized the state’s financing role by identifying funding, promoting access, ensuring 

quality assurance, setting incentives and organizing student loans as five important tasks of 

government in the higher education sector that should be continued. 

2.2 Change of Government’s Role in Higher Education Sector 

The nature of the state role in higher education governance has been a crucial topic 

of debate among higher educational scholars for more than two decades. There are two 

major facets which were argued to have an effect, implicitly and explicitly, on the 

governance between the state and higher education institutions within a national system of 

higher education in nearly every country around the world: higher education’s economical 

relevance and the influence of managerialism. 

2.2.1 Higher Education’s Economical Relevance 

Since the bulk of public fund comes from taxes collected by the government, the 

degree of subsidization for higher education is conditioned on the appropriate balance with 

other sectors of government expenditure. In the competition for public scarce resources, it 

seems that the importance of higher education either to the individual or to the society is 

less ample to reinforce the need for increased public spending in this sector. Furthermore, 

Heller (2006, p.150) summarized that providing more money by a state to higher education 
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is “a solution that is unlikely to be accepted anytime in the near future and to solve the 

problem if the money is not wisely targeted”.  

In addition to the justification of diminishing public support in higher education, 

some had discussed on ‘filtering’ role of the educational system with doubt of the human 

capital accumulating role of the education in line with ‘the screening theory’. This 

hypothesis questioned the existence of ‘productivity effects’ of higher education as put by 

Teixeira et al. (2006, p.4) that a higher education may serve as “a useful signal to 

economic agents, or potential employers, and thus a kind of filter to the higher paying 

jobs” more than contributions to increase personal productive capacity which implicitly 

shrink a rationale for public funding. 

Likewise, as higher education sector in many countries has become a mass system, 

the financing of higher education turns out to be more complicated and problematic. Mora 

and Vila (2003) highlighted three factors causing the financing troubles of higher 

education which are (1) the growing cost of higher education that increases the need for a 

well-financed system, (2) the strong competition of public expenditure and (3) the 

changing role of higher education in the way that the state is not only the main user of the 

system anymore. 

2.2.2 The Influence of Managerialism 

The economics of higher education is not the only regarded as critical to understand 

the re-examining of the role of government in higher education sector of every country 

(Barr, 2003; Canton and Venniker, 2001; Jongbloed, 2003), the change can also be 

explicated from a managerial perspective. Since the 1980s, the government has been 

emphasized to strengthen the managerial function, culture and structures in public sector. 

In accordance with the reference written by Rourke and Brooks on ‘The Management 

Revolution in Higher Education’, the trend of developing institutional management 

capacity, well-known as the term of ‘managerialism’, has appeared to affect the USA 

higher education in the 1960s (Rourke and Brooks in Maassen and Stensaker, 2003). 

Thereafter it was promoted to the rest of world during the 1980s and explicitly put into 

practice up till now as presented studies by several higher education scholars for instance a 

strengthened administrative core strategy in the Clark’s conceptual framework of an 

entrepreneurial university (Maassen and Stensaker, 2003; Clark, 1998). The emergence of 
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managerialism concept has apparently led the policy and management instruments which 

the state government uses to organize the higher education system and its institutions based 

upon the notions of market, competition among autonomous groups, individual interests, 

responsibility and efficiency (Santiago and Carvalho, 2004). 

Correspondingly, De Boer and Goedegebuure (2003) mentioned four major 

changes with respect to higher education that are (1) the introduction of market-like 

mechanisms such as competition, tendering and differential funding which is an increasing 

reliance on ‘third party funding’ (students / parents or beneficiaries of research outcomes), 

(2) a tendency toward institutional self-regulation and demands for institutional 

accountability, (3) today universities have to operate in a multi-actor arena with plural 

interests, and (4) the increasing incentives provided by governmental policies for 

institutions to change the mix of research and education to be the market-driven systems. 

Although the dynamics and areas of changes may differ according to country, these are 

profound developments that become commonplace in higher education institutional 

management and governmental policy issues and also one of the dominant themes in 

public funding system of higher education at the moment. 

Therefore, most studies have been made that show the movements toward 

decentralizing governmental control and strengthening market-type mechanisms in higher 

education. A good example from Jongbloed (no date, p.36) urged that there should be 

specific criteria for government intervention in higher education, and stressed the role of 

the market while de-emphasizing the role of government by proposed the motto 

‘competition where possible, regulation where necessary’ for the new role of government.  

2.3 Sharing the Costs of Higher Education 

The critical discourse on public funding for higher education in recent times is the 

shifting part of the burden of the costs of higher education away from government (or the 

taxpayer) to the direct benefit recipients, namely the students that receive instruction and 

the firms that receive services of higher education institutions (Jongbloed, 2000). 

2.3.1 Rationales of Greater Private Contribution 

The economic rationale underlying the shift in financial burden of the costs of 

higher education from public to the private contribution is the substantial private benefits 



 

11 

of higher education both in monetary and in non-monetary forms (Teixeira et al., 2006). 

Many previous research on cost-benefit analysis revealed that the social cost of education 

is higher than the private cost but the social internal rates of return are significantly lower 

than the private internal rates of return (Blöndal, Field and Girouard, 2002) or “private 

returns to investment in education are higher than social returns” (Psacharopoulos and 

Patrinos, 2002, p.1).  

According to the literature, the efficiency, equity and necessity are the principal 

rationales underlying the movement of greater private sharing in both parts of system of 

funding higher education - funding of higher education institutions and student financial 

support (Barr, 2003; Teixeira et al., 2006; Johnstone, 2005; Mora and Vila, 2003). For the 

efficiency rationale, Johnstone (2006) explained that efficiency will be greater when a 

charge or a price of higher education reflects at least some of the real costs and the trade-

offs are involved in the provision of higher education. Barr (2003) lying on the efficient 

expenditure of the tax revenues argued that:    

Funding higher education entirely through the tax system is a blind alley.., it is not only 
unaffordable in fiscal terms, but also inefficient, given the private benefits to recipients, 
and regressive, since higher education is consumed mainly by people from better-off 
backgrounds, who therefore benefit most from tax funding. (p.324) 

The equity rationale arguably construes government’s heavy subsidy to higher 

education as a perverse redistribution of income and status from the poor or the middle 

class (the average taxpayer) to the well-to-do (Johnstone, 2006). The rationale of necessity 

lies on the high competition and scarcity of public funding which compel the higher 

education sector to seek for alternative or supplemental non-governmental revenue. 

2.3.2  The Concept of Cost-sharing 

As a new trend of higher education policy, Johnstone (2006) introduced so-called 

cost-sharing conceptual framework. He posits that all of the costs of higher education 

should be borne by four principal parties which are: 

1. governments or taxpayers: via direct or indirect taxation, including the taxation of 
business or deficit spending induced inflation, both of which are passed on to the 
general taxpayer/consumer (see following paragraph); 

2. parents: via savings, current income or borrowing; 
3. students: via savings (generally limited), current earnings (generally part time, either 

during the instructional terms or during the summer break) or borrowing; and/or 
4. philanthropists: via endowments or current contributions (p. 52) 
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The implication underlying by cost-sharing concept is the attempts to shift part of 

the burden of higher education costs from the taxpayer to other partners. However, the 

attempts to change the financial burdens are recommended that “increases in private 

contributions will have to be incremental and the students’ responses should be monitored 

carefully.” (Canton and Venniker, 2001, p.136). Through the ideological of the concept, 

there are many arguments on the impact of rising private contributions of higher education. 

For instance, there is likely that “a shift in the direction of even greater cost-sharing can 

take the form of very sharp tuition increases…” (Johnstone, 2006, p.55). Tuition fees then 

may impose a financial barrier on access to higher education and lead to a decline in 

student numbers (Teixeira et al., 2006). Thus, the forms of student financial assistance, 

including student loans and means-tested grants, became an important devise for 

governments in most countries to reduce the potential financial barrier to participation 

(Teixeira et al., 2006). It is also visibly noted by Salmi (1999, p.1) that “cost-sharing 

cannot be implemented equitably without adequate student support mechanisms for 

academically qualified but needy students”. 

2.4 Student Financial Support Policy in Higher Education System 

A government policy of student financial assistance mainly aims to serve a variety 

of public purposes for instance higher education accessibility for low income or 

disadvantaged youth, encouraging the targeted fields of study that are socially important, 

the encouragement of academic achievement or timely degree completion and so on 

(Johnstone, 2006). Financial aid to student can generally be subdivided into two distinctive 

types. Firstly, a direct student financial support which provided directly by the government 

to students without interference of others (Vossensteyn, 1997). The second is an indirect 

student financial support which can be defined as governmental financial aid of student 

provided through their parents (or other relatives) in the way of children allowances and 

the tax benefits (Vossensteyn, 1997), and as subsidizing student services such as housing, 

meals, medical care, transportation, welfare services, and social security (Kaiser, Florax, 

Koelman, & van Vught, 1992). In this regard, the direct student financial support is the 

central concern of this study.  

 



 

13 

2.4.1 Roles of Student Financial Support Policy  

  If one student from low income family can not pay for his or her higher learning, 

he or she will turn to student financial aid. Only by getting grants or student loans, he or 

she might conquer the financial barriers for higher learning. The student financial support 

policy in the form of grant and loan schemes is therefore generally used to make higher 

education affordable for students from disadvantaged backgrounds and facilitate them to 

access to higher education easier. Nevertheless, such policy is broadly conceived of 

significant importance in national development agenda of everywhere in view of the fact 

that it can play a critical role in various aspects. Report by UNESCO and the International 

of Universities (1965) concluded that the national policy that awarding financial aid to 

deserving candidates in particular fields of study and at appropriate stages would (1) help 

fill high-level manpower shortages not only in subject but also in geographical areas; (2) 

protect educational investments already made in capable individuals who might leave or 

fail in their studies for economic reasons; and (3) reduce the possibilities of error in 

selecting able students. 

 The literature on access to higher education shows that the cost of education is 

received the most emphasis as an important barrier. Actually the establishment of the 

student financial support system was primarily intended to help ensure that there are 

minimal barriers to the participation of needy and academically talented students who 

might be unable to pay for higher education. Student financial support in higher education 

system is, therefore, served as policy instrument to minimize problem of access caused by 

the existence of liquidity constrains (Teixeira et al., 2006). As stated by Teixeira et al. 

(2006, p.13) “.., governments in most countries are devising forms of student financial 

assistance, including student loans and means-tested grants, to reduce the potential 

financial barriers to participation.”  

 There is a substantial literature on the relationship between financial support and 

higher education accessibility. Many argued credibly that student support through both 

loans and scholarships can stimulate higher education market by decreasing cost of 

education to students, thus increasing the demand for higher education (Canton and 

Venniker, 2001). As said by Jongbloed “The level, targeting and form of student support 

all affect student choice.” (no date, p.36). 
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Additionally, the study by Canton and Blom (2004) affirmed that financial aid to 

students (the student loan scheme) in higher education not only increases enrollment but 

also has an impact on the behaviour of students in terms of performance and decisions 

regarding study field and jobs on the side. 

2.4.2 Alternative Forms of Student Financial Support Policy 

By and large, the targeted governmental subsidization in direct student financial 

support system has two principal alternative forms - grants and loan subsidies (Johnstone, 

2006). Various models and systems of student financial support (grants, loans and the 

combinations of the two) are being developed differently in the national higher education 

systems of many countries. Within the type of each student financial support, Kaiser et al. 

(1992, p.33) pointed out that “not only do the students who are eligible for support differ, 

but also the extent to which fees and costs of living are covered by student grants and/or 

loans vary”.  

Johnstone (2006) mentioned that the costs of higher education that may be borne by 

governments consist of three types: (1) the costs of instruction (e.g. faculty and staff 

compensation, equipment and utility costs), (2) those additional costs of instruction (e.g. 

books and travel) and (3) the costs of student living (e.g. food, lodging and all other 

expenses for day-to-day living).  

There are several issues surrounding the organizing of student support schemes. 

Many kinds of financial support to students subsidized by public expenditures have been 

developed in most, if not all, higher education system. Johnstone (2006) identified at least 

ten alternative forms of targeted governmental subsidization covering both grants and loan 

subsidies that can be discerned in the mature industrial economics: 

1. direct grants based on the low income and/or assets of the family (i.e. means-tested); 
2. direct grants based on other attributes (than parents’ income) associated with under-

representation (such as ethnicity, gender or regional location); 
3. direct grants based on the academic achievement or preparedness of the student’s 

secondary school experience (i.e. merit); 
4. direct grants based on the academic performance of the student while in the college or 

university (i.e. merit); 
5. direct grants based on special attributes or talents desired by the institution (such as 

athletic prowess); 
6. ‘up-front’ loan subsidies (effective grants) in the form of low interest rates based on 

the low income of the borrower’s parents at the time of borrowing (i.e. means-tested); 
7. ‘up-front’ loan subsidies (effective grants) in the form of low interest rates based on 

other ‘underrepresented’ attributes at the time of borrowing; 
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8. ‘remaining debt forgiveness’ (effective grants) based on the borrower’s own low 
lifetime income (i.e. as in an income contingent loan contract); 

9. ‘debt reduction’ (effective grants) based on academic performance while in college 
(i.e. merit); and 

10. ‘debt reduction’ (effective grants) based on the borrower’s postgraduation choice of 
professional practice or venue (e.g. teacher practicing in urban or remote school). (p. 
67-68) 

 

� Scholarships or Grants 

As cited by Usher (2006), the term ‘grant’ could be defined in a more restrictive 

definition as a monetary assistance which is paid to the student (or his/her family) that do 

not have to be repaid and in the most restrictive and traditional form as a payment made to 

an individual student (not the family) at the start of a period of schooling. Grants can be 

provided for the student’s cost of living in general or for particular areas such as travel, 

accommodation, or student fees. Generally, the awarding of grants (non- repayable 

assistance) to higher education student based on two primary criterions: (1) financial need 

criterion which aims to promote access for students from lower income families and (2) 

merit criterion which aims to encourage targeted students to attend college without 

consideration of the financial need.  

With regard to the function of grants, Usher (2006, p.6) noted that grants perform 

two distinctive functions in terms of access to education that are (1) “increase students’ 

purchasing power in the short-term, hence reducing the ‘out-of-pocket’(i.e. the amount 

students pay from current income) costs of education” and (2) reduce the net price (or net 

tuition) of education in real terms in which they help to “increase the cost-benefit ratio of 

education by offsetting educational costs such as tuition and foregone income”. In his 

review, Usher (2006, p.24) has also found that grants appear to be effective at increasing 

retention among low-income students and likely to be effective at increasing access for 

low-income students because they are “more in need of financial inducements to ‘tip the 

balance’ of the decision in favour of enrolling and remaining in post-secondary 

education”. 

� Student Loan 

Unlike the grants, Heller (2006) has pointed out the feature of loans said that: 
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…loans do not function to lower the price of the education; they instead are a mechanism 

to allow students to postpone paying for college until after they have graduated and are 

presumably benefiting from the higher salaries available to college graduates. (p.148) 

Student loan schemes performed in the tertiary level of education are in place in 

numerous countries around the world and being the proposals in political debate in many 

others. Student loans generally seek two different purposes which are to be “the principal 

mechanism for students, whom we generally assume to have little cash of their own at the 

time of their higher education, to bear a portion of their higher educational costs.” and “to 

put money in the hands of students in order to enhance participation and equity, especially 

when parental contributions and other sources of revenue are insufficient” (Teixeira et al., 

2006, p.354-355). 

Ziderman (2003) has identified objectives for student loans schemes into five 

different sets which are: (1) budgetary objectives meant for cost recovery, (2) facilitating 

the expansion of the higher education system, (3) meeting specific manpower needs, (4) 

easing student financial burdens, and (5) social objectives (to improve equity and access 

for the poor). He stated that these different objectives would influence the design, 

operation, and financial sustainability of the scheme (Ziderman, 2003). 

According to Barr (2003), loans can be organized in different ways which are 

mortgage-type loans, income-contingent loans and a graduate tax. Furthermore, Barr 

(2005) has analyzed the lessons of financing higher education from Economic theory 

perspective and claimed that well-designed student loans should have three essential core 

characteristics. These three characteristics are: 

• Income-contingent repayments—repayments calculated as X percent of the borrower’s 
subsequent earnings, collected alongside income tax—protect access because the loan 
has built-in insurance against inability to repay; and, because repayments are collected 
alongside income tax, they protect the lender from the risk of making an unsecured 
loan. 

• Loans should be large enough to cover fees and, at least in richer countries, also 
realistic living costs, making higher education free at the point of use. 

• Loans should attract an interest rate broadly equal to the government’s cost of 
borrowing.  (Barr, 2005: 35). 

� Loan VS Grant 

The characteristic of loans has an effect on students that they might abandon loans 

in favour of grants because of ‘debt aversion’ or prefer to take a part-time job which may 

have negative effects on study performance. Conversely, from the cost-effectiveness 
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viewpoint, student loans seem to be substantially less costly to the government in which 

subsidized loans are contributed to a much larger volume of students than grants and have 

a greater impact in reducing the financial barriers to enrollment and success (Johnstone, 

2006). The existence of loans was also discussed as a greater benefit to students in terms of 

giving them wider access to financial aid than would be possible in the form of outright, 

non-repayable grants (Woodhall, 1989).  

Thus, it appears more recently in many countries that there have been increases in 

financial aid system that provides students with loans rather than grants. However, the 

provision of loans associates with many considerations. Woodhall and Richards (2006) 

scrutinize the important issues in the case of loans experienced in the student support 

system in Wales such as the measurement of the income of a student’s family, an issue 

about access to loans, the income threshold at which graduates must start to repay and the 

proportion of income that should be devoted to loan repayments.  

The trend of rising private contributions in higher education as of the concept of 

cost-sharing gives emphasis to the role of student loan, particularly student loan scheme 

combined with income-contingent repayments which has been seen to be the most cost-

effective scheme, as an important instrument for government to help students enable to pay 

for their increasing tuition fees. Nonetheless, Blöndal et al. (2002, p.50) commented on the 

attempts to cope with this issue that “..the simultaneous increase in tuition fees and an 

expansion of student loan arrangement might advance equity objectives without 

compromising efficiency goals.”, in the light of the development in a student support 

system, Woodhall (1989) has stated that no country is satisfied that it has yet completely 

adequate developed and the search for the best way of sharing the costs of higher education 

is ongoing in most countries.  

2.5 The Evidence from Other Countries  

An interesting implication of student financial support policy in higher education of 

other countries was reviewed by Bruce Johnstone in a comparative analysis of student 

support system in 1985-86 in the United States of America, the Federal Republic of 

Germeny, France, Sweden and the United Kingdom (Woodhall, 1989). From his analysis 

of the five countries’ system using a comparative perspective on sharing the costs of higher 
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education, he has concluded that the system of student financial support can not satisfy all 

the many varied objectives and summarized that:  

The judgment as to which country’s system is best depends on an individual’s circumstances: 
• If you are a very good, full-time student, you would do well to be British. You would get free 

tuition and $3500 to $4000 for studying in London, with no self-help expectations. 
• If you are academically weak or a part-time or an otherwise non-traditional student, you 

would do well to be American. Higher education is highly accessible, tuitions are low (if not 
zero) in the public sector, part-time students are eligible for some grant aid, and term-time 
work and loans are abundant. 

• If you are a parent, try to be Swedish. There are no expectations of parental support, 
regardless of your means or your children’s choice of university. In a similar vein, if you are 
a married adult whose spouse aspires to higher education, you should also be a citizen of 
Sweden, where you will have no financial responsibility for your mate’s costs of tuition or 
living. 

• If you are going to have to borrow, try to be German. You will have five years of grace after 
graduation and then up to 20 years to repay at zero percent interest, with additional bonuses 
if you finish early or in the top 30 percent of your class. 

• If you a taxpayer, from the standpoint of minimizing your burden of higher educational 
expenses you had best be French. The tax-supported, per-student operating expenses of the 
universities are low (at least by Northern European and North American standards), the grant 
aid to students is minuscule, and parents must be terribly poor to qualify for any assistance 
anyway.  (Johnstone in Woodhall, 1989, p.9-10). 

2.6 Previous Researches on Student Financial Support Policy in Thai 

Higher Education System  

In Thailand, it seems difficult to find research studies that investigate the overall 

administration of governmental student financial support policy of Thai higher education. 

However, there are many researches on student loan scheme and its management and some 

previous researches have studied the state and problems in the student affairs 

administration. 

Ziderman (2003) had in-depth studied on the functioning of government-sponsored 

student loan scheme in Thailand which was written in the framework of a regional 

comparative policy review on student loan schemes undertaken in five countries in Asia 

(P.R. China, Hong Kong S.A.R. China, the Republic of Korea, the Philippines and 

Thailand) by the Bangkok-based UNESCO Asia and Pacific Regional Bureau for 

Education (UNESCO Bangkok) in association with the International Institute for 

Educational Planning (IIEP). The study leads to the conclusion that the organizational 

restructuring of the scheme to achieve better targeting and horizontal equity and its 

financial efficacy are two major areas for reform of the Thai student loan scheme. 
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Madiloggovit (2001) explored the effects of student loan on equality of educational 

opportunity in higher education institutions. The results showed that the number of 

freshman enrollment tends to increase since the establishment of student loan scheme in 

1996 but the growth rate of enrollment decreased slightly which was probably due to 

economic crisis. Additionally, there are three main policy recommendations based on the 

findings: (1) various measures are needed to ensure the financial sustainability of the 

scheme, (2) the use of loans has to be reviewed and monitored to prevent them from using 

loans for the irrelevant purposes, and (3) the admission system of higher education 

institutions has to be improved to enroll more poor students and allocate the student loan to 

them. 

Mekavibul (2001) conducted a study of the state and problems in the student affairs 

administration of the state universities under the Ministry of Universities Affairs, Bangkok 

Metropolis. The self-administered questionnaires were distributed to 215 administrators 

and student affairs personnel. The study found that the main problems in student affairs 

administration were lack of information for planning, insufficient funds for students, lack 

of cooperation in reporting the alumni’s occupations, and lack of continuing evaluation. 
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CHAPTER 3: STUDENT FINANCIAL SUPPORT POLICIES 

IN THAI HIGHER EDUCATION 

 

This chapter serves as a brief background information of the higher education 

system in Thailand, with special emphasize on the student financial support for Thai 

students at the national level. It provides information about the governmental policies in 

financial support for Thai higher education students reflecting upon the phenomenon of 

change in the student financial support policies at the present time.   

3.1 The Increasing Importance of Higher Education in Thailand 

Nowadays higher education in Thailand is undergoing a wide and deep reforming 

process. According to an elitist approach to higher education together with Thai norms and 

values of high respect toward government officials, it is roughly accepted in the Thai 

society that higher education’s degree is an essential instrument for a better quality of life. 

Higher education has become a channel or a shortcut for Thai people to upgrade their 

status and to get higher position in society. Consequently, enrollment in Thai higher 

education institutions is increasing. The transition rate of students from upper secondary 

education to higher education rose from 75.9 percent in 1999 to 80.8 percent in 2002 

(Office of the Education Council, no date). The number of new student enrollment at 

undergraduate level in higher education institutes under the supervision of Commission on 

Higher Education has risen from 509,694 in the academic year 2006 to 605,676 in 2007 

(Commission on Higher Education, 2007). 

Meanwhile, in accordance with a growing demand, an attempt within higher 

education reform to expand their institutes has been present on our national agenda for 

several years. The effort to expand the number of institutions was fundamentally based in 

three methods. Founding new higher education institute is the first and simplest means to 

cope with this event. Thus, it can be seen as obvious that the government establishes new 

public universities and supports the increased number of private higher education institutes 

by assuring and motivating the private sector to invest in higher education. The second 

strategy is based on attempts from both public and private universities to expand their 

branches or campuses in other provinces or remote areas in order to enlarge the students 
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enrollment. Lastly, the upgrade of former teachers training and vocational colleges into 

full-fledged universities was another way to accommodate the increased demand for seats 

in public higher education institutions. The former is called Rajabhat Universities and the 

latter Rajamangala Universities of Technology.  

At the present time, there are 163 public and private universities and colleges in 

Thailand under the supervision of Commission on Higher Education1 and an additional 

more than 150 other educational institutions offering several and diverse vocational degree 

courses that come under supervision of the Ministry of Education and other ministries 

(Commission on Higher Education, 2007). 

3.2 Governmental Policies in Financial Support for Thai Higher 

Education Student 

In Thai system, all higher education institutions charge tuition fees. Private higher 

education institutes charge much higher tuition fees than public universities because the 

costs of public higher education institutions are highly subsidized by the government. 

Private higher education institutions are only based on private resources with state 

providing support in terms of academic advice and quality assurance. While the demand 

for higher education has risen dramatically, public higher education institutions can absorb 

only a limited number of students. The situation is even worse due to the system of 

entrance examination. As a consequence, fair and equal access to higher education can not 

be provided to all students, especially students from low-income families and social 

disadvantaged position and those living in remote areas. In this sense, there has been 

criticism sustaining that government policy and higher education institutions should 

provide equal opportunity for all sections of the population to be able to take advantage of 

higher education as well as to facilitate greater access for students from poorer families. 

Since government could not afford free higher education for Thai people, in order 

to preserve social equity and respond to the larger demand for higher education, student 

financial support programs have been used as a tool to increase opportunity of access to 

                                                        
1
 They are 20 limited admission public universities, 2 open admission universities, 6 autonomous universities 

including 2 buddhist universities, 67 private higher education institutions, 40 Rajabhat Universities (former 
teachers’ colleges), 9 Rajamangala Universities of Technology (former vocational colleges and it’s 40 
campuses), Pathumwan Institute of Technology and 18 Community Colleges. (Commission on Higher 
Education: 2007). 
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higher education for socio-economically disadvantaged students. In this context, financial 

support programs became crucial to the development of higher education in Thailand. At 

the national level, the main student financial support policies are proposed by the central 

government whereas the administration of student financial aid system in Thai higher 

education is under the responsibility of the Bureau of Student Development, the 

Commission on Higher Education (Commission on Higher Education, 2007). In the 

institutional level, each higher education institution has different administrative pattern. 

Traditionally, the Student Affairs Division or the office of Student Affairs is the functional 

unit responsible for the overall student affairs including financial assistance services.  

The provision of student financial support from the government was arranged 

within two outstanding types: loans and scholarships. The recent policies such as the 

Governmental Scholarship Schemes (GSS) and the Income Contingent Loan Scheme (ICL) 

are the examples of major student financial support policies which have been put up by the 

central government and have brought about some changes in the higher education 

institution’s administrative systems. 

3.2.1 The Student Loan Scheme 

The Thai Student Loan Fund scheme (SLF) was established in 1996 as a revolving 

fund, with the stated purpose to increase educational access.  Loans were provided to 

students from low income family in higher school, vocational school, and undergraduate 

levels, covering tuition fee, educational related expenses, and cost of living. The loans are 

allocated to the actual institutions on a quota basis and loan awards based on need 

(measured by family income) with students having to provide guarantors (usually parents 

or guardians). Students who wanted to apply for a loan could get and submit application 

forms at their institutions’ student affairs unit. To be able to get a loan, eligible students 

had to meet the requirements including having had satisfactory behaviour and educational 

performance or having capability to undertake their study, not having held a bachelor's 

degree, not having any permanent job, and the accumulated income of their parents or 

guardians must not exceeding 150,000 Baht per annum. The loans are granted according to 

the applicants’ necessity and educational level, but not more than 100,000 Baht per annum 

for each applicant. The borrowers will be provided a grace period for 2 years before 

starting to incessantly repay their debt for 15 years with only 1 percent interest rate 
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constantly. During the past 9 years of its operation, more than 2.6 million students have 

received loans from this program, half of which have gone to secondary school students 

and the other half to university students (The Student Loan Fund, 2007). 

3.2.2 The Government Scholarship Schemes 

There are numerous government scholarship schemes, which vary in terms of their 

objectives, forms, and level of grant, being provided to Thai student at higher educational 

level up till now. From the history of Thai student financial support system, the 

government generally supported higher education of Thai students through occasional 

scholarship projects. State scholarships were awarded on the basis of financial need. 

Students who have a good performance, but born in disadvantaged families and unable to 

afford their higher education would be the targeted grant-in-aid of the government’s 

scholarships. The examples of recent government's scholarship scheme granted either fully 

to cover tuition fee, educational related expenses, and living expenses over studying period 

or partially as an educational expense are as follows: 

• Medical Scholarships  

Medical scholarship scheme is the government program responding to the country's 

development plan of addressing the country's shortage of medical personnel. This scheme 

aimed to produce more medical graduates in short time by supporting brilliant but poor 

rural students through the provision of full scholarships to allow them to enroll in medical 

studies to help increase the number of rural doctors in the long run. 

• State Scholarships for an Essay-writing Competition 

Embedded by massive popular endorsement of his controversial policy platform, 

Ex-Prime Minister Thaksin Shinawatra had launched many educational scholarships 

funded by the profits of the Government Lottery Office's new game of betting on the last 

2-3 digits of lottery tickets. One of these is the scholarships granted to very needy students 

on the basis of essays written by children across the country describing their lives in 

poverty. The students from poor families with an annual income of no more than 100,000 

Baht can win three-year scholarships if they can best describe their hardships and dreams. 

Approximate 3,800 most needy students nationwide received scholarships 10,000 Baht per 
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semester (20,000 Baht per annum) for each student to assist their tertiary study in the first 

2006 semester (Commission on Higher Education, 2007). 

• Scholarship for Local Development 

The most popular scholarship scheme in Thai higher education system is the 

Scholarship for Local Development (SLD) which was formerly known as the One District 

One Scholarship (ODOS) scheme under the Thaksin government in 2004. This project was 

launched to provide scholarships to study abroad to one student from every district of the 

country on the condition that they have a strong academic record and come from a poor 

family. These students are able to choose whether to continue their studies at higher 

education institutes in Thailand or in one of 16 non-English speaking countries overseas. 

The scholarships are granted in sufficient amounts to cover all tuition fees and cost of 

student living. The students are not obliged to work for the government or pay back the 

scholarships, but are only encouraged to return and work for their respective community. 

In 2004, its first year of implementation, 921 students were awarded the scholarships by 

which 282 students were undertaking their tertiary studies at Thai universities. While from 

the 915 awarded students in 2006, 182 students chose to study in Thailand (Commission 

on Higher Education, 2007). 

• Scholarship for Students in the Special Develop Area 

A state scholarship aimed at providing educational opportunity for students from 

the special developing area in Thailand's frontier southern provinces (5 Muslim 

southernmost provinces) to study in tertiary education. 

• Scholarship for undergraduate students who were affected from flood 

disaster 

A government’s scholarship granted to students who were affected from flood 

disaster to aid educational expense at higher education level. 

3.3 Current Situation of Student Financial Support System 

This existing student financial support scheme in Thailand is a kind of social target 

model. It aims for increase greater access of the poor to higher education in order to 

contribute to social equity (Ziderman, 2006). However, for the developing countries such 

as Thailand, the national resources must be managed effectively and efficient ways must be 
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adopted for delivering higher educational assistance. Although various attempts have been 

made to design proper student support scheme to serve society, Thai student support 

system has led to two critical consequences: an inefficient and ineffective financial 

management system in public universities and unfairness on equalization of opportunity to 

compensate for disadvantages. Hence, public debate has ensued on ways to reform the 

system. 

Accordingly, a new financing scheme is launched by the Thai Government to 

reform the current practice of higher education by using tuition fee structures that better 

reflect the true costs of higher education, and adjusting the share of subsidies by the state 

that better reflects a fairer distribution of benefits. The government under the leadership of 

Prime Minister Thaksin Shinawatra had endorsed a student support policy so-called 

‘Income Contingent Loan’ (ICL) which was borrowed from the Australia’s Higher 

Education Contribution Scheme (HECS). This system operating under the slogan ‘anybody 

can go to university’ is based on the following characteristics: loans for only tuition fee 

provided for students to complete post-secondary up to Bachelor’s degree education, grants 

either fully or partially to cover daily costs of living while attending universities are 

available for students from disadvantaged families. Borrowers will be obligated to pay 

back through revenue tax, and repayment depends on ability to pay or when student 

lenders can earn up to threshold level which is 16,000 Baht per month or 192,000 Baht per 

annum (Commission on Higher Education, 2006). The loan is interest-free, but will be 

adjusted annually according to the consumer price index (inflation rate) and also not 

exceeding 5 percent. The Office of the Commission on Higher Education was assigned to 

administer this new scheme which started to be used for the entrants of the academic year 

2006. Apparently, the ICL responded well to the social demand as it was taken by more 

than half of new enrollment in the first year of its implementation (See Table 1). 

The new Income Contingent Loan scheme is not only conceived as a more cost-

effective student loan program which tackles many problems from the poor remaining 

intact under the Student Loan Fund scheme such as the false information provided by 

students and loan defaults. Rather that, the essence of the new loan scheme rests on the 

concept of ‘cost-sharing’ and the method of ‘demand-side financing’ which are broadly 

discussed as recent trends in higher education policy everywhere. Under the new loan 

scheme, it is expected to enlarge the number of youth accessing the higher education 
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system as poor students will no longer be encumbered by the lack of resources to get 

university education and the quality of higher education should also be improved due to 

greater competition among universities. 

Table 1 Number of the ICL Borrowers 2006 

 

Although the Income Contingent Loan scheme (ICL) started off as a sound theory, 

the new loans are unlikely to satisfy many people who prefer free education. Therefore, the 

move toward cost-sharing model is not without its difficulties. After the Ministry of 

Education under Chaturon launched the ICL scheme in February 2005, which would 

eventually replace the existing Student Loan Fund scheme (SLF). In November 2006, 

about two months after the military coup d'état, the new Education Minister, Dr Wijit 

Srisa-arn, commanded a study of the SLF-ICL merger. With clearer loan and repayment 

conditions, as well as broader loan coverage that also pays for the students’ personal 

expenses, the SLF model was proved to be the winner. After nine months, and several 

more months of feasibility studies, the ICL finally failed to live up to its potential. As a 

result from the 2007 academic year on, the student loans are back under the SLF.  

Even though the ICL model appears to be effective in many countries, it seems to 

be difficult to implement in the Thai context. However, due to instability of the Thai 

political situation, the ICL which is the important political policy is yet completely thrown 

away. Conversely, it is possible that the ICL will be put back in the impending future. 

Additionally, the long tradition of centralized control over the student financial support 

policies has created problems of efficiency as well as insufficiency. There has been 

criticism that the outcome of government intervention could not be effective and satisfy the 

society owing to government failures phenomenon. The limited resources again impose 

cruel choices of relative emphasis or priority.    
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CHAPTER 4: RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

 

This chapter specifies research questions to be addressed and research methods and 

procedures to be used. Included in the chapter are the research questions, a conceptual 

framework for the study, a summary of the research design, a description of the research 

target population, a description of the survey instrument, and the proposal for collection 

and analysis of the data.  

4.1  Research Questions  

The main research question (or problem) which forms the foundation of this study is:  

‘What are the student affair administrators’ perceptions about the 

governmental student financial support policies in Thai higher 

education?’ 

The following five subsidiary research questions provide the focus aspects for a 

study of the perception of student affair administrators on ‘the student financial support 

policies in Thai higher education’: 

1) How important are the governmental student financial support 

policies in Thai higher education system? 

2) What are the main advantages and disadvantages of student financial 

support policies for Thai higher education? 

3) To what extent the student affair administrators think that the 

governmental student financial support policies are effective and 

satisfiable? 

4) Which type of student financial support scheme is the best and most 

suitable for Thai higher education and should be sustained? 

5) How can the student financial support policies be effectively organized 

and respond to the students and the society appropriately? 

4.2 Conceptual Framework 

All things considered, this study aims to increase the understanding of the current 

work of student affairs in Thai higher education institutions with regard to the 
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governmental student financial support policies that might lead to the improvement and 

development in the higher education funding and student financial support administration 

of the Thai system. The conceptual framework as the form of ideal type for the study of 

‘student affair administrators’ perceptions about the governmental student financial 

support policies in Thai Higher Education’ is illustrated as following. 

Figure 1 Conceptual Framework for the study  

 

4.3 Research Design  

According to Newman and Benz (1998), the research question dictates the decision 

about what data to collect as well as what to do with those data after they are collected or, 

in a word, the design of the study. Concerning all study’s purposes and research questions, 

as mentioned above, together with the researcher’s limitations in time, cost, and ability to 

reach the data, the quantitative research method, which are “generally concerned with 

counting and measuring aspects of social life” (Blaikie, 2000, p.232), seems to be an 
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appropriate approach for seeking the answers. Hence, the adopted methodology of the 

study of student affair administrators’ perceptions on the student financial support policies 

in Thai’s higher education is focused on quantitative inquiry in order to ‘explore’ the 

attitude of student affair administrators in Thai higher education institutions. Overall, this 

study centers in conducting a questionnaire survey among student affair administrators in 

the Thai higher education institutions. The study is a cross-sectional one which is designed 

to capture aspects of the implementation and individual attitudes toward the governmental 

policies regarding student financial support at the present time. 

4.4 Target Population 

This survey is conducted at all higher education institutions in Thailand, which are 

under the supervision of Commission on Higher Education. The research population is the 

public and private institutes that are applicable and available for teaching and learning at 

bachelor’s degree level. Graduate School, Buddhist Universities, and Community Colleges 

are not included. Therefore, the survey population consists of 26 public universities, 66 

private higher education institutions, 40 Rajabhat Universities (former teachers’ colleges), 

and 9 Rajamangala Universities of Technology (former vocational colleges), a total of 141 

institutions. The list of Thai public and private institutions of higher education under the 

supervision of Commission on Higher Education that offered academic programs at 

bachelor’s degree classified by types and regions is shown in Appendix A.  

4.5 Survey Instrument  

The instrument used in this study to collect the data was a formal questionnaire (see 

Appendix B), one for each university. The data were primary obtained from individuals in 

their workplace. Data were collected by questionnaire surveys which were developed by 

using a basic conceptual model (see Figure 1) derived from review of the literature as a 

framework. The researcher would prepare closed response sets with alternative replies 

encompassing two basic sets of questions about student financial support policies and its 

implementation: factual questions and non-factual questions. First, the set of closed 

questions captured personal position and the existing student financial support policy at 

institutional level. The second stablished a set of non-factual questions which measure 
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studied attitudes. In order to explore the perception of student affair administrators, the 

target informants were asked to report on their performances and opinions.  

In accordance with the conceptual framework of the study, the research questions 

regarding the perceptions of student affair administrators in the governmental student 

financial support policies were operationalized into five groups to provide a specific 

guideline in addressing the problem. Each group of questions was used to develop an 

interpretative synthesis to answer the research questions of this study. The first group of 

questions dealt with the importance of each type of governmental student financial support 

policies. The second group of questions dealt with the advantages and disadvantages of 

each governmental student financial support policies. The third and fourth groups were 

related with the implementation, response and outcome of the policies. Lastly, the fifth 

group of questions was based on policies’ recommendation. 

The instrument consisted of closed and open-ended questions. Some groups of 

questions were formatted using a 5-point Likert scale in which the target informants were 

asked to indicate the level of agreement and disagreement with a series of statements. The 

least open-ended questions were used to allow responses to give their free opinion 

concerning the notion of effective student financial support policies for Thai higher 

education. These questions were placed at the end of the questionnaire. 

4.6 Proposed Plan for Collection of Data 

A questionnaire with an accompanying letter of explanation, and a return self-

addressed stamped envelope were sent to the Student Affairs Division or the office of 

Student Affairs in each targeted higher education institution.  

Before delivering to the respondents, the questionnaire was discussed with advisor 

and tested with 5-10 respondents at the institutions included in the final survey to 

safeguard its internal consistency and validity. Additionally, various mechanisms were 

employed to ensure good response rates such as advance warning, confidentiality, 

reminders, brief note of persuasion and so forth. (Oppenheim, 1999; Teferra, no date). 

4.7 Data Analysis 

 As Marshall and Rossman (1999, p.150) pointed out, “Data analysis is the process 

of bringing order, structure, and interpretation to the mass of collected data.” After the 



 

31 

quantitative data were systematically collected, the researcher should analyze such 

gathered quantitative data systematically and rigorously in ways that enable the researcher 

to accomplish the study’s purposes. However, the data collected in the quantitative form as 

the questionnaires may not always be in a numerical form. As put by N. W. Blaikie (2000, 

p.31), “The data have to be organized in such a way that they can be transferred into an 

appropriate database for manipulation by computer.” Hence, before launching data 

analysis, it is imperative that the data should be transformed into a numerical form or using 

numeric codes to represent non-numeric categories by means of some coding process. 

In this study, the data gatherings from questionnaires are texts and numbers. The 

researcher has to make sense of the data being collected by using the appropriate data 

analysis techniques. The questionnaire surveys contained five distinct types of data: (1) 

personal and organizational data about the respondents, (2) categorical data of three 

governmental student financial support policies, (3) free-responses of the policies’ 

advantages and disadvantages, (4) 21 scaled ratings attitude items, and (5) responses to 3 

open-ended questions. The numerical data such as the personal and organizational data, 

categorical data, and ratings of the scaled items were analyzed by using an appropriate 

statistical analysis, assisted by computer. First of all, they were tabulated using a Microsoft 

Excel spreadsheet. The items were listed in one column and the data values for each of the 

returned surveys were entered in subsequent columns. The data was then transformed for 

entry into a more powerful statistical software package, ‘the Statistical Package SPSS’. 

The SPSS program was chosen for its ease of use, availability and power.  

In the process of data analysis, the first set of personal and organizational data, 

which were measured in terms of nominal categories, was investigated to describe “the 

distributions of a sample or population across a range of variables” and “the summary 

measures of the characteristics of such distributions” (Blaikie, 2000, p.236). In this regard, 

preliminary descriptive statistics including: mean values, standard deviations, minimum 

and maximum values and modes might be calculated. SPSS was used to calculate 

descriptive statistics such as number, mean, median, standard deviation, minimum, and 

maximum on these nominal variables. 

Secondly, each respondent was asked to choose one of the governmental student 

financial support policies (the government scholarship schemes, Student Loan Fund 
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scheme, and Income Contingent Loan scheme) that best resembles the prepared set of the 

policies’ characteristics in his/her opinion. 

The third set of questions was a consideration response set of advantages and 

disadvantages of each type of the governmental student financial support policies. The 

respondents were free to answer in form of textual data which was content analyzed by 

generating manageable categories. 

The fourth set of questions was built to ask each respondent about his/her 

perception toward criteria of student financial support policies implementation and 

outcome. Their responses were ranked in form of ordinal data measured on five attitude 

continuums of Likert scale. SPSS was used to produce descriptive statistics for attitude 

scaled ratings of individual questions and each of the perception categories by computing 

frequency counts, measures of central tendency (such as mean responses), and measures of 

the dispersion of the distribution (such as standard deviations). 

Furthermore, the ordinal scaled items varied by personnel data categories were 

investigated. This procedure was included to provide an indication of whether there might 

be some differences between different personnel characteristics such as age, gender, level 

of education, educational background, experience on work, type of institution (Public 

universities, Private universities, Rajabhat Universities, and Rajamangala Universities of 

Technology), and institute’s location (Bangkok Metropolis, Northern region, Central 

region, North-eastern region, Eastern region, and Southern region).  

As the scale of measurement between the variables in this scaled attitude items is 

ordinal data or ranked measures (thus, can not be treated as continuous) and normally 

distributed. ‘Parametric tests’ are not appropriate for this analysis due to the nature of the 

data. ‘Non-parametric tests’ that do not require interval data and assumptions about the 

shape of the underlying distribution, therefore, should be applied.  

Responses in each item about the policies’ characteristics and in the total 

statements about governmental student financial support policies were compared by target-

populations (student affair administrators) which differed in their personnel characteristics. 

The results would indicate a possibility of perception differences, so the Chi square test 

which compares two or more groups of cases on one variable is suitable statistical analysis 

for this purpose. A significance level (p) of 0.05 was selected as appropriate for the 



 

33 

comparison. If p<0.05, then the difference in means between different groups of the target-

populations will be deemed significant.  

Last of all, the responses to three open-ended questions about the policies’ 

recommendation which are textual data were content analyzed by means of generating 

categories, sorting data to locate patterns, and then describe the patterns. Considering 

efficiency and flexibility, these responses were grouped together and classified into 

manageable categories or factors. Factor labels would be selected by using the words used 

by the respondents in their comments. Overall, the findings of study will be summarized 

and presented in the form of graphic, table and descriptive data by using report document 

as analytic reporting formats. 
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CHAPTER 5: ANALYSIS OF RESULTS AND STUDY 

FINDINGS 

 
As noted in Chapter 4, the questionnaire included in Appendix A was used to 

collect data from each higher education institution. This chapter presents an analysis of the 

survey results and is summarized in two following sections: the first section contains a 

description of the survey instrument returns and respondent demographics, and the second 

provides an analysis of the findings related with the research questions. 

5.1 Respondent Demographic Information 

A total of 141 surveys were initially mailed to Student Affairs Division or the 

office of Student Affairs in the targeted higher education institutions. Of these, 73 surveys 

were completed correctly and returned by mail. The response rate for the target was 51.8%. 

This study examined the responses of 73 student affair administrators who are in charge of 

student financial support policies’ implementation in Thai higher education institutions. 

The demographic profile of the administrators was compiled from the respondents’ profile 

data requested on the survey questionnaire. These are age, gender, level of education, 

educational background, experience on work, type of institution, and institute’s location. 

An overall profile of these data is shown in Table 2. The data can be summarized as 

follows. 

Of the 73 respondents, 23.3% were male and 76.7% were female. With regard to 

the administrators’ age, almost one-half (43.8%) of them were in 30–39 years age range, 

followed by 20–29 years group (23.3%), 40–49 years group (20.5%), and then the more 

than 50 years group (12.3%).  

About 57.5% of the administrators who completed the questionnaires reported they 

had Master’s degrees, the rest held Bachelor’s degrees (42.5%). Note that none of these 

universities had lower than Bachelor’s degree and also non Doctorate degree 

administrators were found. Concerning the backgrounds of their educations, almost one-

half of the respondents (41.1%) had academic backgrounds in Business, Administration, 

and Economics field, while 32.9% were Humanities, Social Sciences, and Political Science 

major. In addition, 15% of the present administrators had the degrees in Education. This 

shows the strong administrative and social sciences background of the student affair 
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administrators; they are familiar with social and educational administration, a fact that may 

support their working expertise.  

Over half of the 73 administrators have been working on student financial support 

service for less than 5 years (53.4% for 1 – 5 years and 5.5% for less than 1 year). 

Approximately one fourth (26%) had 6 – 10 years working experience. This reveals that 

the participants in this study have a considerable experience in the area. 

The difference in the proportion of type and location of higher education institution 

in which the respondents work was distributed according to the total number in the targeted 

population. The largest proportion of respondents was from Private University (49.3%), 

followed by Rajabhat University (24.7%), Public university (20.5%), and then 

Rajamangala University of Technology (5.5%). Almost one-half (50.7%) of the 73 

administrators were from the universities in Bangkok metropolis and central region areas. 

Table 2 Demographic data of student affair administrators 

       N (73)   % 

Age (years) 
 20 – 29 yrs.     17   23.3 
 30 – 39 yrs.     32   43.8 
 40 – 49 yrs.     15   20.5 
 > 50 yrs.        9   12.3 
Gender 
 Male      17   23.3 
 Female      56   76.7 
Level of Education 
 Bachelor’s degree    31   42.5 
 Master’s degree     42   57.5 
Educational Background  
 Humanities/Social Sciences/Political Science 24   32.9 
 Science/Engineering/other      8   10.9 
 Business/Administration/Economics  30   41.1 
 Education     11   15.1 
Experience on Work (years) 
 < 1 yr.        4    5.5 
 1 – 5 yrs.     39   53.4 
 6 – 10 yrs.     19   26.0 
 > 10 yrs.      11   15.1 
Type of Institution  
 Public university     15   20.5 
 Private university     36   49.3 
 Rajabhat University    18   24.7 
 Rajamangala University of Technology    4     5.5 
Location of Institute 
 Bangkok Metropolis    27   37.0 
 Central region     10   13.7 
 Northern region       9   12.3 
 North-eastern region    16   21.9 
 Eastern region       2     2.7 
 Southern region       9   12.3 
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5.2 Analyzing the Student Affair Administrators’ Perceptions  

The student affair administrators were asked to respond to the statements and 

questions based on their experiences and opinions in the implementation of governmental 

student financial support policies. The results of their perceptions, derived from the survey 

instrument, are categorized into four main sections in line with the conceptual framework 

as follows: characteristics and roles of the Thai governmental student financial support 

policies, the policies formulation and implementation, the policies outcome and preference, 

and the policies’ recommendations. 

5.2.1 Characteristics and Roles of the Thai Governmental Student 

Financial Support Policies 

Almost all universities in Thailand (98.6%) have been implementing governmental 

student financial support policies (see Table 3). Only one higher educational institution did 

not implement these policies because it is a Buddhist private university. In this university 

the student financial assistances are from private endowment and the students rarely 

benefit from the governmental student financial support policies. 

Table 3 The implementation of governmental student financial support policies 
 

SFS Policies Implementation N % 

Implementing 72 98.6 

No implementing 1 1.4 

At present, the Student Loan Fund scheme is implemented in nearly all higher 

education institutions (98.6%) and 82.2% of all universities implemented Income 

Contingent Loan scheme, whereas less than half of them (45.2%) have implemented the 

government scholarship schemes (see Figure 2). More than half of those that did not 

implement the scholarship schemes (40) were private universities (21), followed by 

Rajabhat universities (11) and public universities (6). The examples of governmental 

scholarship schemes which were provided differently in several universities were State 

Scholarships for an Essay-writing Competition, Scholarship for Local Development, 

Scholarship for Students from Low Income Family, Scholarship for Civil Servant’s Child, 

Princess’s Scholarship, and so on. 
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Figure 2 State of three governmental student financial support policies 

 

Various types of question were used to examine the importance of three Thai 

governmental student financial support policies in the administrators’ perception. Only 72 

respondents were analyzed because one administrator who said that had never 

implemented the policies did not answer this question. Firstly, for the roles of each type of 

the policy: the government scholarship schemes (SCL), Student Loan Fund scheme (SLF), 

and Income Contingent Loan scheme (ICL) in this study, the researcher computed the 

frequency and percentage of the 10 characteristics as illustrated in Table 4.  

Overall, the majority of respondents chose Student Loan Fund scheme as the best 

suitable policy for Thai higher education system (68.1%) and as the policy that played an 

important role for the most characteristics such as increase the demand for higher 

education (56.9%); help all students to be able to study and improve social equality 

(55.6%); increase higher education accessibility for low income or disadvantaged youth 

(77.8%), and protect students who might leave or fail in their studies for economic reasons 

(63.9%). The Income Contingent Loan scheme was only chosen as a policy for 

encouraging the targeted fields of study that are socially important (40.3%) whereas the 

government scholarship schemes had distinctive role in supporting the participation of 

academically talented students (68.1%) and enhancing the students’ performance (58.3%). 

It should also be noted that the respondents somewhat viewed Student Loan Fund scheme 
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as important role as Income Contingent Loan scheme in facilitating the expansion of the 

higher education system and best promoting their institutions’ enrollment and as far more 

important role than the government scholarship schemes in almost all characteristics. 

Table 4 Characteristics of the governmental student financial support policies 
 

SCL SLF ICL  
 N % N % N % 

Increase demand for HE 

Facilitate HE system expansion 

Help students and improve social equality 

Increase accessibility for poor/disadvantaged youth 

Support participation of talented students  

Best promote institution enrolment 

Encourage targeted fields of study 

Protect students from dropout 

Enhance student performance 

Most suitable policy 

6 

5 

3 

4 

49 

3 

15 

8 

42 

8 

8.3 

6.9 

 4.1 

5.6 

68.1 

4.2 

20.8 

11.1 

58.3 

11.1 

41 

34 

40 

56 

13 

38 

28 

46 

27 

49 

56.9 

47.2 

55.6 

77.8 

18.1 

52.8 

38.9 

63.9 

37.5 

68.1 

25 

33 

29 

12 

10 

31 

29 

18 

3 

15 

34.7 

45.8 

40.3 

16.7 

13.9 

43.1 

40.3 

25.0 

4.2 

20.8 

       

In order to examine the differences between the respondents from different 

conditions about the policies characteristics, a Chi-square test was conducted to determine 

whether there were significant differences (at the .05 level) among the administrators 

regarding the personnel characteristics such as age, gender, level of education, educational 

background, experience on work, type of institution, and institute’s location. Results of the 

study indicated that the administrators from different age, educational background, type of 

institution, and institute’s location had no significantly different perceptions about the roles 

and characteristics of each policy (see Appendix D). These groups answer questions in the 

same way. This means that the administrators’ perceptions are not conditioned by personal 

or contextual aspects. 

As shown in Table 5 below, significant differences were found between male and 

female respondents for the statements “Facilitate HE system expansion”, “Protect students 

from dropout”, and “Enhance student performance” with a significance level of .020, .027, 

and .038 respectively. According to the statistical analysis, most male respondents (70.6%) 

stated that ICL facilitated HE system expansion while the female pointed out SLF (56.4%). 

Though many female administrators (67.3%) mentioned SLF protected students from 

dropout, male voted fairly in SLF (52.9%) and ICL (47.1%). The government scholarships 
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enhanced student performance in most female administrators’ opinions (65.5%) while SLF 

did in the male’s views (52.9%). This results show that diverse openness to the new task as 

ICL may be conditioned by gender. As it seems that the SLF has more important roles than 

ICL in female administrators’ perception while males rather recognized the challenge of 

ICL scheme.  

An analysis of the statement “Protect students from dropout” also yielded a 

significant difference among groups from different work experience with a significance 

level of .034. The result revealed that more than 80% of high experienced administrators (> 

6 years) chose SLF as the most dropout student protection while less experienced 

administrators had respectively voted for SLF and ICL at 48% and 33%. Another 

significant difference appeared among different levels of education in a statement “Best 

promoting institution enrollment” with a significance level of .045 indicated that the 

Master’s degree group tended to choose ICL (54.8%) as the best promoted institution 

enrollment policy whereas the Bachelor’s degree group preferred SLF (70%). This seems 

that long term working administrators perceived more benefits of SLF which they had 

implemented longer than ICL. Besides, it sounds as if higher degree administrators 

concerned more about the function of ICL policy. 

Table 5 Significant Results of the Chi-square Tests between the different 

personnel conditions for the policies’ characteristics  

       Value  df Asymp. Sig. (2-sided) 

Gender*The policies’ characteristics 
Facilitate HE system expansion     7.842   2  .020 
Protect students from dropout     7.222   2  .027 
Enhance student performance     6.523   2  .038 

Level of Education*The policies’ characteristics   
Best promote institution enrollment     6.184   2  .045     

Work Experience*The policies’ characteristics   
Protect students from dropout   13.615   6  .034 

 

 

Next, the researcher gathered responses from the open-ended section in response to 

the question dealing with the advantages and disadvantages of three governmental student 

financial support policies in the administrators’ perception. The findings from this open-

ended section revealed the following. 
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� The government scholarship schemes  

 Here again, several responses from administrators emphasized distinctive role of 

the governmental scholarships as the best incentive policy for enhancing academic 

performance. Due to the limitation and high competition of the governmental scholarships, 

the process of selection has been seen to be restricted to the high qualitative students. 

Therefore, the students would be proud of being the governmental scholarship grantees and 

be motivated to increase their academic performance.  

 The fact that governmental scholarships do not have to be repaid is another 

advantage for the scheme to promote higher education access for students from low 

income families and remote areas. Other advantages pointed by many respondents were the 

characteristics of the scholarships which generally aim to support targeted students in 

specific fields of academic programs and to promote the participation of academically 

talented students. Besides, some respondents stated that the scholarship would increase job 

opportunity for the students.        

 The limitation and high competition were the governmental scholarship’s most 

frequently cited disadvantages. The governmental scholarships are expensive projects for 

the state. Therefore, the government can not provide adequate scholarships to all students 

who need it. Furthermore, the specific objectives of each government scholarship also 

disadvantaged some students to have access to the scholarships. Some administrators said 

that many governmental scholarship grantees were not from students who have monetary 

constrain.   

Responses from administrators indicated the perceived problems they encountered 

in implementing the scheme that the variety of governmental scholarships which require 

different implement actions had caused troublesomeness and complication to them. 

� Student Loan Fund scheme (SLF)  

 The most frequent advantage mentioned for The SLF was increase of opportunity 

for the poor’s access to higher education. The provision of SLF would promote poor 

students to make easier decision to further their study in tertiary level of education. 

Particularly, SLF has been seen to provide more opportunities for eligible students in 

provinces and remote rural areas. Many of the administrators pointed out the prominent 

qualification of The SLF as its advantages. These were 1) monetary support which covers 



 

41 

tuition fee, educational related expenses, and cost of living, 2) a clear requirement of 

eligible loan borrowers which concerns family income, satisfactory behaviour, and 

educational performance, and 3) the long length of repayment and low interest rate. 

 The most frequently cited of SLF disadvantage was the characteristic of loan as a 

repayment student financial support. Many respondents concerned about the risk of low 

repayment rate. The limitation of the loan was also recognized both in the number of SLF 

allocated to each university and in the eligible loan borrower application which limits the 

accumulated family income. Meanwhile, the administrators mentioned the difficulties of 

SLF implementation that it involved complicated operation and required loads of 

documents. 

� Income Contingent Loan scheme (ICL) 

Numerous administrators realized these same four advantages of ICL. The loan 1) 

promotes social equality as it is allocated to all undergraduate students, 2) easiness of 

access and selection because all Thai undergraduate students were eligible for ICL 

regardless of their family income, 3) flexible repayment through the Revenue Department 

when their incomes reach the imposed threshold level, and 4) encourage the targeted fields 

of study that are important for the national development and respond to the labor market.  

The major disadvantage of ICL in the administrators’ opinions was its ‘available 

for all’ characteristic. Providing loans to all undergraduate students is a very high cost for 

Thai government and might be an unnecessary expenditure if the loan borrowers were not 

in need. ICL as the loan for tuition fee only was another important disadvantage. Most 

administrators said that loan which does not cover the living cost could not solve the 

financial problem for poor students. Others disadvantages that the respondents have stated 

in this portion of the survey were the characteristic of loan as a repayment student financial 

support and its qualification. In this regard, they referred to the too high imposed threshold 

level for repayment and uncertain repayment rate that will be adjusted annually by the 

inflation rate.      

5.2.2 The Policies Formulation and Implementation 

The second section explored how the student affair administrators think about the 

governmental student financial support policies formulation and implementation. In this 

regard, the respondents were asked to rate their agreement in 9 statements (see Table 6). 
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Only 72 respondents were analyzed because one administrator who said that she had never 

implemented the policies did not respond to many statements in this section. The results 

can be summarized as the following. 

Most administrators have strongly agreed that they have never been involved in the 

process of policies’ formulation and the type of governmental student financial support 

policies depends mainly on the political operator with the percentage of 41.7% and 34.7% 

respectively. The number of respondents who agreed that their universities had the same 

opportunities to implement these policies as the others did was equally to whose were 

uncertain (38.9%). The highest number of respondents agreed that they had trouble in 

coordinating policies with the government (40.3%), the policies were rarely evaluated 

(37.5%), and the selection process of the scholarships and loans grantee were fair and 

transparent (45.8%).  

Most of respondents doubted about the policies’ regulations which were organized 

in such a way that they can easily follow (44.4%) and that they have enough and clear 

information to implement the policies (36.1%). However they were likely to agree (40%) 

that they somewhat got enough and clear information more than disagree (23%) while 

more administrators did not think that the policies' regulations were well organized (30%). 

With regard to having enough freedom to make a decision and act when implementing 

these policies, the respondents reported an equal level of agreement, disagreement, and 

uncertainty at 33%. 

Table 6  Rating agreements on the policies formulation and implementation 
 

Statements Strongly 

disagree 

Disagree Uncertain Agree Strongly 

Agree 

Never involve in policies' formulation 

Enough &clear information to implement policies 

Equal opportunities in implement policies  

Well organized policies' regulations 

Freedom of decision-making and acting 

Trouble in coordinate with government 

Rarely policies evaluation 

Fair & transparent grantees selection 

Policies depend on political operator 

11.1% 

 4.2% 

2.8% 

9.7% 

5.5% 

4.1% 

4.2% 

4.2% 

4.2% 

9.7% 

19.4% 

1.4% 

20.8% 

27.8% 

20.8% 

13.9% 

6.9% 

2.8% 

11.1% 

36.1% 

38.9% 

44.4% 

33.3% 

20.8% 

25.0% 

19.4% 

29.2% 

26.4% 

34.7% 

38.9% 

22.2% 

31.9% 

40.3% 

37.5% 

45.8% 

29.2% 

41.7% 

5.6% 

18.1% 

 2.8% 

1.4% 

15.3% 

19.4% 

23.6% 

34.7% 
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5.2.3 The Policies Outcome and Preference 

The third section investigated the governmental student financial support policies 

outcomes and preferences in the student affair administrators’ opinions. The respondents 

were asked to rate their agreement in 12 statements (see Table 7) which can be categorized 

into 3 groups; statements about the policies in general, statements about the loans, and 

statements about the scholarships. 72 respondents were analyzed because one administrator 

who said that she had never implemented the policies did not respond in some statements. 

The empirical findings are summarized as the following. 

� The general perceptions on governmental student financial support policies 

The largest amount of student affair administrators agreed that these policies help 

to promote the enrollment in their universities (54.2%) and students have equal 

opportunities to have access to the schemes (41.7%). However, more than half of the 

respondents thought that the student financial support from government is not sufficient for 

students who need it (55.6%) as well as uncertain that the loans and grants were used as 

purposes of the policies (52.8%). Although most of them were in doubt about the 

application of cost-sharing concept (56.9%), there were more administrators thinking that 

the concept of cost-sharing is not compatible for Thai higher education system (27.8%) 

than those who prefer the cost-sharing concept (15.3%).  

� The perceptions about the loans 

The majority of student affair administrators agreed that loans are allocated to poor 

students (43.1%). 52.8% of the respondents hesitated about the notion that loan borrowers 

have more satisfiable performance than the scholarship grantees and was accompanied by 

the higher disagreement percent (34.7%). Most administrators emphasized their preference 

of the Student Loan Fund scheme (SLF) by rating their uncertainty (30.6%) and strongly 

disagreement (26.4%) on the statement that compare to SLF, Income Contingent Loan 

scheme is better for higher education system and should be continued. 

� The perceptions about the scholarships 

Most administrators agreed that the students who got the scholarships were from 

disadvantaged family (37.5%) and had better academic performance than loan borrowers 

(33.3%). Nearly all agreed that government should provide more scholarship schemes 
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(79.2%). 36.1% of the administrators answered uncertain that grantees enjoy adequate 

monetary support in order to pursue their studies though they were more likely to agree 

(40.3%) than disagree (23.6%).  

Table 7 Rating agreements on the policies outcomes and preferences 
 

Statements Strongly 

disagree 

Disagree Uncertain Agree Strongly 

Agree 

Help to promote university's enrollment 

Equal opportunities to access schemes for student  

Scholarship grantees were disadvantaged  

Loans are allocated to poor students 

SFS from government is sufficient 

Loan borrowers have more satisfiable performance 

Scholarship grantees have better academic performance 

Loans and grants are used as the purposes 

Grantees enjoy adequate monetary support 

ICL is better than SLF and should be continued  

Cost-sharing is not compatible for Thai HE 

Government should provide more scholarships 

2.8% 

 2.8% 

2.8% 

1.4% 

29.2% 

6.9% 

- 

4.2% 

9.7% 

26.4% 

2.8% 

2.8% 

8.3% 

15.3% 

8.3% 

6.9% 

26.4% 

27.8% 

6.9 % 

8.3% 

13.9% 

11.1% 

12.5% 

5.6% 

20.8% 

27.8% 

33.3% 

34.7% 

33.3% 

52.8% 

29.2% 

52.8% 

36.1% 

30.6% 

56.9% 

12.5% 

54.2% 

41.7% 

37.5% 

43.1% 

9.7% 

9.7% 

33.3% 

29.2% 

34.7% 

22.2% 

22.2% 

29.2% 

13.9% 

12.5% 

18.1% 

 13.9% 

1.4% 

2.8% 

30.6% 

5.6% 

5.6% 

9.7% 

5.6% 

50.0% 

  

Furthermore, the descriptive statistics were applied to investigate the entire 

statements about the governmental student financial support policies. 72 respondents were 

analyzed because one administrator did not respond to many statements in this section. The 

questionnaire contained overall 21 statements about the governmental student financial 

support policies in which four statements were the negative statements. These are “Never 

involve in policies' formulation”, “Trouble in coordinating with government”, “Rare 

policies evaluation”, and “Policies depend on political operator”. This research instrument 

had the reliability with an alpha of 0.69. 

The analysis of all statements did not include four statements which were “Loan 

borrowers have more satisfiable performance”, “Scholarship grantees have better academic 

performance”, “ICL is better than SLF and should be continued”, and “Cost-sharing is not 

compatible for Thai HE” because they were the comparative and specific statements. For 

that reason, 17 statements were taken in this analysis and the answers were ranked in 5-

point scales (1-strongly disagree; 2-Disagree; 3-Uncertain; 4-Agree, and 5-Strongly 
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Agree). Accordingly, total score of agreement for individual respondent would be ranged 

in between 17 to 85 score.  

For the 17 statements in this study, the researcher computed the Minimum, 

Maximum, Median, Mean, and Standard Deviation of the total 72 administrators’ level of 

agreement as shown in Table 8. Overall, the results indicated that the lowest total score of 

agreements was 38 and the highest was 70. The Median of total score was 54 which 

showed that most administrators rather agreed with all the statements.   

Table 8 Minimum, Maximum, Median, Mean, and Standard Deviation of the 

administrators’ perceptions on the governmental student financial 

support policies 

 Min Max Median Mean S.D 

Level of Agreement 38 70 54 54.51 6.75 
 

The researcher then determined whether the respondents from different conditions 

held the same or different level of agreement about these 17 statements by using Chi-

square test. In order to examine better associations between variables of this study, the 5-

point scales of the level of agreements were reorganized as a dichotomy (agree and 

disagree) by dividing these 2 groups at percentiles 75 or upper quartile at score 59. 

Consequently, there were 21 responses (29.2%) as agree (score 59-70) and 51 responses 

(70.8%) as disagree (score 38-58). (See Appendix D)  

Results of statistical test for the association between variables indicated that none 

of the mean differences across different personnel characteristics such as age, gender, level 

of education, educational background, work experience, type of institution, and institute’s 

location was shown to be significant at the .05 level in all these statements (see Table 9). 

Therefore it could be concluded that the administrators answered questions in the same 

way or they had similar perceptions about the governmental student financial support 

policies. 
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Table 9 Results of the Chi-square Tests between the different personnel 

conditions for the governmental student financial support policies 

 
Agreement 

Agree (21) Disagree (51)  

N %  N %  
Value df 

Asymp. 
Sig. (2-
sided) 

Age (years) 
 20 – 29 yr.  
 30 – 39 yr.  
 40 – 49 yr.  
 > 50 yr. 

 
5 
11 
2 
3 

 
23.8 
52.4 
9.5 
14.3 

 
12 
21 
12 
6 

 
23.5 
41.2 
23.5 
11.8 

 
1.997 

 
3 

 
.573 

Gender 
 Male   
 Female  

 
7 
14 

 
33.3 
66.7 

 
10 
41 

 
19.6 
80.4 

 
1.554 

 
1 

 
.173 

Level of Education 
 Bachelor’s degree 
 Master’s degree  

 
9 
12 

 
42.9 
57.1 

 
21 
30 

 
41.2 
58.8 

 
.017 

 

 
1 

 
.550 

 
Educational Background 

Humanities/Social Sciences/ Political 
Science  

Science/Engineering/other 
Business/Administration/ Economics  
Education  

 
10 
 
3 
6 
2 

 
47.6 

 
14.3 
28.6 
9.5 

 
13 
 
5 
24 
9 

 
25.5 

 
9.8 
47.1 
17.6 

 
4.412 

 

 
3 
 

 
.220 

 

Experience on Work (years) 
 < 1 yr.   
 1 – 5 yrs.  
 6 – 10 yrs.  
 > 10 yrs. 

 
1 
11 
5 
4 

 
4.8 
52.4 
23.8 
19.0 

 
2 
28 
14 
7 

 
3.9 
54.9 
27.5 
13.7 

 
.393 

 
3 
 

 
.942 

Type of Institution  
 Public university  

Private university 
 Rajabhat University 
 Rajamangala University of 
Technology 

 
4 
10 
6 
1 
 

 
19.0 
47.6 
28.6 
4.8 

 
11 
25 
12 
3 

 
21.6 
49.0 
23.5 
5.9 

 

 
.236 

 

 
3 
 

 
.972 

 

Location of Institute 
 Bangkok Metropolis 

Central region  
 Eastern region  
 Northern region  
 North-eastern region 
 Southern region  

 
8 
4 
2 
3 
- 
4 

 
38.1 
19.0 
9.5 
14.3 

- 
19.0 

 
19 
6 
7 
13 
2 
4 

 
37.3 
11.8 
13.7 
25.5 
3.9 
7.8 

 
4.125 

 

 
5 
 

 
.531 

. 

5.2.4 The Policies’ Recommendations 

Part four of the survey instrument contains three open-ended questions. These 

questions asked respondents what improvements they would suggest for the policies. 

Responses were categorized into basic statements representing emergent themes. Policy 

recommendations based on the findings from this section can be summarized as follows. 

The first of these questions deals with the administrators’ opinions about how the 

policies should be developed for the sake of students. The question is “How do you think 
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the governmental student financial support policies could be used to better assist the 

students in your institution?” 

- Increase student financial support  

The results of this portion of the survey indicate that most administrators 

recommended the government to provide more financial support for Thai students both in 

numbers of grant-in-aid and in the amount of monetary support per each. They concurred 

that the sufficient allocation of student support would enable students from poor families to 

continue study at tertiary level of education and prevent dropout from the educational 

system. 

- Increase equality of student financial support accessibility 

In order to enhance the educational participation of disadvantaged students, 

concrete measures to increase equality should be put in place to ensure that the potential 

students have equal chances of receiving the financial support from government. For 

example improving public relation system to inform all students about the provision of 

student support schemes, developing the effective and transparent selection process, and 

targeting the poor. 

- Develop effective student financial support policies  

As suggested by many administrators, the student support payment system of the 

government loan and scholarship should be improved. They mentioned that the students 

were troubled from red tape and rarely received grant in time.  

- Maintain the part-time scholarship scheme  

Many respondents urged that the part-time scholarship scheme which government 

provided scholarships as a part-time wage for undergraduate students who work for their 

university or consented company was a helpful policy. It could be another alternative 

policy of assistance to ease the financial burdens of students during their study years. 

Question two asked the administrators to suggest how the policies can facilitate the 

function of their universities. The question is “In what ways, if any, do you think the 

governmental student financial support policies could be used to exploit added benefits for 

your institution?”  

- Increase student financial support   

According to administrators’ viewpoints, student financial support from 

government that allocated to poor students regardless of the type of higher education 
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institution and field of study could help to promote their enrollment especially for small 

and medium-size private universities. Increase in the enrollment would bring about more 

budgets for the institutional development.   

- Obtain the governmental targeted scholarships  

The governmental targeted scholarships which generally aimed to promote talent 

students would, in turn, help to enhance the university’s reputation. 

- Improve the Student Loan Fund scheme (SLF) allocation system  

Many administrators commented on the issue of the SLF allocation to the 

institutions. They pointed out that top-down budget allocation was not suitable mechanism 

for their universities as it caused inadequate loan distribution to their needy students. The 

respondents suggested that the government should pay attention to the reality and 

information bases from the universities before setting quota for loans allocation to each 

higher education institutes. 

- Develop effective student financial support policies 

Many administrators think that the governmental student financial support policies 

lacked of continuing and had changed frequently in the implementing process. These 

caused troubles and administrative burden for student affair administrators of the 

universities while implementing the policies. The troubles had often arisen when 

coordinating policies with the government agency. Therefore, the policies should be 

effectively planned and monitored at each period of time. The proposed technique to 

increase the effectiveness of the policies’ coordination was the introducing of Information 

Communication Technology (ICT) which will accelerate administrative performance and 

reduce document procedure.  

 Question three asked each administrator to recommend improvements that would 

provide better effective and responsive policies for the society. The question is “In your 

opinion, what, if anything, should be done to render governmental student financial 

support policies more effective and responsive for the society?” 

- Providing student financial support sufficiently    

For the national development as well as response to the social demand, the 

government should provide adequate student financial support for needy students who 

have potential to study in the tertiary level of education.  
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- Allocating student financial support equally 

The governmental student financial support both in forms of scholarship and loan 

have to be equally available to all students who apply for it. The students and their families 

should be well informed about the policies.  

- Planning 

The respondents agreed that the government should formulate long-range plan for 

the governmental student financial support policy. However, the policy formulation has to 

be performed transparently and fairly by examining the stakeholders’ opinions and public 

hearing.  

- Targeting 

The governmental financial support should be well managed to reach the 

disadvantaged or the poor. The scholarship should be targeted to disadvantaged students 

with good academic performance and be considered for highly-demanded field of study 

while the loan should be distributed in terms of need or allocated to students from poor 

families. Additionally, many administrators emphasized that the responsive loan for poor 

students should cover living expenses. 

- Monitoring 

The selection process of the policies was seen to be problematic in the 

administrators’ opinions. Many stated that the government should develop a monitoring 

system to prevent problems of false information provided by students (e.g., on parents’ 

incomes) to qualify themselves for the financial support and to ensure that the financial 

support is taken up by students who are in need. 

- Evaluation  

Since the student financial support is from government, an awareness of public 

expenditure was considered necessary to ensure the effectiveness of the policies. The 

administrators cited that more evaluative action should be taken to avoid misuse of public 

expenditure such as default on loan repayments, grant abuse, and unnecessary waste in the 

policy implementing process. The government should propose more serious efforts in 

enforcing repayment from loan borrowers as well as seriously solve the current 

unemployment problem. Meanwhile, the use of scholarship and loan received by students 

has to be reviewed and monitored to prevent them from using grant for the irrelevant 

purposes. 
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In conclusion, the study finds that the governmental loan schemes are implemented 

in most universities in Thai higher education system, while less than half of them have 

implemented the scholarship schemes. Thai student affair administrators gave positive 

responses toward the role and importance of the governmental student support. They 

viewed Student Loan Fund scheme as the best suitable policy and as the policy that played 

an important role for the society, the higher education system and their institutions. The 

Income Contingent Loan scheme was only chosen as a policy for encouraging the targeted 

fields of study whereas the government scholarship schemes were the best incentive 

policies in the academic performance aspect. 

The administrators did not differ in their perceptions about the governmental 

student financial support policies. Regarding the policy formulation and implementation, 

most of them viewed that they had equal opportunities in implementing the policies, 

somewhat got enough and clear information and that the selection process of the grantees 

was fair and transparent.  However, they perceived several problems such as the trouble in 

coordinate with the government, lack of the participation in policies’ formulation and the 

evaluation, the policy inconsistency, and so on. Furthermore, findings from the study 

showed positive perceptions on the general outcomes of the policies and desired for 

increasing the governmental student support and improving the policies administration. 
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CHAPTER 6: CONCLUSION 

  

This chapter discusses the finding of the research and answers the study’s five 

original research questions. As mentioned in Chapter 4, five research questions guided this 

study, and were answered according to the perceptions of student affair administrators. The 

questions are discussed separately. Finally, there are summary of conclusions and 

suggestions for further research. 

6.1   The Importance of Student Financial Support Policies 

The study’s first question was “How important are the governmental student 

financial support policies in Thai higher education system?” 

Findings from the analysis revealed that Thai student affair administrators were 

positive about the presence of the governmental student financial support policies. It can be 

said that these policies play an imperative roles in higher education system in Thailand as 

the policies were implemented in nearly all higher education institutions. The answers 

from open questions support quantitative data that administrators realized the importance 

of student financial support from the government and how the policies impact today’s 

society. According to the administrators, the policies had an effect on the society, the 

system, and their institutions.  

The influence of student financial support from government on the society was 

serving Thai students to be able to study higher and improve social equality. Meanwhile, 

the policies were used to encourage the targeted fields of study that are socially important 

which in turn advance the national development. In this sense, the student support is an 

instrument to promote the public function of higher education. This idea is shaped by the 

concept that investments in higher education support the accumulation of human capital 

from human capital theory (Canton and Venniker, 2001; Teixeira et al., 2006; Belot et al., 

2006).  

The relationship between financial support and higher education accessibility is 

noticeably recognized in the Thai system. The administrators affirmed that the policies 

help to increase the demand for higher education, enlarge higher education accessibility for 
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low income or disadvantaged youth, and sequentially lead to the expansion of the system 

(Teixeira et al., 2006; Canton and Venniker, 2001; Barr, 2003; Jongbloed, no date). 

The benefits of the policies also contributed to the function of higher education 

institutions. The findings from open questions revealed that the policies help to promote 

their institutions’ enrollment and scholarship schemes which played significant roles in 

supporting the participation of academically talented students and enhancing the students’ 

performance.  

Arguably, these somewhat expected answers may be due to the fact that most 

administrators had high working experience on student support services and strong 

educational backgrounds in social sciences. In consequence of the importance of student 

financial support policy, the administrators were unanimous that Thai government should 

provide more financial support to students both in forms of scholarship and loan. 

6.2   Advantages and Disadvantages of Student Financial Support Policies 

The second question was “What are the main advantages and disadvantages of 

student financial support policies for Thai higher education?”  

Interestingly, the results of study showed the consensus of administrators about the 

distinctive roles and characteristics of each student financial support scheme. Most 

administrators perceived the governmental scholarship schemes which were non-repayable 

support as an effective policy for promoting higher education participation of academically 

talented students in particular fields of study and the incentive policy for enhancing 

academic performance. However, they viewed in high percentages that this policy 

happened to be available for the specific students regardless of their financial need due to 

its objectives and limitations. This awarding of the scholarships which was based fairly on 

merit criteria could be presumed to serve institutional purposes more than public or social 

purposes (Johnstone, 2006). 

On the contrary, Student Loan Fund scheme (SLF) and Income Contingent Loan 

scheme (ICL) were perceived to be given for the social purposes. As indicated in the 

analysis, the majority of administrators agreed that SLF possessed many important roles 

such as increase the demand for higher education, help all students to be able to study and 

improve social equality, increase higher education accessibility for low  income or 

disadvantaged youth, and protect students who might leave or fail in their studies for 
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economic reasons. Moreover, many of the administrators pointed out that SLF increased 

opportunity for the poor, particularly students in the provinces and remote rural areas, to 

access higher education. The disadvantages of SLF were concerned most on the policy’s 

performance and implementation such as the risk of low repayment rate, the allocation to 

each university, false information, and complicated operation.  

Income Contingent Loan scheme was perceived as a policy for encouraging the 

targeted fields of study that are important for the national development and respond to the 

labour market and a policy for promoting social equality as it was available for all 

undergraduate students. The findings from the open-ended question revealed that ICL 

seemed not to be appropriate policy for poor students and likely to become an unnecessary 

expenditure for better-off students in the administrators’ perceptions. The main reason 

pointed out by most administrators is that the support of ICL was not large enough to cover 

the living cost. This issue was also claimed by Barr (2003) as an important element to 

make higher education free at the point of use which was one of the essential core 

characteristics for well-designed student loan. 

In general, the findings from administrators’ perceptions confirmed that Thai 

governmental student financial support policies varied in their purposes and were provided 

insufficiently both in the numbers of grant-in-aid and in the amount of monetary support 

per each.   

6.3   The Effectiveness of Governmental Student Financial Support 

Policies 

The third question was “To what extent the student affair administrators think that 

the governmental student financial support policies are effective and satisfiable?” 

 The administrators’ perceptions of governmental student financial support policies 

were rather positive on their outcomes. They agreed that the loans and scholarships were 

allocated to poor and disadvantaged students, and those students have equal opportunities 

to have access to the schemes. Meanwhile the policies also help to promote the enrollment 

in their universities. However, based upon the perception of the administrators, the student 

financial support from government is not sufficient for students who need it as well as they 

had doubt that the loans and grants may not be used as purposes of the policies. 
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Although they were treated equally and were somewhat provided enough clear 

information and freedom to make a decision when implementing the policies, responses 

from administrators indicated that the policies’ implementation was quite problematic. The 

perceived problems were, for example, most administrators experienced that they got 

trouble in coordinating policies with the government, and the policies were not well 

organized and inconsistent because they depend mainly on the political operator. In 

addition, the results reflect the fact that many universities less participated in the policies’ 

formulation and the policies were rarely evaluated.  

6.4   The Best and Most Suitable Student Financial Support Scheme 

The next research question was “Which type of student financial support scheme is 

the best and most suitable for Thai higher education and should be sustained?” 

Apparently, the administrators had perceptions that the Student Loan Fund scheme 

was the best and most suitable for Thai higher education system. This answer is revealed in 

both closed responses and in findings from opened questions. The SLF was also chosen as 

the policy that played an important role for the most characteristics. Moreover, responses 

to opened questions revealed that most administrators emphasized their preference that the 

student support from government should be distributed in terms of need or targeted to the 

disadvantaged or poor students.  

As stated by Ziderman (2006) that the SLF is a kind of social target model which 

was planned to increase greater access of the poor to higher education. Therefore, compare 

to ICL, the outstanding qualifications of SLF such as realising costs of living, clear 

requirement of eligible loan borrowers, and the repayment were more preferred in 

administrators’ opinions. In this case, although ICL as a new scheme towards cost-sharing 

concept was designed to open up the door to higher education equally for all Thai students, 

it seems critical to be not compatible for Thai higher education system. The administrators 

concerned that focusing on the poor as priority is more reasonable for the developing 

country and the government expenditure should be wisely targeted (Heller, 2006). Perhaps 

that is because most of them had educational backgrounds in administrative and social 

sciences.  

Nonetheless, the scholarships were viewed to be more effective to ask for academic 

performance than loan schemes. Thus, it was emphasized that the scholarship should be 
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targeted to disadvantaged students with good academic performance and be considered for 

highly-demanded field of study. 

6.5  How to Improve Student Financial Support Policies? 

Last question to be answered was “How can the student financial support policies 

be effectively organized and respond to the students and the society appropriately?” 

Accordingly with administrators’ opinions, there are two main things that should be 

improved in order to increase effectiveness and responsiveness of the governmental 

student financial support policies: the policies objectives and the policies measures.  

In terms of the policies objectives, the government should lay emphasis on 

increasing student financial support, enhancing equally access, and targeting poor students. 

Firstly, the findings from the opened question concluded that the student support is 

not sufficient for Thai students and the government should provide more financial support 

both in numbers of grant-in-aid and in the amount of monetary support per each. 

Additionally, for the national development as well as responding to the social demand, the 

most importance is that these student financial supports should be provided to needy 

students who have potential to study in the tertiary level of education. 

Secondly, to safeguard the educational participation of disadvantaged students, 

concrete measures to increase equality should be put in place to ensure that the potential 

students have equal chances of receiving the financial support from government both in 

forms of scholarship and loan. 

Lastly, the governmental financial support should be well managed or adopt more 

proactive policies to reach the disadvantaged or the poor. The scholarship should be 

targeted to disadvantaged students with good academic performance and be considered for 

highly-demanded field of study while the loan should be distributed in terms of need or 

allocated to students from poor families.  

With regard to the improvement of the policies measures, it is essential to solve the 

problems in the policies performance. Therefore, the government should generate proper 

measures to improve the performance of the loans and scholarships. The examples were as 

follows: 

- Devise long-range plan for overall governmental student financial support policy  
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- Formulate transparently and fairly policies by examining the stakeholders’ 

opinions and public hearing 

- Monitor the selection process of the policies to ensure that the financial support 

are taken up by students who are in need 

- Improve payment systems 

- Improve coordination process by introducing the Information Communication 

Technology (ICT) 

- Diverse objectives for the scholarships 

- Improve the SLF budget allocation to be a bottom-up system 

- Constantly evaluate the policies  

Arguably, the first recommendation from administrators seems to be conditioned by 

the notion of higher education as a public service. In this sense, student support policies 

play an important role as a tool to make higher education available for social targets. While 

the second was corresponding with the managerialism concept in which they emphasized 

the managerial function of the policies by strengthening the administrative strategies. 

6.6   Summary of Conclusions  

The purpose of this study was to examine the perceptions of student affair 

administrators related to the three governmental student financial support policies 

consisting of the government scholarship schemes (SCL), Student Loan Fund scheme 

(SLF), and Income Contingent Loan scheme (ICL)  in Thai higher education system. A 

three-part survey instrument was developed and administered. Analysis showed the 

instrument to be reliable. Seventy-three of the possible 141 surveys distributed were 

returned for an overall response rate of 52%. The analysis and interpretation undertaken to 

this point allow the researcher to generate conclusions and recommendations about the 

system and its particular elements. The findings in this study revealed a general consensus 

exists among the student affair administrators. In general, the analyses of the perceptions 

of student affair administrators show positive perceptions on the outcomes of the policies 

and desire for improvement on the policies administration. Each student support policy had 

its own distinctive roles and characteristics. Among these, the SLF was chosen to be the 

most suitable policy for the Thai higher education system. Moreover, based on these 

findings, most administrators revealed that they were not quite satisfied with the ICL 
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policy. Their similar perceptions were shown both in numerical responses (rating) and in 

findings from open-ended questions.  

The results of this study should be useful for the leaders and policy-maker of the 

governmental student financial support policies in Thailand to realize the state and 

problems of the policies from the implementers. The study was also contributed to the 

body of knowledge related to the student support policy and its implementation in the Thai 

context especially to the attempt to introduce the concept of cost-sharing in the Thai 

system.  

6.7   Recommendations for Further Research  

1. Due to the limitation in time and distance, the targeted population of this study 

was limited to focus on a student affair administrator who is in charge of student financial 

support policies’ implementation in the 141 targeted higher education institutions. Further 

study on the larger targeted population of student affair administrators may provide a 

different and accurate insight into the presence of governmental student financial support 

policies. 

2. Since this research focused on information provided by administrators, the 

attitudes and perceptions presented in the study were from an administrative point of view. 

There are, however, other participants in higher education that need to be heard for 

instance higher educational institution’s executive, faculty, students and parents, and 

employees. These groups of people may perceive an importance, advantages and 

disadvantages and have preference about the policies that are different from administrative 

personnel. 

3. Comparative studies of the perceptions of students to determine the response to 

the policies would be an interesting study and added to the growing body of knowledge 

related to the policies. 

4. The study could also be replicated by applying a qualitative approach to inquiry 

in this domain in order to in-depth explore and better understand the perceptions of 

administrators in the specific areas of the student support system. 

5. Several issues in this study require further discussion. Specifically, future 

research should begin analysis of the introducing of Income Contingent Loan scheme. 
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Comparative studies of the implementation between Student Loan Fund scheme and 

Income Contingent Loan scheme should also be conducted. 
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Appendix A: List of the Target Higher Education Institutions in 

Thailand by Types and Regions 

         Types 

 Regions 
Public universities Private universities Rajabhat Universities 

Rajamangala 
Universities of 

Technology 

Bangkok 

Metropolis 

1. Chulalongkorn 
University  

2. Kasetsart 
University 

3. King Mongkut's 
University of 
Technology 
Thonburi 

4. Thammasat 
University 

5. Ramkhamhaeng 
University  

6. Srinakharinwirot 
University 

7. Silpakorn 
University 

8. King Mongkut's 
Institute of 
Technology 
Ladkrabang 

9. King Mongkut's 
Institute of 
Technology North 
Bangkok 

10. Pathumwan 
Institute of 
Technology 

1. Bangkok University 
2. Dhurakij Pundit University 
3. Mahanakorn University of 

Technology 
4. Krirk University 
5. Kasem Bundit University 
6. Saint John's University 
7. Sripatum University 
8. Siam University 
9. University of the Thai 

Chamber of Commerce 
10. South-East Asia University 
11. Assumption University 
12. Rattana Bundit University 
13. Thonburi College of 

Technology 
14. Saint Louis College 
15. Thongsuk College 
16. Siam Technology College 
17. Bangkok Thonburi College 
18. Southeast Bangkok College 
19. Dusit Thani College 
20. North Bangkok College 
21. Rajapark College 
22. Mission College 
23. Bangkok Suvarnabhumi 

College 
24. Thai-Nichi Institute of 

Technology  

1. Suan Sunandha Rajabhat 
Universit 

2. Suan Dusit Rajabhat 
University 

3. Chandrakasem Rajabhat 
University 

4. Phranakhon Rajabhat 
University 

5. Dhonburi Rajabhat 
University 

6. Bansomdejchaopraya 
Rajabhat University  

1. Rajamangala 
University of 
Technology 
Krung Thep 

2. Rajamangala 
University of 
Technology 
Phra Nakhon  

Central 

region 

1. Mahidol 
University 

2. Sukhothai 
Thammathirat 
Open University  

1. Saengtham College 
2. Christian University 
3. Ratchaphruek College 
4. Panyapiwat Institute of 

Technology 
5. Shinawatra University 
6. Rangsit University 
7. Eastern Asia University 
8. Pathumthani University 
9. Institute of Technology 

Ayothaya 
10. St Theresa Inti College 
11. Chaopraya University 
12. Huachiew Chalermprakiet 

University 
13. Phakklang University 
14. Stamford International 

University 
15. Webster University 
16. Western University  

1. Nakhon Pathom Rajabhat 
University 

2. Valaya-Alongkorn 
Rajabhat University 

3. Phranakhon Si Ayutthaya 
Rajabhat University 

4. Thepsatri Rajabhat 
University 

5. Nakhon Sawan Rajabhat 
University 

6. Phetchaburi Rajabhat 
University 

7. Kanchanaburi Rajabhat 
University 

8. Muban Chom Bung 
Rajabhat University  

1. Rajamangala 
University of 
Technology 
Rattanakosin 

2. Rajamangala 
University of 
Technology 
Suvarnabhumi 

3. Rajamangala 
University of 
Technology 
Thanyaburi  
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         Types 

 Regions 
Public universities Private universities Rajabhat Universities 

Rajamangala 
Universities of 

Technology 

Northern 

region 

1. Chiang Mai 
University 

2. Maejo University 
3. Mae Fah Luang 

University 
4. Naresuan 

University  

1. North-Chiang Mai 
University 

2. Payap University 
3. Far Eastern College 
4. Chiangrai College 
5.  Yonok University 
6. Lampang Inter-Tech College 
7. Phitsanulok College 
8. Lumnamping College  

1. Chiang Mai Rajabhat 
University 

2. Chiang Rai Rajabhat 
University 

3. Lampang Rajabhat 
University 

4. Pibulsongkram Rajabhat 
University 

5. Uttaradit Rajabhat 
University 

6. Kamphaeng Phet Rajabhat 
University 

7. Phetchabun Rajabhat 
University  

1. Rajamangala 
University of 
Technology 
Lanna  

North-

eastern 

region 

1. Khon Kaen 
University 

2. Suranaree 
University of 
Technology 

3. Mahasarakham 
University 

4. Ubon Ratchathani 
University 

5. Nakhonphanom 
University  

1. North Eastern University 
2. Bundit Boriharnthurakit 

College 
3. College of Asian Scholars 
4. Vongchavalitkul University 
5. Nakhonratchasima College 
6. Phanomwan College of 

Technology 
7. Ratchathani University 
8. Santapol College 
9. Chalermkarnchana College 
10. North Eastern Polytechnic 

College 

1. Nakhon Ratchasima 
Rajabhat University 

2. Maha Sarakham Rajabhat 
University 

3. Ubon Ratchathani 
Rajabhat University 

4. Udon Thani Rajabhat 
University 

5. Loei Rajabhat University 
6. Sakon Nakhon Rajabhat 

University 
7. Buri Ram Rajabhat 

University 
8. Surindra Rajabhat 

University 
9. Kalasin Rajabhat 

University 
10. Chaiyaphum Rajabhat 

University 
11. Roiet Rajabhat 

University 
12. Sisaket Rajabhat 

University  

1. Rajamangala 
University of 
Technology 
Isan  

Eastern 

region 

1. Burapha 
University  

1. Asian University 
2. Chalermkanchana Rayong 

College  

1. Rambhaibarni Rajabhat 
University 

2. Rajanagarindra Rajabhat 
University  

1. Rajamangala 
University of 
Technology 
Tawan-ok  

Southern 

region 

1. Thaksin 
University 

2. Prince of Songkla 
University 

3. Walailak 
University 

4. Princess of 
Naradhiwas 
University  

1. Hatyai University 
2. Southern College of 

Technology 
3. Srisophon College 
4. Tapee College 
5. Yala Islamic College 
6. International Buddhist 

College 

1. Songkhla Rajabhat 
University 

2. Nakhon Si Thammarat 
Rajabhat University 

3. Surat Thani Rajabhat 
University 

4. Phuket Rajabhat 
University 

5. Yala Rajabhat University  

1. Rajamangala 
University of 
Technology 
Srivijaya  

Source: Commission on Higher Education, 2007. 
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Appendix B: Research Instrument I: Questionnaire 

A study of student affair administrators’ perceptions on the governmental student 

financial support policies in Thai higher education 

 

This questionnaire is part of a Master research study designed to explore the perceptions of student 

affair administrators concerning the present status and problems of student financial support 

policies implemented in Thai higher education institutions.  

All respondents will be kept completely anonymous. 

Your answers are critical to the study and your suggestions will be included in the 

recommendations section of the final report. Please be so kind and help me by filling out all 

sections in this questionnaire. 

 

I. Personnel data. Please answer the following questions.  

1. How old are you?   

  Less than 20     30 to 39      50 or older 

  20 to 29    40 to 49    

2. What is your gender?   

  Male     Female 

3. What is your level of education?   

  Lower than Bachelor's degree   Master's degree 

  Bachelor's degree    Doctorate degree 

4. What is your educational background?   

  Humanities / Social Sciences/ Political Science   Science 

  Business / Administration / Economics                      Engineering 

  Other (Please specify) _________________________________ 

5. How long have you been working on student financial support service?  

  Less than a year   6-10 years      

  1-5 years    More than 10 years  
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6. In which type of institution do you work?  

  Public universities   Private universities 

  Rajabhat Universities   Rajamangala Universities of Technology 

7. Where is your institute?  

  Bangkok Metropolis   Northern region 

  Central region    North-eastern region 

  Eastern region    Southern region 

II.  Questions on governmental student financial support policies  

8. Have the university been implementing the governmental student financial support policies?  

  Yes    No, please indicate why? ___________________________________ 

8.1 If yes, which policies? (Mark all that apply) 

   Student Loan Fund scheme (SLF) 

  Income Contingent Loan scheme (ICL) 

  The government scholarship schemes (Please provide examples) 

_________________________________________________________________________ 

_________________________________________________________________________ 

III.  Perceptions of student affair administrator in the governmental student financial support 

policies in Thai higher education 

9. Please choose ONLY  ONE type of governmental student financial support policy (SCL-

Scholarship or SLF-Student Loan Fund Scheme or ICL-Income Contingent Loan Scheme) that 

best suits the following statements (Mark one for each item). 

 

Statements  SCL SLF ICL  
Increase the demand for higher education.    
Facilitate the expansion of the higher education system.    
Help all students to be able to study and improve social equality.    
Increase higher educational accessibility for low income or disadvantaged youth.    
Support the participation of academically talented students.    
Best promote your institution’s enrollment.    
Encourage the targeted fields of study that are socially important.    
Protect students who might leave or fail in their studies for economic reasons.    
Enhance the students’ performance.    
Most suitable policy for Thai higher education system.    
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10. Please list 3 advantages and 3 disadvantages for each type of governmental student financial 

support policies. 

11. Indicate, please, how much do you agree or disagree with the following statements about 

policies formulation and implementation (Mark one for each item), using the scale: 1-strongly 

disagree; 2-Disagree; 3-Uncertain; 4-Agree, and 5-Strongly Agree.  

Statements about policies formulation and implementation 1 2 3 4 5 
I have never been involved in the process of policies’ formulation.      
I have enough and clear information to implement policies.      
My university has the same opportunities to implement these policies as the others do.      
The policies’ regulations are organized in such a way that I can easily follow.      
I have enough freedom to make a decision and act when implementing these policies.      
I have trouble in coordinate policies with the government.      
The policies are rarely evaluated.      
These policies help to promote the enrollment in my university.      

Policies Advantages Disadvantages 

Government 

scholarship schemes  

1._____________________________ 

______________________________ 

2._____________________________ 

_______________________________ 

3._____________________________ 

_______________________________ 

 

1._____________________________ 

_______________________________ 

2._____________________________ 

_______________________________ 

3._____________________________ 

_______________________________ 

 

Student Loan Fund 

scheme (SLF) 
1._____________________________ 

_______________________________ 

2._____________________________ 

_______________________________ 

3._____________________________ 

_______________________________ 

 

1._____________________________ 

_______________________________ 

2._____________________________ 

_______________________________ 

3._____________________________ 

_______________________________ 

 

Income Contingent 

Loan scheme (ICL) 

 

1._____________________________ 

______________________________ 

2._____________________________ 

_______________________________ 

3._____________________________ 

_______________________________ 

 

1._____________________________ 

_______________________________ 

2._____________________________ 

_______________________________ 

3._____________________________ 

_______________________________ 
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12. Indicate, please, how much do you agree or disagree with the following statements about 

support programs and students (Mark one for each item), using the same scale. 

Statements about support programs and students 1 2 3 4 5 
The selection process of the scholarships and loans grantee are fair and transparent.      
Students have equal opportunities to have access to the schemes.      
The students who got the scholarships were from disadvantaged family.      
Loans are allocated to poor students.      
The type of support policies depend mainly on the political operator.      
Student financial support from government is sufficient for students who need it.      
Loan borrowers have more satisfiable performance than the scholarship grantees.      
Students who were granted by the scholarships have better academic performance 
than loan borrowers. 

     

13. Indicate, please, how much do you agree or disagree with the following general and 

comparative statements about support programs and students (Mark one for each item), using 

the same scale. 

General and comparative statements 1 2 3 4 5 
The use of loans and grants is as purposes of the policies.      
Grantees enjoy adequate monetary support in order to pursuit their studies.      
Compare to SLF, ICL is better for higher education system and should be continued.      
I think that the concept of cost-sharing is not compatible for Thai higher education 
system. 

     

I think government should provide more scholarship schemes.      

IV.  Recommendations: Please answer the following questions completely. 

14. How do you think the governmental student financial support policies could be used to better 

assist the students in your institution? 

_______________________________________________________________________________ 
_______________________________________________________________________________ 
_______________________________________________________________________________ 

15. In what ways, if any, do you think the governmental student financial support policies could be 

used to exploit added benefits for your institution? 

_______________________________________________________________________________ 
_______________________________________________________________________________ 
_______________________________________________________________________________ 

16. In your opinion, what, if anything, should be done to render governmental student financial 

support policies more effective and responsive for the society? 

_______________________________________________________________________________ 
_______________________________________________________________________________ 
_______________________________________________________________________________ 

Thank you for your serious consideration of the questionnaire, your effort is sincerely appreciated. 

------------------------------------------------ 
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Appendix C: Research Instrument II: Cover Letter and 

Questionnaire in Thai  
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Appendix D: Supporting Tables for Data Analysis 
 

Results of the Chi-square Tests between the different personnel conditions for the 

policies’ characteristics  

       Value  df Asymp. Sig. (2-sided) 

Age*The policies’ characteristics 
Increase demand for HE      7.500  6  .277 
Facilitate HE system expansion     4.223  6  .646 
Help students and improve social equality    4.025  6  .673 
Increase accessibility for poor/disadvantaged youth   4.094  6  .664 
Support participation of talented students    4.596  6  .597 
Best promote institution enrollment     7.300  6  .294     
Encourage targeted fields of study     3.996  6  .677  
Protect students from dropout     9.952  6  .127 
Enhance student performance     9.494  6  .148 
Most suitable policy   7.783  6  .254 

Gender*The policies’ characteristics 
Increase demand for HE      3.260   2  .196 
Facilitate HE system expansion     7.842   2  .020 
Help students and improve social equality    5.614   2  .060 
Increase accessibility for poor/disadvantaged youth     .022   2  .989 
Support participation of talented students    4.520   2  .104 
Best promote institution enrollment     2.731   2  .255     
Encourage targeted fields of study       .436   2  .804  
Protect students from dropout     7.222   2  .027 
Enhance student performance     6.523   2  .038 
Most suitable policy   3.060   2  .217 

Level of Education*The policies’ characteristics   
Increase demand for HE        .702   2  .704 
Facilitate HE system expansion      .017   2  .992 
Help students and improve social equality      .818   2  .664 
Increase accessibility for poor/disadvantaged youth     .490   2  .783 
Support participation of talented students      .134   2  .935 
Best promote institution enrollment     6.184   2  .045     
Encourage targeted fields of study     1.031   2  .597  
Protect students from dropout       .176   2  .916 
Enhance student performance     2.373   2  .305 
Most suitable policy   4.032   2  .133 

Educational Background*The policies’ characteristics  
Increase demand for HE      3.121   6  .793 
Facilitate HE system expansion   10.279   6  .113 
Help students and improve social equality  10.623   6  .101 
Increase accessibility for poor/disadvantaged youth   3.305   6  .770 
Support participation of talented students    4.955   6  .550 
Best promote institution enrollment     4.261   6  .641     
Encourage targeted fields of study     6.196   6  .402  
Protect students from dropout     7.562   6  .272 
Enhance student performance     2.977   6  .812 
Most suitable policy   3.694   6  .718 
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      Value  df Asymp. Sig. (2-sided) 

Work Experience*The policies’ characteristics   
Increase demand for HE      3.813   6  .702 
Facilitate HE system expansion     4.948   6  .550 
Help students and improve social equality    5.877   6  .437 
Increase accessibility for poor/disadvantaged youth   7.606   6  .268 
Support participation of talented students    4.756   6  .575 
Best promote institution enrollment     7.579   6  .271     
Encourage targeted fields of study     7.334   6  .291  
Protect students from dropout   13.615   6  .034 
Enhance student performance     5.602   6  .469 
Most suitable policy   5.798   6  .446 

Type of Institution*The policies’ characteristics   
Increase demand for HE      3.672   6  .721 
Facilitate HE system expansion     6.386   6  .381 
Help students and improve social equality    1.808   6  .937 
Increase accessibility for poor/disadvantaged youth   7.630   6  .266 
Support participation of talented students    1.256   6  .974 
Best promote institution enrollment     4.464   6  .614     
Encourage targeted fields of study     4.610   6  .595  
Protect students from dropout     7.106   6  .311 
Enhance student performance    10.421   6  .108 
Most suitable policy   3.158   6  .789 

Location of Institute*The policies’ characteristics 
Increase demand for HE      8.758  10  .555 
Facilitate HE system expansion     7.345  10  .693 
Help students and improve social equality    6.018  10  .814 
Increase accessibility for poor/disadvantaged youth 12.817  10  .234 
Support participation of talented students  10.845  10  .370 
Best promote institution enrollment   10.909  10  .365     
Encourage targeted fields of study   11.817  10  .298  
Protect students from dropout     6.637  10  .759 
Enhance student performance   10.712  10  .380 
Most suitable policy   7.208  10  .706 
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Descriptive Statistics of perceptions in the total 17 statement 
  
N Valid 72 
  Missing 0 
Mean 54.51 
Median 54.00 
Mode 51(a) 
Std. Deviation 6.749 
Minimum 38 
Maximum 70 
Percentiles 75 59.00 

a  Multiple modes exist. The smallest value is shown 
 
 

Total scores for the 17 statements 
 

  Frequency Percent 
Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
38 2 2.8 2.8 2.8 
40 1 1.4 1.4 4.2 
41 1 1.4 1.4 5.6 
44 1 1.4 1.4 6.9 
45 1 1.4 1.4 8.3 
46 1 1.4 1.4 9.7 
47 1 1.4 1.4 11.1 
48 2 2.8 2.8 13.9 
49 3 4.2 4.2 18.1 
50 3 4.2 4.2 22.2 
51 7 9.7 9.7 31.9 
52 6 8.3 8.3 40.3 
53 5 6.9 6.9 47.2 
54 3 4.2 4.2 51.4 
55 4 5.6 5.6 56.9 
56 3 4.2 4.2 61.1 
57 4 5.6 5.6 66.7 
58 3 4.2 4.2 70.8 
59 7 9.7 9.7 80.6 
60 3 4.2 4.2 84.7 
61 1 1.4 1.4 86.1 
62 4 5.6 5.6 91.7 
65 1 1.4 1.4 93.1 
67 2 2.8 2.8 95.8 
68 2 2.8 2.8 98.6 
70 1 1.4 1.4 100.0 

Valid 

Total 72 100.0 100.0   
 


