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This comparative analysis of _;ob descriptions between general business affairs of different

" divisions at Prince of Songkla Umvemty, Pattani aimed to 1) study job descriptions of each general
business affairs, 2) analyze individual job description of each division, 3) analyze job descriptions of each
division, 4) compare job descriptions between different divisions and 5) report the findings to related
sectors. .

The research instruments included questionnaire, self-operation experiment, focus group, interview,
ovservation and work log. Percentage, mean, standard deviation, t-test aqd ANOVA were employed in data
analysis.

The findings were as follows.

1. The staff of each division generally had similar job descriptions. However, the performance of
some divisions’ members was below standard.

2. The t-test used to compare khowledge, competence, skills, characteristic, adjustment, emotion,
interest and attitudes between male and female staff members under “KASOCs” concept showed no
difference zllt a significant level.

j. With the use of ANOVA, the study discovered that kﬂowledge, competence, skills,
characteristic, adjustment, emotion, interest and attitudes among 20-30 year-old, 31-40 year-old :a.m-'al above
40 year-old staff members, those without bachelor’s degree, with bachelor’s degree and master’s degree,
and the members whose working experiences we;'e 1-10 years, 11-20 years and over 20 years were as
follows.

Different-experienced members of the campus’ general business affairs had a significant difference
at .05, while other groups showed no difference at a significant level.

~ Nosignificant difference was discovered in the staff members of the Education Services and the
Building divisions.

The staff members of the Planning division with different ages had significant difference at a level
of .05, while no difference was discovered in other groups. )

Student Affairs staff members of different ages had nb difference ata signiﬁcant level of .05.

4, Regarding the observation of ﬁve divisions’ staff members, the members of some divisions

appearing late at work had breakfast and coffee before working. However, they performed well afterwards.

5. The results from the interview with each division’s representative found no balance in the staff
| members assxgnments.
6. The work log from January to March 2010 demonstrated that some staff members worked
| _-_Q.\_rér_time, while perfonn_ance of some staff members was below standard.





