UNARLD

¥oiSes  audnvarvssyana msFuimsaivayueinesdns a1sfudanuannse
Yaanuaue1tn anufanelaluay fuanudsleaisenonauusaning iy

L) or T
HHIINeNaenY el

e o

ar o d
{ide Waduni  guwniivg

> ¥
O 230 or

= e & 28 s as 3
mMsdoasatiliagiszasdiie 1) WSswmfsunisSuimsaivayuaneadns

q
b =t

msfurnuansovesaudiusiin anuffoneleluan tazanudsleaiveneineuyes
winaumInndadodmi awgudnyazvesyana 2) odnuianuduiussznin
fudnuazveIyRna Myfuimmivayunesnn nsuiauasovemudue i
anufaneolunusummimlmesnnnnueainmam B dudeslny wag 3) e
Anmdnnamsnnnsavesqudnuuzvesyana msduimsaiuayunneinns QAEESTH
ANuAImITevetauduedn anuRaweleluaviiidenriudeloarsensinaiuues
wiinOuunIInedudsa v nqudledisfewinauuminendesind QuiSuwdua)
fuu 495 au dwunilumeonudnms $1uau 176 au wazaenulFiams s 319
au nFeadlef19lums 3ty Usznoudas HUUNIUMNAMANY M VDIYAAR LULABUDINMT
fufmamivayuninesinig uuufamssuianuaunsovesauduedn nuudeua
Awelaluow Suunasufiwe v lunueemiiu o & 18us sda Tematiamdhluaw
AT TAVIYH ﬁ’a’ﬁﬁmmaswaﬂiﬂwﬁ'ﬁma waaouunLBue lumsiieu wlsiems
s uuagssdsudetdvuiunsiiou anuduiussznhaifousmen dhumzauy
unymsAnAedoansluesdnis uaznuuaeuowaNuAalsaoonnney Mnsiansie
doynTasldnsmageudt ¢ (+-Tesy) nisTinserianuulsdsiumafion (One-way Analysis
of Variance) Midinszdandunius lneiinmsmagoudulssdnsanduiuiivuieidy
(Pearson’s product moment correlation coefficient) uazms"’jmﬂzﬁms QANBYNY AN (Multiple

Regression)




HAaN15398 NN

1. winnuuniInededeniniiony ssoznainsiinuy unsdidanuzuie

@ ar o

NUWIIANAY llﬂ'ﬁi‘Uiﬂ'l‘i'd‘l-lijﬁuuil'lﬂﬂﬁﬂﬂ'lﬁ'uﬁﬂﬂ'l\‘lﬂu a81931isdn YN 0R ‘3“’ﬂ‘lJ

o

05, .01 nag .01 MuAIAY

ar  ar F=

2. WunNuEmInaoree lnifdliszeznanisiiaunasFeananne e

o w =

wirnuaniu ImsfuinnuansevemuduaFwuandetussuiteddanaada

o

=5h.

52AY .05 uag .01 muddy
3. winNUNINMsuFes InuRlisas uSuAsuaz 281 RUA 1R Y
mufianelylusuandefu sdathifedidgmiadansedu .o

T
taod A o

4. 'W'Llﬂﬁ'luil‘ﬂ'ITHU'I@Ell‘]fﬂ\ﬂﬂﬂ‘l’mﬂﬂi'lﬂulﬂﬂu TLHLIININITNNIY Al

w

l.fl‘I’Iﬁ’lﬂx‘i'mﬂ'l\iﬂuilﬂ‘311[9’]@1'i)ﬂ'!ﬂ‘i)ﬂil'iﬂ\‘l'}ull@lﬂﬂ'lﬂﬂuEJU’I\‘IIJHEJ?T'Iﬂﬂm"Nﬁ’q nizay

5. guinumzvoyana laun Sandufeunazisunnmeny Sanuduiud
meavfuanudlonieensinaiy atniifeddameadiiisedy 01 ¢ = ~127 uag -155
MUAIAL) mmuumnmms‘nnmuﬂ'Jmmwuﬁmqmmnmmmhmaﬂﬂmmm 24193}
“ﬂﬁﬁmmaammmu .05 {r=.092)

6. mIsuimsmivayusinesinms mssuianvannsovesaudierdw anu
#anelvluomTnes i sazanuitene lalusumnsied 18un s1dra Tomadamialuem
mstaRuayn ﬁi’ﬁﬁmmazwaﬂsziwﬁﬁfyﬂga wanpuuMUdUg Tun1svia ulouioms
usmsauezsafisudetetulunisiian anuduiuissnhaious ey Snuazay
uaz nsAndodomsluedinis Sauduiuinaufunnudsleateeneinaiu agied
Tedfymaadafiszdy 01 = -.500, -207, -.606, -452, - 572, -425, -.395, - 464, -.347,
-361, -475 1AL -.346 MUAIAL)

7. anwdane ladwTomadavihluen anufaweledudnuasan ms
fufnmivayueinesins uasanuanelad w3 annsesufunenssinnuils
meennnetiiteddomuadansedy 01 Taodaualsis 4 fualsannsesanfussig

L
anuudsils mmmmmﬁﬂﬂ‘lumsm DN Ilgl’%lﬂtlﬂ% 41.20



Abstract

Research Title Individual Characteristics, Perceived Organizational Support, Perceived
Occupational Self-Efficacy, Job Satisfaction, "and Turnover Intention

among Chiang Mai University Staff
Researcher Pongchan Pusapanich

The aim of this research was to; 1) compare perceived organizational support,
perceived occupational self-efficacy, job satisfaction, and turnover intention among Chiang Mai
University staff, who were different in individual characteristics; 2) study the relatio.nships of
individual characteristics, perceived organizational support, perceived occupational self-efficacy,
job satisfaction, and turnover intention among Chiang Mai University staff; and 3) study the
predictability of individual characteristics, perceived organizational support, perceived
occupational self-efficacy, job satisfaction to turnover intention among Chiang Mai University
staff. ;l“he sample size was 495 Chiang Mai University staff (governmental support) comprising
176 academic and 319 administrative staff. The research instruments consisted of an individual
characteristics questionnaire, a perceived organizational support scale, perceived occupational
self-efficacy scale, and job satisfaction survey, divided into nine facets, i.e. pay, advancement,
supervision, fringe benefits, contingent rewards, policy and administration, co-workers, work
itself, and communication, as well as a turnover intention questionnaire. Data were analyzed by
using the t-Test, One-way Analysis of Variance, Pearson’s product moment correlation

coefficient, and Multiple Regression. The results were as follows :

1. Chiang Mai University staff had different individual characteristics, i.e. age,
tenure, and faculty or unit members were significantly different in perceived organizational
support (p< .05, p< .01; and p<.01, respectively).

2. Chiang Mai University staff had different individual characteristics, i.e. tenure
and faculty or unit members were significantly different in perceived occupational self-efficacy

(p<.05 and p<.01, respectively).



3. Chiang Mai University staff had different individual characteristics, i.e. salary
and tenure were significantly different in job satisfaction {(p< .05).

4. Chiang Mai University staff had different individual characteristics, i.e. salary,
tenure and division were significantly different in turnover intention (p<.0l).

5. Individual characteristics, i.e. salary and division had a significantly negative
relationship with turnover intention (r = -.127 and -.155, respectively, p< .01}. Tenure had a
significantly positive relationship with turnover intention (r = -092, p< .05).

6. Perceived organizational support, perceived occupational self-efficacy, and
overall job satisfaction, as well as nine facets of job satisfaction, i.e. ~pa'y, advancement,
supervision, fringe benefits, contingent rewards, policy and administration, co—WbEcéfé, work
itself, and communication had a significantly negative relationship with turnover intention (r =
-.500, -.207, -.606, -.452, -.572, -425, -.395, - 464, -.347, -.361, -.475, and -.346, respectively,
p<.01).

7. Satisfaction with advancement, satisfaction with work itself, perceived
organizational support, and satisfaction with pay could significantly predict turnover intention

(p<.01). All four variables explained the 41.20 percent of variance in turnover intention.



