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ABSTRACT

The objective of this study “A Comparative Study of the Performance of the Internal
Control System and the Quality Assurance System: A Case Study of the Faculty of Business
Administration, Chiang Mai University” is the compare the performance of the Faculty of
Business Administration according to the internal control system and the quality assurance
system, and to find out similarities and differences of both systems in order be an guideline for
having consistent and cificient performance.

The data was collected by conducting an interview and studying performance forms of
both systems. The study showed that the internal control committec of the Faculty of Business
Administration laid down the internal control system under the guideline of COSO. For the
quality assurance system, it was a system which was appointed by Chiang Mai University and
handled by each commiltee.

The comparative study was analyzed in order to indicate activities of both system
whether it was consistent with or different from each other, It was found that the internal control
system of the Faculty of Business Administration had been sct its performance system inclusive
of the performance in according to the quality assurance system by using Total Quality

Management (TQM) principlee TQM was a principle which emphasised on continuvos



improvement by using PDCA (Plan-Do-Check-Act). The internal conirel system aimed to creale
a worthwhile performance which used all resources economically, and accomplished the
objective, in along with the government regulations. The Financial report was correct, reliable and
in time. For the quality assurance, it aimed to create satisfaction and confidence to stakeholders.
The total guideline of an internal control system was 117 items. For a quality assurance system,
there was 149 items. Comparatively, there was 31 similar guidelines from both system. It was
26.50% of an internal control system, and 20.80% of an quality assurance system. For similar
guidelines and objectives but different activities, the internal control system had 47 items or
40.17%, but the quality assurance system had 117 items or 78.52%. For different guidelines, the
internal control system had 39 items or 33.33%, but the quality assurance had 1 item or 0.68%.

This study was determined iniernal control indicator of the Faculty of Business
Administration from internal control guideline. The total indicator of the internal control system
was 81 indicators. Comparative, the quality assurance had 56 indicators. For both systems, there
was 36 similar indicator or 44.44% of internal control system and 64.29% of quality assurance.
system. For both system, there was 6 indicators or 7.41% which were similar to those in internal
control system. For quality assurance system, there was 3 indicators or 5.36%. For different
indicator, internal control system had 39 indicators or 48.15%, while quality assurance had 17
indicators ot 30.35%.

The comparative study in both performance guideline and indicator of both system
showed the similar performance guideline of the faculty of Business Administration. Besides,
related people should use this study as a guideline for creating a consistent work structure to

follow the same direction and have more efficient performance.



