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ABSTRACT

This thesis aimed at studying factors affeccting the decision to buy pork
among consumers in Muange District. It also compared consumers’ opinions on
factors which affected their decision in pork purchasing based on their gender, age,
occupation, income and educational qualification. Three hundred and seventy six
subjects were consumers shopping at 94 shops located in 10 local markets: The New
Market, Wat Klang Market, The Royal Subsidee Market, Lang Market, Niyomsuk
Market, Pongsak Market, Ban Suan Market, Nong Mon Market, Khao Bang Sai
Market and Ang Sila Market. All were located in Muang Chonburi District.

The research instruments were anonymous questionnaires comprising check
list and 5-leveled Likert scale. The data, then, were analyzed for percentage (%),
mean score (X), standard deviation (SD), t-test and one-way ANOVA. Where any
statistical differences were found, the paired comparison would be utilized.

The results were;

1. The high score of factors affecting the decision on pork purchasing among
consumers in Muang District was found as follows:

2. Opinion differences were found significantly between two categories of
comparison: gender and income. Female score was higher than male. Subjects with
the monthly income of 10,000 Baht and under scored higher than the groups of the
monthly income of 10,000-15,000 and over 15,000 Baht. The insignificant
differences were found among groups categorized by age, occupation and educational
qualification. Among groups of subjects aged under 30 years, 30-40 years and 40
years and over, the difference was found insignificantly. Employees, merchants,
agricultural farmers, government servants, state enterprise employees and company’s
employees expressed insignificant differences among them. Subjects with under
secondary education, secondary education and higher than secondary education did
not show significant differences in their responses.





