Fidoinodinud noAnssumaauntiuyauealuszdugaudnm:
o = o Fa) -, A
N3fANET unTInedos Ui Ineivasals
fdifgy woAnssuMsauntiuauoa / 1nfine
Forinfnm Feudl Dunzawy sz §da 47800191
ft =y = o ar o Jda o o
91T Inentinus W.0.0.07.90500 TeidarTny
TAUMI AL Sylszmaumansuninga’
LY ) ar = ot =i = =
ARz Hafiaanends unrinedoend Uy Inoaynis
.. 2549

UNAGELD

o et @ A a ' w o
mianmaTeiilignlszasadiofammganssumsauniudavonluseAugaudam
astiany wninedesS Uy Snouvevays Fnuigindedulszmnsmand lumsigu
LY ar £y = = i al s o 9
wiuWaueaveuindnuanys wnTinenderSilyy Inewwerays sazulSeufougiindaaii
Lo’:l.'d. 1 -y 1 CY) o P o’.: o
dszansmadniniinadonganssumaaumingavea Swunaw 819 anghor 1IN
¥ L
Ay uazwld dsznnshFluasdnmaididudafnvneszdulFyaes uniinede
iy Ineuevayyd dsed@lnsfnu 2547 90 6 an dizneudie austidmans
amzuSmgste anzRadmded anzded ausmsaumamans unzaszilmaniaad
[ ) L
furunedu 976 au viniulFFquuuuniedu (Stratified Random Sampling) Inedinme
¥
Whusedudu (Strata) waziiind@mnaneszdulSygeidlunitelunisdy (Sampling Unit)
T [ o . . A o
1&nduérediediuau 278 au Wuuudouaty (Questionnaire)  Wwmsesiialunisifuy
¥
saswdeya msawsedeymiuditenSeufvuanuuandiangdnssumsaumiy
yaven Taeld madd la-muas (Chi-Square)
wanIAnEmgAnITIMsUminyaveaveuindoume uninedealny Tnet
Wwarals WUl dnAnyiae  wnInedeRsUny  meneaeayd  daulvgmeduniiy
4 P g+ @ A A4 W o Ve Ay g
waven Taoudunniey mgueicuwiviaueafomearuiui TaeldGunldn
vnduilseiivouidunaseslfuduniurauea  T5mawuniueveaTasmsauly
¥ ,& A [} ¥ ot ‘q r § 4 ' 1
nquieufiudiulvg phwumadumbueueaiifondunnfigeis veamen dilng)
fRulunsduwiudayeaegssnin 500-1,000 vm e lddunamsEuwiuiauen

oA { { 3 A ) 2
wihdudldlifeuas  deldwIadeluanmsniuraneaiiiimsdiastuTaemsls



11

= A & o oy o dy = 1 1. 9
Rue  dedaSunamsniugausassm@uindrsyniilasmsvelunavewi/dilnases
ar o \ ¥ r ¥ ¥ ot 13 L) 4 é
Hhginindnnedulng lddumfinnmsdumiudeuen uaz himedGunndaunime
o

mnsdssrinnmaduniuyeuea
pansinyulTeufioungAnssumssuniuyaveavesdnAnyimeuninede

o a o g = PR Y voow

My vwvarays Huunew oy ausdifnu UlRTA wozswld uandiedu

o

L3 14 o ar e
agna Wllifedhagnieada



I

Thesis Title Student’s Behavior to Football Betting in University:
A Case Study of Sripatum University Chonburi Campus
Keyword Football Betting / Students

Student Chaiwut Intataecha
Thesis Advisor Pol.Col.Dr.Jakkrit Singhsilarak
Level of Study Master of Public Administration
Faculty Graduate School, Sripatum University Chonburi Campus
Year 2006
ABSTRACT

The objectives of this research were to study student’s behavior to football betting in
university: A case study of Sripatum University Chonburi Campus, to study demographic
background in football gambling of male students, and to compare demographic background
influenced in football gambling behavior. Participants were classified by age, faculty, level of
year classification and income. The population in the study were 976 male undergraduate students
in Sripatum University Chonburi Campus in 2004, from 6 faculties: Faculty of Law, Faculty of
Business Administration,  Faculty of Liberal Arts, Faculty of Informatics and Faculty of
Comunication Arts. Sampling method was stratified random sampling, which the faculty was
strata and male undergraduate students were a sampling unit. The sample was 278 students, Data
was collected by questionnaire tool. Chi-Square was used for data analysis.

The results in this study showed that the majority of male undergraduate students,
Sripatum University Chonburi Campus started gambling in football betting from friends. The
reasonis for gambling in football betting were entertainment, money for gambling coming from
parents, playing a single football gambling, and spending about 501-1,000 baht credit. The
money receiving from gambling was spent in eating and going around entertainment places. Cash
was paid for winning or loosing by their parents’ money. The majority of male undergraduate

students rarely owed to football gambling and rarely borrowed from the others for paying debt.
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The results of this study showed that footbail gambling behavior of male undergraduate
students, Sripatum University Chonburi Campus classified by age, facuity, level of year

classification and income were statistically insignificant difference.





