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The purposes of the study were : To determine a strategic development of retail
entreprerieur, Don Manung County ; and to compare the customers opinions toward strategic
development. The study population was the customers in Don Maung County. The 300 samplcs
were derived by purposive random sampling. The instrument used for collecting the data was
rating scale questionnaires. The analysis of the data was accomplished by computation of the
percentage, mear, aad standard deviaticn. T-tesi and One-way analysis of variance were also
computed to test each of the hypotheses postulated in the study.

Based upon these findings, it was concluded that :

1. The data analysis on strategic development of retail stores, Don Maung county in
overall was at high level. However, taking each aspect into consideration, it was obvious that the
most customers agreed with the product strategic development. The second were services,
location , price, distribution channel, and promotion respectively.

2. Hypotheses testing

2.1 The customers’ opinions of different sex on strategic development for retail
stores were significant difference by statistic at 0.05 level which accepted hypothesis.

2.2 The customers’ opinions of different age on strategic development for retail
stores were significant difference by statistic at 0.05 level which accepted hypothesis.

2.3 The customers’ opinions of different career on strategic development for retail
stores not were significant difference by statistic at 0.05 level which rejected hypothesis.

2.4 The customers’ opinions of different incomes on strategic development for
retail stores were significant difference by statistic at 0.05 level which accepted hypothesis. |

2.5 The customers’ opinions of different educational on strategic development for
retail stores were significant difference by statistic at 0.05 level wiiich accepted hypothesis.

2.6 The customer’ opinion of different location were significant difference by

statistic at 0.05 at 0.05 level which accepted hypothesis.





