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ABSTRACT

176388

The purposes of the thesis were to 1) study factors affecting mobile phone
usage of fourth grade level students, Muang District, Lop Buri Province, and 2)
compare factors affecting mobile phone usage of fourth grade level students, Muang
District, Lop Buri Province classified by sex, age, education level, average expenses
on mobile phones per month, parents’ income, parents’ occupation and price of
mobile phones.

Three hundred and fifty seven samples were drawn from 5,164 students of
the fourth grade level, Matayomsuksa 4-6 of the 2005 academic year, Muang
District, Lop Buri Province. The instrument used for collécting data collected during
13-15 February, 2006, was a check-list and a five-level numerical rating scale
questionnaire constructed by the researcher in eight aspects namely 1) product
stimulus 2) price stimulus 3) place stimulus 4) promotion stimulus 5) cuitural
factors 6) social factors 7) personal factors 8) psychological factors. Its validity was
inspected by five experts with a reliability value of 0.91. The data were analyzed by
Package Program in terms of frequency, percentage, mean, (i) standard deviation,
(S.D.) t-test, F-test and different pair comparison by Fisher's Least Significant
Difference (LSD).

The research results were as follows:

1. Factors affecting mobile phone usage of fourth grade level students in
Muang District, Lop Buri Province overall were rated at a high level. With respect to
individual aspects of the study, factors affecting mobile phone usage was also rated
at a high level ranged in descending order: personal factors, product stimulus, place
stimulus, promotion stimulus, price stimulus, psychological factors, cultural factors
and social factors, respectively.

2. The comparison results of factors affecting mobile phone usage of
fourth grade level students in Muang District, Lop Buri Province were as follows:

2.1 sex, age, education level, and parents’ income had no statistically
significant difference at .05 level on factors affecting mobile phone usage. -

2.2 the students with different average expense on mobile phones per
month, parents’ occupation, and different price of mobile phones had different factor

levels affecting mobile phone usage at .05 statistical significance.





