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ABSTRACT
The purposes of this research were to (1) study the attitudestoward Genetically Modiﬁéd
Organisms of people in Chiang Mai Municipal Area. (2) to study the difference of the factors in
demographics, reference groups and receiving media. A Survey rcscarcl; design was used. Three
hundred and fifty four people in Chiang Mai Municipal Area were asked to respond 10 a set of
questionnaires. The research instrument was a questionnaire consisting of attitudes toward
Genetically Modified Organisms, reference group and recciving media.

Three hypotheses were tested : (1) People having demographic differences would have
the attitudestoward Genetically Modified Organisms differently (2) People receiving information
in different levels from media would have the attitudestoward Genetically Modified Organisms
differently (3) People receiving information in different levels from reference groups would have
the attitudestoward Genetically Modified Organisms differently. Statistical techniques used were
frequency, percentage, mean, standard deviation, the Independent Sample t-test and also
One-way ANOVA,

The research results were as followed

1. People in Chiang Mai Municipal Area of different age, job and education showed
statistical difference of attitudestoward Genetically Modified Organisms at the .05 level of
significance. However, people in the Chiang Mai Municipal Area with difference in sex didn’t

show statistical difference of attitudestoward Genetically Modified Organisms.



2. People receiving Genetically Modified Organisms information from television,
newspaper, magazine, radio and Internet in different levels didn’t show statistical difference of
attitudestoward Genetically Modified Organisms at the 0.05 level of significance.

3. People receiving Genetically Modified Organisms information from reference group
{friend) in different levels showed statistical difference of attit{ldestoward Genetically Modified
Organisms at the 0.05 level of significance Jbut didn’t show any statistical difference when

reference group (family) were analyzed.



