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ABSTRACT

A study of image of Thailand Tobacco Monopoly by the opinion of the people in
Bangkok was a survey research. It aimed to study of the overall images of Thailand Tobacco
Monopoly and three image factors that were organization, duties and social. The result of this
study intended to make a Public Relation plan and draw a policy to improve and organization’s
image.

The sample was 400 people who were between 18 — 60 years old living in Bangkok
area. Questionnaire was the instrument to collect the data. Percentage, mean, standard deviation,
t-test, f-test (ANOVA) and Scheffe test were statistical methods. ~The level of statistical
significance was set as 0.5.

The study revealed that most of them were single women who were between 26-35
years old and between 36-45 years old respectively. Their education level was bachelor degree.
Most of them worked as private officers and then government officers. Their income was not
over 10,000 baht per month,

The subject accepted that Thailand Tobacco Monopoly was the monopoly
organization which produced and sold cigarettes in country and some products exported to
overseas. The majority channel that they received the organization’s information was television
and then from newspapers. The worst information that they knew was this organization made an
impact on polluted environment.

The study also found that the image of Thailand Tobacco Monopoly by opinion of

people in Bangkok was moderate. The age and career of the subject had the different in opinion



marital status, level of education and imcome. Then, there was a different opinion between
people in different career about social image excluding gender, marital status, level of education -
and income. Last, the personal factors that were gender, age marital status, level of education,

career and income had no differece in the subject’s opinion about the duties image.





