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ABSTRACT

The objective of the study was to survey and compare the opinion of people on the waste
disposal regarding amount, collection, cleanliness and disposal of the waste, and compare the
opinion of people on the waste disposal in Muanglard Sub-District Administration Organization,
Jungharn District, Roi-Et Province regarding the size of villages. The sample subjects were 305
viﬂégers in Mu.an.gia.rd Sub-District Administration Organization, Jungharn District, Roi-Et
Province selected by the simple random sampling technique with Taro Yamane method. The
research instrument was a rating-scale questionnaire with .86 reliability value. The data were
analyzed by the computer program. The research statistics used were frequency, mean,

percentage, standard deviation and One-Way ANOVA.

Results of the research were as follows:

According to the data, it was found that the average opinion of people on the waste disposal
in the areas of Muanglard Sub-District Administration Organization, Jungharn District, Roi-Et
Province was high. The issues of waste disposal were cleanliness, collection, amount and disposal
of the waste respectively.

The finding indicated that the average opinion of people on the waste disposal regarding the
size of villages was insignificantly different at the .05 level. The opinions of people on the waste
collection was significantly different at the .05 level. Whereas, the opinion of people on
cleanliness, amount and disposal of the waste was insignificantly different at the .05 level.

“The finding revealed that the opinion of people in small villages on the waste disposal Was
significantly different from the people in big villages at the .05 level. The opinion of people in the

small villages was higher than the opinion of people in the big villages.




