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ABSTRACT 
 

This research aims to : 1) study customers behaviors, 2) study levels of customerss opinions on the 
management of MorGChit bus station, 3) study levels of customerss satisfaction in using Mor G chit bus station services, 
4) compare levels of customerss opinions on the management categorized by personal factors, 5) compare levels of 
customerss satisfaction categorized by personal factors, 6) compare levels of customerss satisfaction categorized by their 
service using  behaviors, 7) study the relationship between personal factors and customerss service using behaviors, and 
8) study the relationship between levels of satisfaction and levels of opinions on the station management. The sample 
group consisted of 400 customers. The instrument was questionnaire, and data were analyzed by percentage, mean and 
standard deviation, using t G test , One way ANOVA , Chi G square and Pearson Correlation. The findings are as 
follows: 

1. For service using behaviors, customers traveled homes and visited relatives once or twice a month. Most of 
them traveled with friends from 4 pm. and went by first classed bus. 

2.  Their levels of opinion towards the 4 types of management were moderate. 
3. Their levels of satisfaction towards the products, people in services and the station were high, but towards   

prices  and  marketing  promotions  were  moderate.  
4. Differences in customerss occupations affected differences in their levels of opinion on products and 

marketing promotion at the statistical significance level of .05. 
5. Differences in customerss occupations affected differences in their satisfaction on prices and marketing 

promotion at the statistical significance level of .05. 
6. Differences in customerss objectives, companions, and time of traveling affected differences in their levels 

of satisfaction on products, services, prices and the station respectively at the statistical significance level of .05.   
7. Customerss age, education levels, income, and marital status related to their objectives and types of buses 

used. Their age and education levels related to their time of traveling. Their age and income related to the companions, 
and their occupations related to the frequency of their service using.    

8. Relationship between their satisfaction on marketing promotion and planning was high, but between 
products and planning was  low  with  statistical  significance level of  0.01. 


