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This research was a correlational-comparative study. Its objectives were 1) to 

identify important predictors and predictive percentage of psychological traits and 

situational factors related to buying behavior based on Bloom’s Taxonomy and 2) to 

study direct and indirect influences of situational factors and psychological traits on 

buying behavior based on Bloom’s Taxonomy using Interactionism Model as the 

research framework. This research used a multi-stage sampling method.The samples 

were 622 undergraduate students, 151 of whom were male (24.30%), and 471 of whom 

were female (75.70%). The average age was 21.16 years, and 265 students were from 

social sciences field (42.60%), 233 students were from science field (37.50%), and 124 

students were from business administration field (19.90%). 

There were 5 groups of variables in this study. The first group was the dependent 

variable, namely buying behavior based on critical thinking, and supportive behavior 

influencing buying based on critical thinking. The second group was 

psychological  state consisted of 2 variables,  namely favorable attitude towards buying 

behavior based on critical thinking, and perceived behavioral control of buying based on 

critical thinking. The third group had 4 situational factors, namely peer role 

modelling,   university experience, media influence, and family cultivation. The fourth 

group was psychological trait consisted of 4 variables, namely future orientation and 

self-control, core self-evaluation, materialism, mental health. The fifth group was the 

biosocial background of the samples. There were 12 measures and one biosocial 

background questionnaire. Most of the measures were in the form of summated rating 

scales. Item discrimination, Item-Total Correlation, and Confirmatory Factor Analysis 
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were  performed for measurement quality. The reliability score of each measure ranged 

between 0.77 to 0.87. 

There were 3 hypotheses which were analyzed by 1) Multiple Regression 

Analysis) and 2) Path Analysis. The major findings were as follows; First, the data 

analysis on attitude towards buying behavior based on critical thinking supported the 

hypothesis 1, both in the total group and in 19 subgroups. In the total group, 

psychological traits and situational factors could predict attitude towards buying 

behavior based on critical thinking for 43.3%. The important predictors were future 

orientation and self-control, media influence, mental health, family cultivation, and peer 

role modelling. 

Second, the data analysis on perceived behavioral control of buying based on 

critical thinking supported the hypothesis 1 both in the total group and in 19 subgroups. 

In the total group, psychological traits and situational factors could predict perceived 

behavioral control based on buying based on critical thinking for 42.7%. The important 

predictors were future orientation and self-control, media influence, family cultivation, 

peer role modelling, and core self-evaluation. 

Third, the data analysis on buying behavior based on critical thinking supported 

the hypothesis 2 both in the total group and in 8 subgroups. In the total group, 

psychological traits, situational factors, and psychological states could predict buying 

behavior based on critical thinking for 48.9%. The important predictors were the attitude 

towards buying behavior based on critical thinking, perceived behavioral control of 

buying based on critical thinking, media influence, core self-evaluation, and peer role 

modelling. 

Fourth, the data analysis on supportive behavior influencing buying based on 

critical thinking supported hypothesis 2 both in the total group and in 20 subgroups. In 

the total group, psychological traits, situational factors, and psychological states could 

predict supportive behavior influencing buying based on critical thinking for 52.5%. 

The important predictors were the attitude towards buying behavior based on critical 

thinking, perceived behavioral control of buying based on critical thinking, family 

cultivation, university experience, media influence, mental health, and peer role 

modelling. 
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Fifth, results from path analysis indicated that the psychological trait latent 

variables and the situational latent variables directly affected on buying behavior based 

on Bloom’s taxonomy variable and indirectly influenced buying behavior based on 

Bloom’s taxonomy latent variable through the psychological state latent variables. 

Finally, the at-risk group of the undergraduate students were 1) low GPA students 

2) business administration students 3) students who had the mother with low educational 

background 4) young students who had the mother with low educational background as 

well as 5) first-generation students in bachelor degree of the family. It can be suggested 

that they should be heightened and created, attitude towards buying behavior based on 

critical thinking, perceived behavioral control of buying based on critical thinking, 

media influence, and core self-evaluation. In the future, a training package should be 

developed based on predictive factors found in this research. An experiment should be 

done to evaluate the training package in order to improve buying behavior based on 

Bloom’s Taxonomy. 

  

  

  

 

 



 v 

ACKNOWLEDGEMENT S 
 

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 

  

There are many people who have been involved in completing my dissertation. 

I especially want to thank the following individuals who gave me their time, energy, 

support, and encouragement. I would like to thank my advisor, Associate Professor 

Dr.Duchduen Bhanthumnavin for her wonderful advice, support, inspiration and their 

quality of mercy. Her comprehensive comments on theoretical aspects and statistical 

advice enabled me to develop the quality of this dissertation. In addition, her 

challenging questions pushed me to extend my academic knowledge. 

I would also like to thank the members of my dissertation committee: Professor 

Dr.  Duangduen  Bhanthumnavin, Associate    Professor    Dr.Kosol    Meekun,  

Associate Professor Dr.Shuttawwee Sitsira-at, Assistant Professor Dr. Saran Pimthong, 

and Assistant Professor Dr.Narisara  Puengposop for their perceptive suggestions and 

consistent support,  for their constructive feedback and great warmth. 

This thesis could not have been completed without the help of the library staffs 

and the staffs at The Graduate School of Social and Environmental Development. I 

would like to thank them all for helping me with the completion of this thesis. 

Finally, but most, this dissertation could not have been done without supports 

from my beloved family. Of course, I want to thank my Father and Mother, who has 

shown and taught me that there are no conditions or limits to the depth of a mother’s 

love. All of my thanks go to them. 

 

Ghritphisitt Tangchitprattanar 

June 2019 
 

 

 



 

 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

  Page 

ABSTRACT ................................................................................................................... ii 

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS ........................................................................................... v 

TABLE OF CONTENTS .............................................................................................. vi 

LIST OF TABLES ......................................................................................................... x 

LIST OF FIGURES ..................................................................................................... xii 

CHAPTER 1 INTRODUCTION ................................................................................... 1 

1.1 Background and signification of the research problem ....................................... 1 

1.2 Objectives of the study ........................................................................................ 4 

1.3 Benefits of the study ............................................................................................ 4 

1.4 Review of related literature ................................................................................. 5 

1.4.1 Buying behavior based on Bloom’s Taxonomy: Variables, definitions, 

and measurements ...................................................................................... 5 

1.4.1.1 Buying behavior based on critical thinking: Definition and 

measurement ................................................................................... 6 

1.4.1.2 Supportive behavior influencing buying based on critical thinking: 

Definition and measurement ......................................................... 14 

1.4.2 Antecedents of behavior ........................................................................... 16 

1.4.3 Influence of psychological traits on psychological states and buying 

behavior based on Bloom’s Taxonomy .................................................... 17 

1.4.3.1 Influence of future orientation and self-control on psychological 

states and buying behavior based on Bloom’s Taxonomy ........... 17 

1.4.3.2 Influence of core self-evaluation on psychological states and 

buying behavior based on Bloom’s Taxonomy ............................ 21 

1.4.3.3 Influence of materialism on psychological states and buying 

behavior based on Bloom´s Taxonomy ........................................ 25 

1.4.3.4 Influence of mental health on psychological states and buying 

behavior based on Bloom’s Taxonomy ........................................ 28 

 



 vii 

1.4.4 Influence of situation on psychologicalsStates and buying behavior based 

on Bloom’s Taxonomy ............................................................................. 31 

1.4.4.1 Influence of peer role modelling on psychological states and 

buying behavior based on Bloom´s Taxonomy ............................ 31 

1.4.4.2 Influence of university experience on psychological states and 

buying behavior based on Bloom’s Taxonomy ............................ 35 

1.4.4.3 Influence of media influence on psychological states and buying 

behavior based on Bloom’s Taxonomy ........................................ 38 

1.4.4.4 Influence of family cultivation on psychological states and buying 

behavior based on Bloom’s Taxonomy ........................................ 43 

1.4.5 Influence of psychologicals states on buying behavior based on Bloom’s 

Taxonomy ................................................................................................. 47 

1.4.5.1 Influence of favorable attitude toward buying behavior based on 

critical thinking on buying behavior based on Bloom’s 

Taxonomy…… ............................................................................. 48 

1.4.5.2 Influence of perceived behavioral control of buying based on 

critical thinking on buying behavior based on Bloom’s 

Taxonomy…………… ................................................................. 52 

1.5 Variables used in this research .......................................................................... 57 

1.6 Definition of terms ............................................................................................ 57 

1.6.1 Psychological trait group .......................................................................... 58 

1.6.2 Situational factors ..................................................................................... 59 

1.6.3 Psychological state group consists of 2 variables .................................... 59 

1.6.4 Buying behavior based on Bloom’s taxonomy ........................................ 60 

1.7 Research Hypothesis ......................................................................................... 60 

CHAPTER 2 METHODOLOGY ................................................................................ 61 

2.1 Samples and sampling method .......................................................................... 61 

2.2 Measurements .................................................................................................... 62 

2.3 Quality assessment of the measurements .......................................................... 69 

2.4 Data collection ................................................................................................... 71 

2.5 Statistics for data analysis ................................................................................. 71 

 



 viii 

CHAPTER 3 RESULT ................................................................................................ 73 

3.1 Basic characteristics of samples ........................................................................ 73 

3.2 Multiple Regression Analysis on psychological states predicted by 

psychological traits and situational factors ........................................................ 75 

3.2.1 Multiple Regression Analysis on attitude towards behavior predicted by 

psychological traits and situational factors .............................................. 76 

3.2.2 Multiple Regression Analysis on perceived behavioral control predicted 

by psychological traits and situational factors ......................................... 81 

3.3 Multiple Regression Analysis on buying behavior based on Bloom’s Taxonomy 

predicted by psychological trait, situational factor, and psychological state .... 85 

3.3.1 Multiple Regression Analysis on buying behavior based on critical 

thinking predicted by psychological trait, situational factor, and 

psychological state ................................................................................... 86 

3.3.2 Multiple Regression Analysis on supportive behavior predicted by 

psychological trait, situational factor, and psychological state ................ 90 

3.4 Path analysis results of buying behavior based on Bloom’s Taxonomy in 

undergraduate students ...................................................................................... 95 

3.5 Three-Way ANOVA results of psychological trait, situational factor, 

psychological state, and buying behavior based on Bloom’s Taxonomy, based 

on Biosocial of Undergraduate Students ......................................................... 101 

3.5.1 Three-Way ANOVA results of psychological trait, situational factor, 

psychological state, and buying behavior based on Bloom’s Taxonomy, 

based on gender, GPA, and faculty ........................................................ 101 

3.5.2 Three-Way ANOVA results of psychological trait, situational factor, 

psychological state, and buying behavior based on Bloom’s Taxonomy, 

based on age, mother’s educational background, and allowance ........... 107 

3.5.3 Three-Way ANOVA results of psychological trait, situational factor, 

psychological state, and buying behavior based on Bloom’s Taxonomy, 

based on 1st generation, year, and father’s educational background ...... 110 

CHAPTER 4 CONCLUSION AND DISCUSSION ................................................. 114 

4.1 Summary and discussion of the results in relation to the hypotheses ............. 114 

4.1.1 Summary and discussion of Hypothesis 1 .............................................. 114 

4.1.2 Summary and discussion of Hypothesis 2 .............................................. 118 

 



 ix 

4.1.3 Summary and discussion of Hypothesis 3 .............................................. 121 

4.2 At-risk groups and preventive factors ............................................................. 122 

4.3 Benefits and limitations of the research .......................................................... 123 

4.3.1 Benefits of the research .......................................................................... 123 

4.3.2 Limitations of the research ..................................................................... 124 

4.4 Suggestions for development .......................................................................... 124 

4.5 Research guideline recommendation ............................................................... 125 

BIBLIOGRAPHY ...................................................................................................... 127 

APPENDIX A ............................................................................................................ 139 

APPENDIX B ............................................................................................................ 159 

APPENDIX C ............................................................................................................ 190 

BIOGRAPHY ............................................................................................................ 209

 



 x 

LIST OF TABLES 

 

Page 

 

Table 1.1 Compares the differences between Bloom´s Taxonomy and Revised 

Bloom´s Taxonomy ....................................................................................... 9 

Table 2.1 Summarized result of assessment of measures, discrimination values (t-

value), item-total correlation value (r), reliability, and ............................... 72 

Table 3.1Basic characteristics of the samples .............................................................. 74 

Table 3.2 VIF values and tolerance values of the attitude towards behavior .............. 76 

Table 3.3 Multiple Regression Analysis on attitude towards behavior (ATT) predicted 

by psychological trait and situational factor… ............................................ 79 

Table 3.4 VIF values and tolerance values of perceived behavioral control estimated 

by Multiple Regression Analysis ................................................................ 81 

 Table 3.5 Multiple Regression Analysis on perceived behavioral control based on 

critical thinking (PER) predicted by psychological trait  and situational 

factor ............................................................................................................ 83 

Table 3.6 VIF values and tolerance values of buying behavior based on critical 

thinking estimated by Multiple Regression Analysis .................................. 86 

 Table 3.7 Multiple Regression Analysis on buying behavior based on critical thinking 

(BUY) predicted by psychological trait ,situational factor, and 

psychological state ...................................................................................... 88 

Table 3.8 VIF values and tolerance values of supportive behavior estimated by 

Multiple Regression Analysis ..................................................................... 91 

Table 3.9 Multiple regression analysis on supportive behavior (SBB) predicted by 

psychological trait , situational factor,  and psychological state ................. 93 

Table 3.10 Criteria for model fit .................................................................................. 96 

Table 3.11 Estimated parameter values and statistic values relating to the causal 

relationship model of buying behavior Based on Bloom’s Taxonomy in 

undergraduate students ................................................................................ 97 

Table 3.12 Direct and Indirect effects of situational factor, psychological trait, 

psychological state towards buying behavior based on Bloom’s Taxonomy 

(n=622) ...................................................................................................... 100 



 xi 

Table 3.13 Three-Way ANOVA results of psychological trait, situational factor, 

psychological state, and buying behavior based on Bloom’s Taxonomy, 

based on gender, GPA, and faculty (Part 1), and mean comparisons . ..... 102 

Table 3.14 Three-Way ANOVA results of psychological trait, situational factor, 

psychological state buying behavior based on Bloom’s Taxonomy, based 

on age, mother’s educational background and allowance (Part 1), and mean 

comparisons . ............................................................................................. 107 

Table 3.15 Three-Way ANOVA results of psychological trait, situational factor, 

psychological state, and buying behavior based on Bloom’s Taxonomy, 

based on 1st Gen, Year, and Father’s educational background (Part 1), and 

mean comparisons. .................................................................................... 111 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



xii 

 

LIST OF FIGURES 

Page 

 

Figure 1.1 Displaying the decision-making process, adapted from (Engel et al., 

1995:146-154) .............................................................................................. 7 

Figure 1.2 A Model of Learning Objectives–based on A Taxonomy for Learning, 

Teaching, and Assessing: A Revision of Bloom's Taxonomy of 

Educational Objectives, Center for Excellence in Learning and Teaching, 

Iowa State University. (Heer,2011 )….. .................................................... 11 

Figure 1.3 Interactionism Model (Magnusson & Endler, 1977;  

Bhanthumnavin, 1998) .............................................................................. 17 

Figure 1.4 An analysis of the Cause of the Theory of Planned Behavior ................... 54 

Figure 1.5 Frameworks and relationship between variables ........................................ 58 

Figure 1.6 Hypothesis Model ....................................................................................... 61 

Figure 3.1 Hypothetical path analysis model ............................................................... 96 

Figure 3.2 Result of causal relationship model of psychological trait, situational 

factor, and psychological state buying behavior based on Bloom’s 

Taxonomy in undergraduate students (n = 622 ) ....................................... 97 

Figure 4.1 Results of the prediction for Attitude towards behavior using the 

psychological traits and situational factors as predictors ......................... 115 

Figure 4.2 Results of the prediction for perceived behavioral control using the 

psychological traits and situational factors as predictors ......................... 117 

Figure 4.3 Results of the prediction for buying behavior based on critical thinking 

using the psychological traits, situational factors and psychological states 

as predictors ............................................................................................. 119 

Figure 4.4 Results of the prediction for supportive behavior using the psychological 

traits, situational factors and psychological states as predictors. ............. 121 

 

 

 

 



 

 

CHAPTER 1 

 

INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Background and signification of the research problem 

The world today is the world of globalization. The rapid communication leads 

to a fluctuation of cultures and values from the Western world, resulting in 

consumerism which is the consumption that generates debts (O'Curry, 2003). Park and 

Burns (2005) found that in the East Asian countries, such as South Korea, consumers 

adopted a consuming culture from the Western countries through the diffusion of 

materialistic lifestyle and consumerism behaviors. These values and behaviors 

significantly impact the society and environment.  

 Compulsive buying behavior is one of the behaviors which is seen more 

frequently and is considered harmful to one’s self, family, and society (Faber and 

O’guin, 1992). The compulsive buyers usually emphasize on the material obtainment 

without considering the impacts occurring to themselves, financial status, and their 

own long-term livelihood (Frost and Steketee, 2004). From the past research results, it 

was discovered that compulsive buying is mostly found in female utility products 

such as clothing, shoes, jewelry, or cosmetics, which ultimately is an unused 

purchase. Recent research found that modern society has become the consumption 

society; people expressing themselves through products which they purchase in order 

to display values and providing life reward to themselves (Wanke, 2009). The 

products found with the highest growth in sales are of personal-use category called 

life’s gadgets and electronic gadgets, with the concept that they are the human capital 

in socializing (Griffiths, 1999, 2000), as well as personal luxury products such as 

handbags and various branded products currently receiving popularity.  

 From the studies in various countries such as the United States, the United 

Kingdom, and Germany, it was found that the tendency of excessive buying behavior 

and compulsive buying behavior is constantly increasing (Dittmar, 2005). The 

excessive buying behavior is a behavior which is harmful to the person himself. The 
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excessive buying behavior refers to the overspending of money which exceeds the 

income or unnecessarily purchasing expensive products, generating personal debt and 

might lead to personal bankruptcy (Nader, 2000). For examples, the effects from 

excessive buying according to the information of the Administrative Office of the US 

Courts, it was found that the number of people who were sued for bankruptcy due to 

household debts in the fiscal year 2003 was 1.66 million people, which increased 

significantly (double) from 1994 with only 837,797 people sued for bankruptcy (Wu, 

2006). 

 From the latest research it was found that the young consumers have a 

tendency to purchase more luxury goods (Chiu and Leng, 2016). Moreover, the group 

that prefers luxury goods is the group of people with lower age and also continuously 

increasing.  Jullamon (2012) conducted a study on “Consumer Bankruptcy in 

Thailand” and studied the buying behaviors that cause Thai population to be sued for 

bankruptcy. The caseload of the Thai bankruptcy system has been growing, leading to 

a number of problems. From 2006 to 2010 there were over 13,000 new consumer and 

business bankruptcy cases each year. It was found that one of the reasons is from 

compulsive buying behavior such as indulging, unnecessary purchase, and excessive 

buying exceeding the income. 

 The increasing buying behavior is a social issue which is widely discussed. 

With the tendency of higher expenses and costs of living and the excessive 

availability of everyday-life facilitating gadgets that consumers can choose to 

purchase unnecessarily, such as communicating devices, computer, etc., these make 

some young people possess an expense in a certain category that exceeds the 

necessities and financial status which they can afford. However, the young people still 

make effort in obtaining such items due to surrounding stimulators and environment 

such as groups of peers, social media marketing, or encouragement from the family, 

etc. Additionally, it was also found that the youth group is currently becoming the 

target of product advertisements, as it is the age with curiosity and inexperienced 

(Intasuwan, 2004). Also, this stage is the age of individual identity establishment 

(Akerlof and Kranton, 2002), which often leads to buying decision that is likely 

originated from emotion over logic. This issue might cause these young people to fall 

as the victims of marketing. Moreover, if young people overspend, it may result in 

debts which lead to many other social problems.  



3 

 

 In Thailand, there is a study of behavior which is the opposite of the 

previously mentioned behaviors. Intasuwan (2004) conducted a study on intelligent 

consumption behavior; defined as the buying behavior with critical thinking in 

product selection by considering necessities rather than material or social needs, and 

does not cause any impact or problem towards themselves, others, society, and 

environment after the purchase or consumption. A similar study was found in the 

research of Pimthong (2014) who conducted a cross-cultural study regarding the 

psychosocial factors associated with the sufficient consumption behaviors of the 

students in Malaysia and Thailand. The sufficient consumption behaviors of the 

college students are the actions which are done through each student’s decision-

making process in choosing to utilize personal and common items, including natural 

resources and time, with appropriation in benefits, consumer’s financial status, and 

price without causing any trouble to themselves and others from their decision.   

 Critical thinking is a higher order cognitive skill that is different from a 

simpler thinking skill or lower order thinking skill. The higher order cognitive skill is 

a complex thinking system which requires the processes of judgment, analysis, and 

synthesis. Decision-making by relying on various information sources is considered to 

be a higher order cognitive skill as it must be done via a process of judgment to 

decide whether which information source is reliable by examining the variety of data 

dimensions and potential results (Halpern, 1998).  

 Bloom, Engelhart, Furst, Hill and Krathwohl (1956) introduced Bloom’s 

Taxonomy and categorized the behavioral learning process into 3 aspects which are 

cognitive, affective, and psychomotor domains, which help managing the thinking 

process from the fundamental level towards the complex thinking process. Later on in 

2001, Anderson, Krathwohl and Bloom (2001) created Bloom´s Revised Taxonomy in 

order to support the era shift by improving knowledge’s dimensions and orders to 

adhere with the digital age, as well as reducing the generation gap of the knowledge to 

be in conform with new behaviors of this era with rapid changes (Robinson,2011). 

  Both taxonomy and critical thinking are considered to be the main objectives 

of human’s education, especially the high school graduate students and university-

level students (Marin and Halpern, 2011). 

 Another significant targeted group of young people is the undergraduate 
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student group. This is a period of turning point due to major physical and mental 

changes, as well as in the surrounding social conditions. These students are in the 

period of learning to be more responsible for their own lives, especially the 

responsibility in managing various costs of living and studies. Moreover, the people 

of this age could be persuaded by surrounding people and influenced by media 

regarding their consumption. Therefore, the buying behavior based on Bloom’s 

Taxonomy in the undergraduate student group is an interesting issue to examine. 

Sarfraz (2017) suggested that Bloom’s taxonomy should not only be used for 

educational purposes but can aid people in their quest to develop desired behavior.  

 Hence, in this research is the study of related psychological and situational 

characteristics, including situation-correlated psychological characteristics and buying 

behaviors, in the undergraduate students by using the Bloom´s behavior based 

approach. The result of this research will be a significant guideline in suggesting the 

development of desired behaviors for the youths who are growing up to become the 

crucial force of the nation’s development later on.  

 

1.2  Objectives of the study 

  1) To identify the important predictors and their predictive percentages in 

terms of the psychological characteristics and situational factors related to buying 

behavior based on Bloom’s taxonomy. 

 2) To investigate the direct and indirect effects of the psychological and 

situational factors on buying behavior based on Bloom’s taxonomy. 

1.3  Benefits of the study 

  1) The results of this study shed the light on the relationship between the 

psychological and situational factors on buying behavior based on Bloom’s 

taxonomy.  
 2) The direct and indirect effects of situations, psychological traits and 

psychological states on buying behavior based on Bloom’s taxonomy. 
 3) The results on at-risk groups and their protective factors can be used as a 

guideline for policy planning and interventions in the further. 

 4) The important findings from this study could be used as the basis for 

advanced research in the further.  
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1.4 Review of related literature   

This section is a review of theories and findings from various researches 

associated with the operational definition of variables, as well as identifying the 

relations between independent variables and dependent variables. The details are as 

follows:  

1.4.1 Buying behavior based on Bloom’s Taxonomy: Variables, definitions, 

and measurements 

Consumption behaviors were behaviors associated with searching, selective 

spending, selective utilization, and evaluation of products and services that were 

expected to satisfy their needs (Schiffman, 2007). Dittmar (1994:569) defined 

consumer behaviors as the obtainment, consumption, and management of products, 

services, and ideas. Moreover, consumption behaviors were also a decision-making 

process in behavior selection of a person associated with purchase and utilization of 

goods and products relating to product obtainment, activities associated with buying, 

and buying motives (Bargh, 2002).  

 Therefore, the decision-making process could be seen as a significant process 

associated with every day-life activity such as selecting breakfast. And, occasionally, 

the decision-making process became more crucial such as deciding to purchase a car 

or a house. Accordingly, critical thinking reduced mistakes and increases the quality 

of the judgment and decision (Halpern, 2014).  

 Thus, many scholars gave importance to the study of behaviors displaying 

thorough consideration and analysis in committing a certain action. There were 

researches in the past that studied these behaviors such as a study on eating choice 

with a multi-dimensional and thorough examination, or Smart Eating Choice of Late 

Adolescents. (Bhichitanonda, 2003). In addition, Promlukkano (2006) conducted a 

study on the Antecedent and Consequence Concerning Student Health Behaviors of 

Late Adolescents in Health Promoting Schools Project. Kanchom (2010) conducted a 

study on peer-choice, by studying the dependent variables of psychosocial correlates 

of Smart Peer-Choice of Junior High School Students. 

 Apart from self-development, developing surrounding people was also another 

essential duty of a person in order to develop the society. This conforms to the 
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principle of dependent variable establishment according to its action and role. The 

dependent variables in personal context could be divided into 1) personal act and 2) 

supportive act (Bhanthumnavin, 2009). The example of research which studied the 

supportive behaviors encouraging others to conduct good behavior was the research 

of Sripornngam (2004) that studied the Psycho-social as Correlates of Work-Safety 

Behavior of Employees in Textile and Spinning Industry. The behaviors were divided 

into personal work-safety behavior (direct) and supportive work-safety behavior 

(indirect). This research is similar to the research of Mungpattanasunthon (2003) who 

studied the animal protection behavior of male youths. The behaviors were examined 

in 2 aspects which were personal animal protection behavior (direct action) and 

supportive behavior related to animal protection (indirect action). 

 From the literature review above, it can be summarized that this research will 

be studying the buying behavior based on Bloom’s taxonomy by categorizing the 

variables into 2 which are 1) buying behavior based on critical thinking and 2) 

supportive behavior influencing buying based on critical thinking. The literature 

evaluation was conducted with details as follows:  

1.4.1.1 Buying behavior based on critical thinking: Definition and 

measurement  

 Assael (1995:18) mentioned that consumption behavior originated from a 

decision-making process done with the influence of the environment. This signified 

that, prior to deciding to consume, the cognitive process within the person was 

extremely crucial. And after a thorough examination by considering the following 

negative and positive results towards self, other, and environment, then the decision 

would lead to an appropriate consumption.  

 Consumer decision-making process was associated with the situation, internal 

and external elements, as well as many aspects of the following results. The process 

started from the “need”. Then, the consumer would start searching for information 

and various related alternatives, and would eventually make a decision. Later on, the 

consumer would evaluate one more time to measure his level of satisfaction (Engel, 

Blackwell, & Miniard, (1995:146-154). 
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 Figure 1.1 Displaying the decision-making process, adapted from (Engel 

et al., 1995:146-154) 

 

 1. Need Recognition: When the person recognized his needs, the need could 

be stimulated by both internal and external elements. And when the need got 

stimulated more, the person would start moving to fulfill the need.  

 2. Information Search: When the person was able to identify his need, a search 

for information relating to the desired product and similar or associating product 

would begin. The information could be searched from various sources such as friend, 

family, advertisement media, and internet.  

 3. Evaluation of Alternatives: This was considered to be the critical stage of 

the buying process. The buyer would evaluate the relating elements. For example, a) a 

washing machine buying decision, the buyer would evaluate product properties such 

as price, capacity, brand, appearance, quality, model, etc.; b) other relating factors 

such as after service and user network were also taken as the significant evaluation 

factors during this process.  

 4. Purchase Decision: After a thorough evaluation, the person would enter the 

process of deciding whether to buy the product or not as the last stage.  
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 5. Post-Purchase Behavior: These were the behaviors occurring after the 

purchase. If the result was able to satisfy the need, buying behavior would reoccur 

constantly. If the result was unsatisfactory, it would lead to the decision-making 

development process in the next purchase.  

 Buying behavior based on critical thinking was a rational decision in choosing 

to consume which was made via a thorough thinking process to creating a genuinely 

beneficial consumption. Bloom et al., (1956: 6-9) defined the meaning of critical 

thinking as an ability to distinguish in order to find the elements of a story or item 

such as what it was made of, what the cause was, what the result was, how significant 

it was, and what the situation order was. Good (1973: 680) defined the analytic 

thinking that it was a thorough thinking as per the evaluation principle and had 

evidential references in order to meet a good and possible conclusion, by examining 

all the relating elements and utilizing the logical system for a proper and rational 

analysis.  Sternberg (1999: 507) explained that critical thinking was an intellectual 

process which an individual broke down a complex picture into vivid elements, 

creating a better understanding regarding a certain issue.  

Both taxonomy and critical thinking were considered to be the main objectives 

of human’s education, especially the high school graduate students and university-

level students (Marin and Halpern, 2011). 

   Bloom’s Taxonomy  

In 1956, Bloom et al., (1956) mentioned that learning referred to the 

behavior changing process from the original into a new behavior that was relatively 

permanent which resulted from experience or practice, not from natural or instinctive 

responses. The change in behavior must be relatively permanent in order to be 

considered that the learning had occurred. If the change was temporary, then it would 

not be considered as learning. In the same year, Bloom developed a theoretical 

framework as a tool to categorize the behaviors relating to intellectual analysis and 

cognition according to the experiences of the students, which was called Bloom’s 

Taxonomy. When learning occurred within an individual, there would be changes 

occur, as follows: 1) Cognitive Domain was a thinking behavior referring intellect-

related behaviors which were changes in knowledge, idea, and understanding by 

learning new content and information that will create a better understanding within 
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the learner regarding the environments which is a change occurred within the brain; 2) 

Affective Domain referred to a mental behavior. This behavior would not occur 

immediately. It was the change in emotion, attitude, and value by learning new things 

that would create feelings, interests, and beliefs; 3) Psychomotor Domain was a 

nerve-muscle behavior referring to behavior demonstrating a dynamic work operation. 

It is an individual’s learning of idea, comprehension, value, attitude, interest, and 

preference, then applied the knowledge into practice until becoming expertise.  

    Bloom’s Revised Taxonomy  

In 2001, Anderson and Krathwohl (2001) revised Bloom’s Taxonomy 

by improving the categorization of the sub-behaviors to be more suitable with the 

present context in order to create a modern and efficient instructional media designing 

tool. The complexity level was arranged from the low towards the higher.  

 Table 1.1 Compares the differences between Bloom´s Taxonomy and 

Revised Bloom´s Taxonomy  

Old Version 

(Bloom´s Taxonomy 1956) 

New Version 

(Bloom´s Revised Taxonomy 2001) 

Evaluation Creating 

Synthesis Evaluating 

Analysis Analyze 

Application Applying 

Comprehension Understanding 

Knowledge Remembering 

 

From table 1.1, Anderson and Krathwohl´s differences in concept were 

demonstrated. They revised the concept of traditional learning categorization by 

adjusting the objectives into 2 dimensions which were the examination of knowledge 

characteristic and the examination of intellectual learning in 6 levels. The different 

point was the adding the dimension of knowledge characteristic in order to establish a 

clearer learning objective, by using the verbs to label the categories instead of nouns 

(from -ion to -ing). Level 1, the word “Knowledge” was changed to “Remembering”. 

Level 5, the word “Synthesis” was changed to “Evaluating”. Level 6, the word 

“Evaluation” was changed to “Creating”. The details are as follows: 1) Remembering 

was the fundamental of learning that emphasizes on taking the knowledge, searching, 

and remembering from a person´s long-term memory to establish the learning in order 

to develop into the higher next level. The knowledge was developed based on 
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memory; 2) Understanding was a systematic knowledge creating process that was 

higher than remembering such as explaining, writing, comparing, and categorizing, as 

well as the explanation which would lead to comprehensions such as interpretation, 

comparison, categorization, and summarization; 3) Applying was the next process 

which the knowledge would be practiced and applied  to create  benefits through 

orderly methods such as application and action; 4) Analyzing was the next step which 

various learning steps would be reconstructed, by examining the relations between 

each element whether how they related to each other, how the structure was made, 

and distinguish each different objective through systematic method.  

The goals of studying were for the learner to distinguish facts from 

opinions, to separate the related elements from the unrelated, to connect ideas together, 

to be able to differentiate between the main and supportive ideas in writing works, and 

to search for evidence supporting the author´s objective. In this level, it could be 

divided into 3 elements which are 4.1) Differentiating was the ability to differentiate 

the relation and significance, 4.2) Organizing was the ability to combine all elements 

under the same structure and being able to identify the relation between each element, 

4.3) Attributing was the ability to express opinion or objective of the communication. 

Different from translation that was merely comprehending, attributing emphasized on 

looking at the main objective that needed to be transmitted; 5) Evaluating were 

deciding, choosing, and examining what had been learned into an individual’s own 

context that could be measured and validated whether right or wrong with the 

condition and standard that could be verified or had the clear basis and principle; 6) 

Creating was the highest level of learning which referred to obtaining all elements of 

learning, bringing to synthesize, and establishing connection in order to create the new 

form of that what had been learned or to establish a new structure through planning 

such as creating, planning, producing.  
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 Figure 1.2 A Model of Learning Objectives–based on A Taxonomy for 

Learning, Teaching, and Assessing: A Revision of Bloom's Taxonomy of Educational 

Objectives, Center for Excellence in Learning and Teaching, Iowa State University. 

(Heer,2011 )….. 

From Figure 1.2, it could be seen that the Taxonomy according to this 

theory originated from 2 dimensions. The first dimension was the Cognitive 

Dimension Process, which were divided into 6 levels from the lowest level 

(Remembering) to the highest level (Creating). The second dimension was the 

Knowledge Dimension with 4 levels which were 1) Factual referred to the knowledge 

which was a fact, 2) Conceptual referred to the knowledge which was structural, 3) 

Procedural referred to the operational knowledge by using systematic method, skill, 

and referable technique, 4) Metacognition referred to a meta-level intellect and was 

considered to be the awareness-level knowledge, which was the absolute 

comprehension and perception.  

Critical thinking was a higher order cognitive skill that was different 

from a simple thinking skill or lower order thinking skill. The higher order cognitive 

skill was a complex thinking system which requires the processes of judgment, 

analysis, and synthesis. Decision-making that based on various information sources 

was considered to be a higher order cognitive skill as it must be done via a process of 

judgment to decide whether which information source was reliable by examining the 

variety of data dimensions and potential results (Halpern, 1998). 
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Students should possess the ability to judge whether which information 

source was reliable, evaluate the discussion, and distinguish between fact and opinion 

in order to assess the media, enable them to understand the potential bias, and help 

them to become the savvy media consumer which would enable them to interpret and 

synthesize the data then eventually lead to a decision – making and clear conclusion 

(Halpern, 2011). 

Sarfraz (2017) suggested that Bloom’s taxonomy should not only be 

used for educational purposes but can aid people in their quest to develop desired 

behavior. Therefore, the purpose of this study was to determine buying behavior 

based on critical thinking, especially on the “evaluate” level of Bloom’s revised 

taxonomy.  

In the mentioned “Evaluate” Level (Bloom´s Revised Taxonomy 

2001), there was a combination between 4 knowledge dimensions, resulting in 4 

levels of thinking which were 1) Check (Evaluate x Factual), an examination of 

concordance between each information source; 2) Determine (Evaluate x Conceptual), 

a consideration of relevance between each result; 3) Judge (Evaluate x Procedural), a 

judge regarding the efficiency of the selecting or judging technique and method; 4) 

Reflect (Evaluate x Metacognitive), a reflection regarding one’s progress.  

From the review of researches from foreign countries, Peckham (2016) 

conducted on “Clustering student interaction data using Bloom’s taxonomy to find 

predictive reading patterns” This study used to inform environments that support 

student reading behavior while improving a student’s metacognitive skills by using 

Bloom’s taxonomy concept. 

   From the review of research papers in Thailand, it was found that 

Pimthong (2014), who conducted a Cross-Cultural Study of Psychosocial Factors 

Correlated with Sufficient Consumption Behavior of Students in Thailand and 

Malaysia, defined the meaning of student’s sufficient consumption behaviors that they 

were actions done through each student’s decision-making process in choosing to 

utilize personal and common items, including natural resources and time, to satisfy 

their needs with appropriation in consumption and without causing any trouble to 

themselves and others through their consumption. The sufficient consumption 

behaviors were divided into 3 aspects, including 1) Personal item such as food and 
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things, 2) Common item such as natural resource, 3) Time. 

  Bhichitanonda (2003) conducted a study on Smart Eating Choice of 

Late Adolescents by examining student’s food buying choice in 4 dimensions, which 

were hygiene, nutrition, price, and preference. The measurement form consisted of 10 

items. Each item had 6 Likert scales from “absolutely true” to “absolutely not true.”   

Promlukkano (2006) also utilized this measurement form as part of the study on smart 

health care behavior as well. 

   Wongpinpech (2015) conducted a study on the Correlation between 

Psychological Sufficiency and Intellectual Consumption Behavior of Grade 6 

Students, Muaeng District, Chiang Mai Province, and divided intellectual 

consumption behaviors into 4 dimensions, including 1) Food, 2) Item and utensil, 3) 

Resource and environment, and 4) Media. Also, Intasuwan et al., (2004) categorized 

the intellectual consumption behaviors into 3 dimensions. The 1st dimension was 

personal item such as food and tangible items. The 2nd dimension was common items 

such as natural resource. The 3rd dimension was intangible item such as time.  

  From the research review, buying behavior based on critical thinking 

in undergraduate students could be referred to behavior done via thinking and 

analyzing processes in choosing to consume in order to satisfy one´s need without 

molesting one’s self or others and with appropriate and suitable consumption. The 

measurement was done using the summated rating scale measurement form created by 

the researcher according to Bloom’s concept which had 4 dimensions of consumption 

elements, including the lower order thinking skills which were  1) Check (Evaluate x 

Factual) referred to an examination of concordance between each information source 

and 2) Determine (Evaluate x Conceptual) referred to a consideration of relevance 

between each result; and the higher order thinking skills which were 3) Judge 

(Evaluate x Procedural) referred to a judge regarding the efficiency of the selecting or 

judging technique, method and 4) Reflect (Evaluate x Metacognitive) referred to a 

reflection regarding one’s progress. Each item had 6point-Likert scales from 

“Absolutely true” to “Absolutely not true”. 
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1.4.1.2 Supportive behavior influencing buying based on critical 

thinking: Definition and measurement 

If a person possesses the desired behaviors, it definitely benefits the 

society. Moreover, if the person is able to support others to have the desired behaviors 

as well, it will further create the development in surrounding others to have good 

behaviors, resulting in a peaceful society. This goes the same with buying behaviors 

based on critical thinking. If we are able to support others to have the buying 

behaviors based on critical thinking, it will help promote various quality of the society 

such as money saving, resource conservation, rational consumption, etc.  

From the review of researches from foreign countries, House (1981) 

conducted a study on social supportive behaviors in the organization. He defined 

social support and divided social support into 4 categories, including 1) Emotional 

support such as sympathy and display of kindness; 2) Informational support such as 

information regarding environment, information beneficial to self-development; 3) 

Material support such as supports in necessary items and services; 4) Appraisal 

support such as information regarding work evaluation. In addition, Cohen and Wills 

(1985) gave a concordant definition to social support and divided social support into 4 

categories, including 1) Emotional support such as acceptance; 2) Informational 

support such as information for solving problem; 3) Belongingness such as friendship; 

4) Instrument support such as item, service, budget, etc. Bhanthumnavin (2004) 

conducted a study on Psycho-social Antecedents of Supervisory Social Support 

Behavior in Health Centers. She defined supervisory social support behavior 

consisted of 3 dimensions, namely, emotional support, informational support, and 

material support. 

The researcher has conducted an evaluation of research papers that had 

similar and concordant content with the supportive behavior influencing buying based 

on critical thinking in others. Itsaraphark (2007:9) conducted a study on Integration of 

Society and Psychological Characteristics on Waste Dumping Behavior of Senior 

High School Students. The study was conducted on the group of 365 grade 10 and 11 

students in high schools under the Department of General Education within Bangkok 

region. He defined supportive behavior for proper waste dumping as the ability to 

support and the action originated from the internal motivation which aiming to 
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suggest, persuade, and instruct others to behave in a positive way as per the social 

norm. This conforms to the research of Jhermpun (2002:19) who conducted a study 

on Mathematics Learning Behavior. The sample was 480 of grade 11 high school 

students within Bangkok region. She defined support as the act when a person 

received care, possessed a bonded feeling, provided assistance, acknowledged each 

other’s worth, and provided encouragement and praise in various aspects such as 

providing information and news, suggestions, training, and assistance in the forms of 

object, time, labour, evaluation for self-development, and emotional support for 

personality development etc.  

Mungpattanasunthon (2003) studied Animal Protection Behavior of 

Male Youths on adolescent male students in the rural area. He defined supportive 

behavior related to animal protection as an action and support towards others 

regarding animal protection, which consisted of 3 aspects 1) Emotional support such 

as appreciation, thanking, praising, and providing encouragement when other 

displayed a behavior of animal protection; 2) Informational support such as warning, 

suggestion, persuasion aiming to establish animal protection; 3) Material support 

including money, equipment, and labour such as a gathering to hold animal protection 

activity. This conforms to the research of Piasiri (2003:20). He defined social support 

in school as the action when the student received support from friends and 

surrounding people, such as teachers, regarding electricity conservation in 3 aspects 

which were 1) Emotional such as teacher’s appreciation, comfort, and suggestion for 

helping the school in energy conservation; 2) News and information such as providing 

knowledge and suggestion in maintaining electrical devices and electricity utilization; 

3) Material such as providing scholarship and establishing the Green Classroom 

Project in order to encourage the electricity conserving behaviors in students.  

  For the measurement of supportive behavior influencing buying based 

on critical thinking in others, it was found that there were not many studies regarding 

this issue.  However, there were researches relating to supports in other areas. The 

majority was the creation of supportive and encouraging behavior measurement in the 

form of an summated rating scale evaluation form consisted of above 10 items. Each 

item consisted of 6-point Likert scales from “Absolutely true” to “Absolutely not 

true” (Piasiri, 2003; 61-62, Chodsudsane, 2002:45). Therefore, the researcher has 
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created my own measurement form for supportive behavior influencing buying based 

oncritical thinking with 6-point Likert scale in each item from “Absolutely true” to  

“Absolutely not true”. 

  Hence, it can be summarized that supportive behavior influencing 

buying based on critical thinking refers to support in various aspects as follows: 1) 

mental and emotional, 2) News, information and suggestion as a motive for a person 

to display positive behaviors towards others and society. In this research, the word 

“supportive behavior” is used instead of supportive behavior influencing buying based 

on critical thinking. 

1.4.2 Antecedents of behavior  

The research on correlate comparison in behavioral science focused on the 

study of the influence of situational factors and psychological traits of human and the 

interaction between situation and psychological states towards the occurrence of 

human behavior. The form of variable correlation would be based on the 

Interactionism Model. This model studied 4 types of human behavior causes 

(Magnusson & Endler, 1977:18-21) as seen in picture 1.3, including 1) Situational 

factors referred to an external cause factor contributing or preventing the occurrence 

of the behavior such as peer pressure, family condition, social comparison; 2) 

Psychological traits referred to an internal factor such as self-control and self-esteem; 

3) Psychological traits together with situation or as known as the Mechanical 

Interaction; 4) Psychological states or organismic interaction referred to psychological 

traits that adapted according to the situation such as attitude towards behavior.  

 In this study, Interactionism Model was used to establish the subjects in the 

literature review. The review was conducted in 3 areas, including 1) Situation and 

psychological states and buying behavior based on Bloom’s taxonomy; 2) 

Psychological traits and psychological states and buying behavior based on Bloom´s 

taxonomy; 3) Psychological states and buying behavior based on Bloom´s taxonomy, 

as the guideline in establishing research assumptions.   
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Figure 1.3 Interactionism Model (Magnusson & Endler, 1977; Bhanthumnavin, 1998) 

  

1.4.3 Influence of psychological traits on psychological states and buying 

behavior based on Bloom’s Taxonomy  

From the past researches, behaviorists found that an individual’s 

psychological traits correlated to the desired behaviors. Psychological Theory of 

Moral and Work Behaviors was a theory of a Thai behaviorist who introduced that the 

psychological traits were the significant causes of behaviors (Bhanthumnavin, 1996). 

This research studied the significant psychological traits in the Psychological Theory 

of Moral and Work Behaviors which were future orientation and self-control, and 

mental health.  

1.4.3.1 Influence of future orientation and self-control on psychological 

states and buying behavior based on Bloom’s Taxonomy  

Some groups of people had the ability to forecast the future and 

adapt their current behaviors in order to achieve the goal. These people understood the 

goal-based behavior in order for themselves to receive a good outcome in the future. 

This was a behavior which received great interests from behaviorists as the future 

orientation and self – control possessed correlation with desired behaviors (Simons, 

Vansteenkiste, Lens and Lacante, 2004). 
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   Future orientation referred to an ability to forecast ahead and 

foresee the what would occur to one’s self in the future by foreseeing the significance 

of what would happen to them in the future, by predicting what would be the good 

and bad outcomes in the future. Moreover, a person with a future orientation would be 

a person who able to determine his goal in life by establishing a long-term and short-

term framework for himself in various areas such as financial, family, and health 

(Bhanthumnavin, 1995). 

   The definition of self-control was the self-discipline, referring 

to self-regulation, self-development, and behavioral order management to achieve the 

desired goal by adding a number of good behaviors and eradicating the undesired 

behaviors by themselves without depending on others (De Volder, 1980). 

   Bhanthumnavin (1994) defined a self-control or self-discipline 

that it occurred along with the goal establishment for a certain activity to be 

successful by looking at the essence of the future rather than the present. It was a 

behavior displaying the ability to wait. Hence, future orientation and self-control shall 

develop together in order for the desired ethical behaviors to occur.   

Duanginta (2006) explained that future-orientation and self-

control was a long-term phenomenon. In other words, a person must possess the need 

to receive a better or more future outcome than the current outcome receiving in the 

present. To say, it was the ability to predict ahead and to wait for the future outcome 

without feeling that the outcome receiving in the future would be lesser in value.  

Therefore, in this research, future-orientation and self-control 

referred to when a student possessed the ability to predict the future that would 

happen to himself by being able to control his own buying behavior so that the action 

would create the desired outcome in the future, such as analyzing prior to buying for 

the ultimate purchase benefit by considering the later outcome following the buying 

behavior.   

From the literature review, it was found that future orientation 

and self-control correlated with significant psychological states, especially the attitude 

towards behavior. Ginevra, Pallini, Vecchio, Nota, and Soresi (2016) studied the 

future orientation and the attitude towards adaptive behaviors and decision in 

occupation choosing. The study was conducted in 774 Italian youths at the age 
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between 17 to 18 years old. The correlation between future-orientation and self-

control and occupational attitude was found with the significant statistic of positive 

correlation (r=0.43, p<0.01) This conformed to the research of Jackman and Macphee 

(2015) who conducted a study on self-esteem and the future-orientation and self-

control in risky behavior forecast in adolescents. The studied was conducted on a 

group of 862 teens at the age between 12 to 14 years old in the United States. The 

correlation between future-orientation and self-control and safe-sex attitude was 

found with the significant statistic of positive correlation (r=0.35, p<0.01). Therefore, 

it could be summarized that a person with high future-orientation and self-control 

would possess more of the safe-sex attitude than a person with low future-orientation 

and self-control.  

Regarding the future-orientation and self-control relating to the 

favorable attitude towards buying behavior based on critical thinking, the research of 

Piasiri (2002:205) studied the Psycho-Social Correlates of Electric Energy Saving 

Behavior of Students in Green School Project. It was found that students with high 

future-orientation and self-control were the students who possessed more favorable 

attitudes toward electricity saving behaviors, more personal electricity utilization 

behaviors, more electricity saving behaviors in the family, and more electricity saving 

behaviors for others. This also conformed to the research of Suwandee (2000) on 

Waste Minimization Behavior of Students. The findings demonstrated that students 

with high future-orientation and self-control were the students with favorable attitudes 

towards waste minimization behavior, more readiness to perform waste minimization, 

more behaviors of worth use of items, and more behaviors of avoiding to create trash 

than students with low future-orientation and self-control.  

For the future-oriented self-control correlating to perceived 

behavioral control of the desired behavior, Praneetwatakul (2017) studied the 

Psychosocial as Correlates of Communicable Disease Preventive Behavior in Daily 

life of Undergraduate Students. The sample was a group of 485 undergraduate 

students of the 3rd year selected by stratified quota random sampling. The future-

orientation and self-control was found with the significant statistic of positive 

correlation with perceived behavioral control (r=0.513, p<0.01).  
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Regarding the desired behavior, there were researches 

demonstrating that the future-orientation and self-control was a significant causative 

factor of the desired behavior. For example, the research of Strömbäck, Lind, 

Skagerlund, Västfjäll, and Tinghög (2017) studied the future-orientation and self-

control and spending management behavior. It was found that the person with high 

future-orientation and self-control possessed better spending management behavior 

than a person with low future-orientation and self-control. This conformed to Howlett, 

Kees, Jeremy and Kemp (2008:238) who conducted a study on the future-orientation 

and self-control and long-term financial planning behavior. It was found that they 

were interested in retirement planning and rarely interested in risky investment.  

Regarding the future-orientation and self-control correlating to 

buying behavior based on critical thinking, Bhichitanonda (2003) studied the 

psychosocial factor correlating to a smart eating choice of late adolescents. She 

studied the factors of psychological traits and psychological states correlated to the 

smart eating choice behaviors in 650 school students within Bangkok region. 4 

situational variables were used along with 4 psychological trait variables. The finding 

demonstrated that future-orientation and self-control was a predictor with the 2nd 

significance, following the attitude towards smart eating choice behavior.  

In the university students group, Tansuwannond, Wongpinpech 

and Leesattrupa (2010) studied the factors correlated to Intellectual Media 

Consumption Behavior of 481 undergraduates in the Bangkok region. It was found 

that all personal factors possessed a significant statistic of positive correlation with 

intellectual media consumption behavior. Self-control has the highest correlation 

coefficient (r=0.527, p<0.01). This also included the research from Intasuwan et al. 

(2004) who studied a sample group of youths by conducting research and study on 

intellectual consumption behavior development of students from 6 public and private 

universities with the sample scale of 686 students. 4 psychological variables were 

studied, including rational thinking, self-control, social responsibility, and attitude 

towards intellectual consumption behavior. Self-control was found as an intellectual 

consumption behavior predictor with the highest degree. 

In addition, it was also found that future-oriented self-control 

was related to supportive behavior influencing others to perform good deeds as well. 



21 

 

For example, Mungpattanasunthon (2003) found that students with high future-

orientation and self-control possessed more supportive behavior related to animal 

protection than students with low future-orientation and self-control. This conformed 

to Riabroycharern (2006) who found that students with high future-orientation and 

self-control were the people with more favorable attitudes towards sexual harassment 

protection behavior and more supportive behaviors influencing self-protection in 

peers than students with low future-orientation and self-control. These results were 

displayed in the overall group and 5 sub-groups, including older-age student group, 

11th -grade student group, high-allowance student group, student with siblings group, 

female student group, and good school-record student group.  

From the review of related literature, it was summarized that 

future-orientation and self-control was a variable with the significant role in the 

prediction of favorable attitude towards behavior, perceived behavioral control, and 

desired behavior. Therefore, students with high future-orientation and self-control 

were the people with the high level of favorable attitude towards buying behavior 

based on critical thinking, high perceived behavioral control of buying based on 

critical thinking, and more buying behavior based on Bloom’s taxonomy than the 

students with low future-oriented and self-control.  

1.4.3.2 Influence of core self-evaluation on psychological states and 

buying behavior based on Bloom’s Taxonomy 

Judge, Locke and Durham (1997) defined a core self-evaluation 

as when a person evaluated his value and ability according to the environment.  

Johnson, Rosen and Levy (2008) mentioned that a person with 

high core self-evaluation would possess a positive feeling about himself as the person 

believed that he was the one controlling his own life with the confidence in his own 

ability. On the other hand, a person with low core self-evaluation would possess a 

negative feeling about himself, felt that he did not control his own life, and had low 

self-esteem. Also, Robin and Judge (2009) defined a core self-evaluation that it was 

an individual personality and characteristic displaying the likes and dislikes about 

himself, a self-perception whether he possessed the ability or not, as well as the 

consideration whether himself possessed the power to control his environment or not.  
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Judge, Locke, Durham and Kluger (1998) identified the elements 

of core self-evaluation which consisted of 4 psychological sub-characteristic, 

including 1) Self-esteem referred to a self-evaluation in the person’s own view; 2) 

Generalized self-efficacy referred to an evaluation of one’s ability to successfully 

perform the goal activity; 3) Emotional stability referred to a low neuroticism 

displaying relaxation and internal stability with low sensitivity and anxiety: 4) Locus 

of control referred to the confidence that the following outcome was the result from 

his own action rather than destiny or influence from others. The core self-evaluation 

can be explained in details as follows:  

Self-esteem referred to an evaluation of self-worth through one’s 

own opinion towards one’s own value in general (Baumeister, 1998). Self-esteem was 

an analysis using one´s own judgment whether how much one worth. Researchers 

found that a person with high self-esteem would often be a happy person with positive 

mental health. They generally possessed positive feeling about themselves and were 

able to handle challenges and anxiety well (Roberts, Manolis and Pullig, 2014). A 

person who was shy, anxious, and possessed depressed emotions generally had low 

self-esteem and mostly pessimistic (Reeves, Baker and Truluck, 2012). Researchers 

also found that a person with low self-esteem was often a person with compulsive 

buying behavior (Black,Shaw and Blum,2010). 

Generalized self-efficacy was defined by Bandura (1977) that it 

referred to an evaluation of self-potential in the management and display of one’ 

capacity in accomplishing a certain activity. A person with high generalized self-

efficacy would be a flexible person and able to work hard to accomplish the goal (Sun 

and Wu, 2011). 

Emotional stability referred to a person’s ability to control the 

emotions to be stable and within the emotional balance state. A person with high 

emotional stability would often be a person with a peaceful mind, self-satisfaction, 

sense of stability, and relaxation (Bivens, Gore and Claycomb ,2013). For emotional 

stability, Sun and Wu (2011) mentioned that it directly associated with buying 

behavior. It was found that a person with low emotional stability often possessed a 

compulsive buying behavior.  
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Locus of control was defined by Rotter (1966) that it was when a 

person comprehended the situation occurring to himself and acknowledged that the 

potential outcome of the situation was originated from his own action as he was the 

one controlling rather than destiny or other people’s actions.  

Judge, Erez, Bono, and Thoresen (2003) has long been developing 

a measurement form for the core self-evaluation. The result occurred significantly 

assisted the development of applied psychology research.  

Therefore, in this research, a core self-evaluation referred to when 

students were able to evaluate themselves whether or not they had the value, ability, 

and efficiency, as well as sensing whether he had the ability to control the situation, 

event, and emotion of himself or not. This could be done by examining 4 key 

elements, including 1) Self-esteem, 2) Generalized self-efficacy, 3) Emotional 

stability, and 4) Locus of control.  

From the research review, it was found that the significant 

psychological state that correlated to core self-evaluation was an attitude towards 

behavior. Zhang, Wu, Miao, Yan and Peng (2013) studied the correlation between 

core self-evaluation and job satisfaction. The sample was 312 Chinese male soldiers 

in the age between 18 – 25 years old. It was found the core self-evaluation possessed 

a significant statistic of positive correlation with the job satisfaction in Chinese 

soldiers (r=0.43, p<0.01). The finding demonstrated that the soldiers with high core 

self-evaluation were the soldiers with higher job satisfaction than the soldiers with 

low core self-evaluation. This conformed to the research of Phan-Iam (2017) who 

studied the correlation between core self-evaluation and positive work attitude. The 

sample was government officers of the Royal Thai Armed Force. The purposive quota 

random sampling method was used to select 404 participants with an average age of 

40 years old and 18 years of working experience. It was found that the core self-

evaluation and positive work attitude possessed a significant statistic of positive 

correlation (r= 0.467, p<.001).  

For the core self-evaluation correlated to the perceived behavioral 

control, Wangpeerawong (2010) studied the correlation between the core self-

evaluation and the perceived behavioral control. The sample was 677 operational 

employees of the commercial banks. It was found that the core self-evaluation 
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possessed a significant statistic of positive correlation with the perceived behavioral 

control (r=0.75, p<0.01). The finding suggested that bank employees with high core 

self-evaluation possessed the perceived behavioral control higher than the bank 

employees with low core self-evaluation. This conformed to the research of  

Bualar (2018) who studied the psychological characteristics and situational factors as 

correlates of study engagement behavior of the first generation university students. It 

was found that the core self-evaluation possessed a positive correlation with 

absorption-study behavior (r= 0.453, p<0.01).  

From the research review, it was also found that core self-

evaluation correlated to various desired behaviors. Apisuwankul (2018) studied the 

correlation between core self-evaluation with appropriate peer association behavior. 

The sample group was 370 students with the average age of 14 years old selected by a 

multistage random sampling method. It was found that the core self-evaluation 

possessed a significant statistic of positive correlation with appropriate peer 

association behavior (r=0.362, p<0.01). The finding demonstrated that students with 

high core self-evaluation were the people with more appropriate peer association 

behaviors than students with low core self-evaluation. This conformed to Supasamut 

(2015) who studied the correlation of psychological characteristics and situation 

correlated to in-flight service behavior. It was found that the core self-evaluation 

possessed a positive correlation with the in-flight service behavior (r= 0.438, p<0.01).  

In the area regarding buying behaviors correlated to saving 

behavior and buying behavior based on critical thinking, Tamsamak (2017) studied 

the Psycho-social as Correlates to Saving Behavior at Work in Thai Army Forces. The 

sample was 404 government officers from the Royal Thai Armed Force. The majority 

was male participants with an average age of 40 years old. It was found that the core 

self-evaluation possessed a positive correlation to time-saving behavior and resource-

saving behavior (r= 0.587, 0.471, respectively, p<0.01). Additionally, core self-

evaluation also correlated to the supportive behavior influencing others to perform 

good deeds as well. Sarntoy (2015) studied the Psycho-social factors as Correlates of 

Good Personnel Behavior in Organization. It was found that core self-evaluation 

possessed a significant statistic of positive correlation with the supportive behavior 

towards colleagues (r = 0.243, p<0.01). The finding demonstrated that people with 
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high core self-evaluation were people with more supportive behaviors towards 

colleagues than people with low core self-evaluation.  

From the literature review above, it was summarized that core self-

evaluation possessed a significant role in the prediction of attitude towards behavior, 

perceived behavioral control, and desired behavior. Therefore, a student with high 

core self-evaluation would be a person with the high level of favorable attitude 

towards buying behavior based on critical thinking, high perceived behavioral control 

of buying based on critical thinking, and more buying behaviors based on Bloom´s 

taxonomy than the student with low core self-evaluation.  

1.4.3.3 Influence of materialism on psychological states and buying 

behavior based on Bloom´s Taxonomy 

Materialism was a psychological trait variable which Richins 

and Dawnson (1992) studied the consumption behavior in the American society and 

defined materialism as consumption of goods which did not concern only the benefit 

of the goods but also included the idea that consumption would lead to the better life, 

aiming to fulfill what they desired. Rassuli and Hollander (1986) explained that 

materialism was a getting and spending of material, with materialism being a reflector 

of status and wealth. It had 2 dimensions, including 1) Getting an object to achieve 

goal such as buying a new phone for the convenience in communication or buying a 

new computer for a better work efficiency; 2) Pursuing an object for their own sake, 

as known as Terminal Materialism, as the material pursuit was directly stimulated by 

cultural values rather than the advantage of the goods such as buying a luxury car to 

display the social status rather than benefits in product utilization (Assael, 2004). 

Belk (1984) mentioned that materialism was when a person 

focused on material possession and considered it as the essence of life with the idea 

that material would create satisfaction and happiness in life. This conformed to 

Richins and Dawson (1992) who mentioned that materialism was when a person gave 

priority to material possession and a material pursuit was considered as the essence in 

order to achieve happiness or admiration from the society.  

Richins and Dawson (1992) explained 3 characteristics of 

materialism, including 1) Acquisition centrality, considering material possession as 

the main goal in life; 2) Acquisition as the pursuit of happiness, considering that 
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material possession would create satisfaction and happiness to life; 3) Possession 

defined success, materialist often measured success or believed that a successful 

person was a person possessing materials by measuring the quantity and quality of the 

material possessed, hence possession reflected the person´s image.  

For this research, materialism referred to the student´s idea which 

perceived that human´s happiness came from the material, material acquisition, and 

material possession was considered as the essence of life in order to achieve living 

comfort, as well as believing that possessing a high-valued material signified ability 

and intellect that deserved to be praised. These students had a desire to possess a high-

valued material in order to enhance their value and to increase confidence in 

socializing. The elements of materialism variable could be divided into 3 dimensions 

(Richins and Dawson, 1992), including 1) Acquisition centrality, 2) Acquisition as the 

pursuit of happiness, 3) Possession defined success.  

In the past research, it was found that materialism correlated to 

significant psychological states, especially attitude towards behavior. For example, 

Radchapattayakom (2011) studied the thrift behavior and saving behavior of the 

middle school students in Bangkok. The sample consisted of 537 students who were 

selected by the multi-stage sampling method. The finding demonstrated that 

materialism possessed a significant statistic of positive correlation with the attitude 

towards thrift and saving behaviors (r= 0.33, p<0.01). 

For the research regarding materialism correlated to 

psychological states and favorable attitudes towards buying behavior, Linh 

(2017:216) studied the luxury goods buying behavior of the adolescent group in 

Vietnam. The sample was 303 undergraduate students in Hanoi, with 61.7% being 

female and 38.3% being male, of the age between 18 to 26 years old, with 98% of the 

sample was younger than 24 years old. It was found that materialism possessed a 

positive correlation with attitude towards luxury goods consumption with a significant 

statistic of positive correlation (r= 0.170, p<0.05).  

For the research regarding materialism and perceived behavioral 

control, Lang and Armstrong (2018:44) studied the female clothes renting and 

exchanging behavior. The sample was 431 females living in the United States. It was 
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found that materialism possessed the direct negative influence towards the perceived 

behavioral control with the path coefficient value = -0.219.  

For the research regarding materialism correlated to desired 

behavior, the research of Khadthipong (2010:280) studied the Psychosocial Correlates 

of Optimistic View of Politics among University Students. The sample was 474 

public university students selected by the stratified quota random sampling method. 

The finding demonstrated that materialism possessed a negative correlation with the 

ethical electing behavior with a significant statistic (r= -0.196, p<0.01). This 

conformed to Pobaang (2007:136) who studied Psychological Characteristics and 

Situation Related to Ethical Work Behavior of Government Treasurers. The finding 

demonstrated that materialism was the 5th predictor that predicted behaviors according 

to honest and responsibility value at 𝛽= 0.10.  

 For the materialism correlated to buying behavior, Lopez and 

Villardefrancos (2013:767-772) studied the correlation between materialism and 

excessive buying in the sample of 667 females in the Galician region of Spain at the 

age between 25 – 65 years old, with the average age of 38.4 years old. It was found 

that materialism possessed a positive correlation with excessive buying behavior with 

a significant statistic (r= 0.51, p<0.01). This conformed to Pimthong (2014) who 

studied the sufficient consumption behavior of students in Thailand and Malaysia. It 

was found that materialism possessed = had a direct influence which was a negative 

influence towards the sufficient consumption behavior with the path coefficient = -

0.54.  

Additionally, it was also found that materialism correlated to 

supportive behavior influencing others to perform good deeds as well. 

Radchapattayakom (2011) studied thrift and saving behaviors in students. The finding 

demonstrated that materialism possessed a significant statistic of positive correlation 

with supportive behavior influencing peers to save (r=0.38, p<0.01). Also, 

Khadthipon (2010:286) found that materialism possessed a significant statistic of 

positive correlation with supportive behavior influencing smart political view in peers 

in the female student group (r=0.121, p<0.05) and the older-age student groups (r= 

0.187, p<0.01). 
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From the above literature review, it was summarized that 

materialism possessed a significant role in predicting an attitude towards behavior, 

perceived behavioral control, and buying behavior. Therefore, students with low 

materialism were the people with a high level of favorable attitude towards buying 

behavior based on critical thinking, high perceived behavioral control of buying based 

on critical thinking, and more buying behaviors based on Bloom’s taxonomy than 

students with high materialism. 

1.4.3.4 Influence of mental health on psychological states and buying 

behavior based on Bloom’s Taxonomy     

Jahoda (1970) defined mental health as a feeling of not being over-

anxious, not getting upset easily, not getting excited easily, being concentrated, being 

brave in an appropriated matter, and possessing an amount of low anxiety suitable to 

the situation.  

In 2001, mental health was defined by the World Health Organization 

(WHO) that “positive mental health was a state which an individual realized his or her 

own potential, could cope with the normal stresses of life, could work productively, 

and was able to make a contribution to her or his community” (WHO,2005:6). Mental 

health was divided into 2 dimensions, including 1) Positive mental health, which 

referred to a positive sense which a person realized his own value, was able to 

comprehend and interpret the surroundings, as well as being able to adapt and change 

himself as per the occurring situation; 2) Negative mental health referred to the 

negative characteristics occurring to the mind such as psychosis, feeling of stress 

when facing problems, or various mental disorders (Lehtinen, 2008).  

Pansila (1999) defined mental health as a person’s state of mind which 

was peaceful, blissful, able to adjust well to the environment with a small amount of 

internal conflict, not much anxiety, and the ability to contribute to one’s self and the 

society efficiently.  

Bhanthumnavin (1985) referred mental health to a state which an 

individual was able to acknowledge his own potential, cope with life issues in a 

stressful condition well, efficiently perform and happily coexist in the society.  

In this research, mental health referred to the emotion and 

psychological characteristics displaying emotional stability, not getting anxious, 
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excited, or angry easily, as well as being concentrated and brave in an appropriate 

matter.  mental health was an essential part in developing a person to be good and 

intellectual (Bhanthumnavin, 2010). 

In the past research, it was also found that mental health correlated to 

significant psychological states, especially attitude towards behavior. For example, 

Sanamkate (2007:119) conducted a study on the Internal and External Immunity as 

Correlates of Appropriate Peer-Group Behavior in Senior High School Students. It 

was found that students with a high average score in mental health were the people 

with a favorable attitude towards appropriate peer-group behavior more than students 

with a low average score of mental health. This conformed to the research of 

Sripornngam (2004:126) who studied the Psycho-social as Correlates of Work-Safety 

Behavior of Employees in Textile and Spinning Industry. It was found that employees 

with a high average score of mental health were the people with a favorable attitude 

towards work-safety behaviors more than employees with a low average score of 

mental health.  

For the research regarding the correlation of mental health with the 

desired behavior, Sarkova, Sleskova, Orosova, Geckova, Katreniakova, Heuvel and 

Djik (2010:77-83) studied the correlation between mental health, self-esteem, and 

assertive behavior. The study was conducted on a sample of 1,023 elementary school 

students in Kosice, a city in Eastern Slovakia, consisted of 487 male students and 526 

female students of the age between 14 – 17 years old from 18 secondary schools 

across Kosice, who were selected by a random and stratified sampling method on the 

basis of age and gender. The finding demonstrated that mental health possessed a 

significant statistic of positive correlation with assertive behavior (r= 0.66, p<0.001). 

This conformed to the finding from the research of Bostani, Nadri and Nasab 

(2014:164-165) who studied the correlation between mental health and study 

efficiency of the students in Islamic Azad University, Ahvaz Campus, Iran (Islamic 

Azad University Main Campus situated in the United Arab Emirates). The study was 

conducted on a sample of 200 students selected by random cluster sampling method. 

The finding demonstrated that positive mental health possessed a significant statistic 

of positive correlation with study efficiency. Students with high positive mental health 

possessed higher study efficiency than students with low positive mental health. 
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For buying behavior based on critical thinking, the researches 

demonstrating the correlation between mental health and saving behavior were found. 

For example, the work of Piasiri (2002:87, 95, 100) studied electricity saving 

behavior in students. The finding demonstrated that students with high score of 

mental health possessed more electricity saving behaviors in the family and common 

electricity saving behaviors than students with low positive mental health. The result 

was found in the sub-group. This conformed to the research of Chuasathochon 

(2003:59-62,101) who studied the Psycho-social indicators of resource saving 

behaviors of 1,440 instructors in Rajabhat Institute. The research found that positive 

mental health variable possessed a positive correlation with time-saving behavior, 

energy and office supply saving behavior, and expenditure saving behavior with 

significant statistics. Mental health was the third predictor of the time-saving behavior 

along with other 8 variables in the areas of psychological traits, situations, and 

psychological states. It was able to predict 44% of time-saving behavior in the overall 

group. The same finding was also found in all of the sub-groups.  

In addition, it was also found that mental health correlated to supportive 

behavior influencing others to perform good deeds as well. For example, the research 

of Kalapak (2007:132) studied Psychological Characteristics as Correlates of 

Gentlemen Like Behavior of Male Vocational Students. The finding demonstrated 

that students with a high average score of mental health were the people with 

supportive behavior towards their peers more than students with a low average score 

of mental health.  

From the literature review, it was found a person with high score of 

mental health was able to adapt well, possessed stable emotion and low anxiety, 

enabling them to express favorable behavior and contribute to the society. Mental 

health possessed an essential role in predicting favorable attitude towards behavior, 

perceived behavioral control, and desired behavior. Therefore, students with high 

average score of mental health were the people with high level of favorable attitude 

towards buying behavior based on critical thinking, high perceived buying control of 

buying based on critical thinking, and more buying behaviors based on Bloom’s 

taxonomy than students with low positive mental health.  
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1.4.4 Influence of situation on psychologicalsStates and buying behavior 

based on Bloom’s Taxonomy  

This research will study 4 situational variables correlating to buying behavior 

based on Bloom’s taxonomy including 1) Peer role modelling, 2) University 

experience, 3) Media influence, and 4) Family cultivation, with details as follows:  

1.4.4.1 Influence of peer role modelling on psychological states and 

buying behavior based on Bloom´s Taxonomy 

  The role modeling of desired behaviors was considered as social 

learning (Bandura, 1977). Peer and surrounding people could be considered as a 

conduit of much information, as well as the desired behaviors (Burmaster, 2002). If a 

good peer role modelling was received, it would create a transfer of preferred 

normative social behavior, belief, and attitude (Mcdonald., et. al., 2000).  

  Peer role modelling is one of the most significant social learning, or as 

known as imitating. It could be used to nicely explain cultural and behavioral transfer 

such as social value establishment, possession of desire, possession of various social 

needs, establishment of personalities, as well as conscience and self-regulation 

(Suvannathat, Bhanthumnavin & Prachonpachanuk, (1978) 

  Bandura (1977) explained the observational learning with Social 

Learning Cognitive Theory through 4 processes, including 1) Attention process 

referred to when the imitator paid attention, was interested in the behavior of the role 

model in order to imitate; 2) Retention process referred to the next process after the 

attention, when a person started to remember it into the brain; 3) Production process, 

after remembering the role model, the model remembered would stimulate a similar 

behavior; 4) Incentive and Motivation, referred to when an imitator created 

satisfactory from imitation. After an achievement, the imitator would be more proud 

of the role model. According to Bandura´s theory, it demonstrated that imitation was 

originated from the fact that the imitator had seen the role model and maintained the 

image within the mind. When the condition was appropriate, the imitator would 

automatically respond.  

  Murphey (1996) defined peer role modelling and referred peer as a 

group of people within a society, occupation, or similar age who were the people we 

admired and, therefore, modelled their behaviors.  
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  For the peer role modelling in behavior researches from foreign 

countries, there were great disputes with the parent role modelling. Due to peers being 

people with low life experience, they were considered as a moderate or bad model. 

Meanwhile, parents were people with high life experiences, hence the tendency to be 

the better model (Guo and Nathanson, 2011; Nikken and de Graaf, 2013).  

  The research of Sasson and Mesch (2014:32-38) studied the correlation 

between peers’ injunctive norms and parental mediation guidance with the risky 

online behaviors among adolescents in Israel. The sample was 495 high school 

students. It was found that peer role modelling possessed a significant statistic of 

positive correlation with risky online behavior (r= 0.36, p<0.01). This demonstrated 

that adolescents with high peer role modelling would possess more risky online 

behaviors than adolescents with low peer role modelling. In the same research, 

parental mediation guidance was found with a significance statistic of negative 

correlation with risky online behavior (r= -0.15, p<0.05). This demonstrated that 

adolescents who received high parental mediation guidance would be the people with 

lesser risky online behaviors than adolescents who received low parental mediation 

guidance.  

  Therefore, peer role modelling was a significant issue in developing 

the desired behavior. In this research, peer role modelling referred to when students 

have seen their peers with buying behavior based on Bloom´s taxonomy and resulted 

in an imitation of analytic thinking prior to buying by considering the received benefit 

comparing to the paid money, without causing any trouble to themselves, others, as 

well as the environment from the consumption.  

  In the past researches, it was also found that good role modelling 

correlated to the significant psychological states, especially the attitude towards  

behavior. For example, the research of Mungpattansunton (2003:158,174) studied the 

correlation between surrounding-people role modelling and favorable attitude towards 

animal protection related behavior of 480 middle school male students in Buriram and 

Surin. It was found that students with high surrounding-people role modelling were 

the people with favorable attitude towards animal protection related behavior more 

than students with low surrounding-people role modelling. The result was found in 

both the sub-groups and the total group. The research found that role modelling was 
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the 2nd significant predictor of favorable attitude towards animal protection related 

behavior. Along with other 3 psychological trait predictors, making a total of 4 

predictors, it was able to predict 35.6% of favorable attitude towards animal 

protection related behavior in the group of students with low-education fathers. 

Regarding the student’s attitude, Suwannachot (2005:102) studied the Benevolent 

Friendship Behavior in Undergraduates. The benevolent behavior was categorized 

into 3 sub-variables including self-managing behavior for peer attraction, peer-

developing behavior, and peer-protecting behavior (from undesirable events). The 

sample was 441 undergraduates in science and social fields from 3 universities within 

the Bangkok region. The researcher found that parent’s role modelling was the 2nd 

significant predictor towards benevolent friendship behavior. Along with other 5 

psychological traits, making a total of 6, it was able to predict 53.1% of favorable 

attitude towards benevolent friendship behavior in the total group.  

  For the research demonstrating the correlation between peer role 

modelling and perceived behavioral control, Jhermpun (2002) studied the 

Mathematics Learning Behavior of High School Students in Bangkok, with the 

sample being 524 students. It was found that peer role modelling possessed an ability 

to predict the perceived cause of success and failure in mathematics learning, with a 

significant statistic of positive correlation (r=0.20, p<0.01). Praneetwatakul (2017:92) 

conducted a study on communicable disease preventive behavior in daily life, with the 

sample being undergraduates. It was found that surrounding-people role modelling 

possessed a significant statistic of positive correlation with perceived behavioral 

control (r= 0.392,  p<0.01). 

  In the group of working adults, it was found that role modelling 

correlated with various desired behaviors. For example, the research of 

Sillapaprommas (2004:91) conducted a study on Ethical Psychiatric Nursing Practices 

in Professional Nurse, with the sample being 256 nurses. It was found that the 

existence of the personal role model within the organization was the 2nd predictor of 

nursing behaviors as per the nursing practice. When combined with the attitude 

towards psychiatric nursing behaviors and Buddhism lifestyle, making a total of 3 

variables, they were able to predict 48.4% of nursing behaviors as per nursing 
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practices in the low psychiatric nursing experience group and 43.0% in the younger 

age group.  

  For the buying behavior based on critical thinking, there were 

researches demonstrating that role modelling was the significant causal factor of 

behavior. For example, Bhichitanonda (2003:67-68) studied 650 of 11-grade students 

and found that students with high family health care role modelling were the people 

with more behaviors of smart eating choice than students with low family health care 

role modelling. The mentioned result was found in both the sub-groups and the total 

group. For the research related to the behaviors of undergraduates, Tansuwannond et 

al. (2553:127) studied the factors correlated to Intellectual Media Consumption 

Behavior of 481 undergraduates within the Bangkok region. It was found that all 

psychosocial factors possessed positive correlations with intellectual media 

consumption behavior with significant statistic. Peer influence possessed the highest 

correlation (r=0.509, p<0.01), with the following being the social transfer from family 

(r=0.341, p<0.01).  

  It was also found that role modelling correlated to supportive behavior 

influencing others to perform good deeds. For example, the research of Suwannachot 

(2005:115) found that parents role modelling was the 5th significant predictor in 

predicting peer-developing behavior. The same result was also found in the research 

of Thongkamnerd (2011:74) who studied the Water Resource Conservation Behavior 

of the middle school students and found that surrounding-people role modelling was 

the 2nd significant predictor, after the good attitude towards the project, in predicting 

the supportive behavior influencing others to maintain the cleanliness of rivers. This 

signified that if the students experienced more of the surrounding-people role 

modelling, he would also have more supportive behaviors influencing others to 

maintain the cleanliness of the river. 

  From the literature review, peer role modelling correlated to the 

desired behaviors such as animal protection related behavior, duty responsible 

behavior, etc. Hence, it could be summarized that peer role modelling had a 

significant role in predicting the attitude toward the behavior, perceived behavioral 

control, and desired behavior. Therefore, students with high peer role modelling were 

the people with a high level of favorable attitude toward buying based on critical 
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thinking, high perceived behavioral control of buying based on critical thinking, and 

more buying behaviors based on Bloom’s taxonomy than students with low peer role 

modelling.  

1.4.4.2  Influence of university experience on psychological states and 

buying behavior based on Bloom’s Taxonomy  

  Experience referred to a tangible and concrete occurrence which could 

be direct such as to personally listen, see, or touch; or indirect experience such as 

experience from other people. For example, listening and seeing the experiences of 

others were also considered as a receipt of information to be our own experiences, 

forming a lesson which was the knowledge. Hence, experience and knowledge were 

different from each other as the experience also related to a time condition 

(Chaphakdee, 2012:33).  

  An educational institute was a place that formed new experiences in 

the learners. Instead of mothers and fathers, teachers and professors performed the 

role in teaching knowledge such as academic knowledge, mannerism, idea, ethics, 

society, and culture. It could be considered as a mediator between a child and the 

outside world by transmitting society through school, in order for the child to grow up 

to be a quality adult and happily coexist in the society. In school, teachers played a 

significant role in the issues regarding virtue, ethics, and the establishment of 

preferred values such as generosity, discipline, critical thinking, etc. (Vanindanonda, 

1992: 144-145)  

  Regarding the social experience received from education, education 

was essential in living in the society.  In current education, various academic matters 

were placed in the curriculums in order to increase social knowledge and experience 

for the learner (Chudech, 1991:22).  

  University experience referred to the acknowledgment of matters or 

participation in activities while studying in the university (Chudech, 1991:30). By 

studying various academic matters, meeting with professors and friends of both same 

and different studied faculty, participating in activities of the university such as sports 

and volunteer activities, these created social experiences within the students. There 

were 3 dimensions of direct university experience which the student received, 

including 1) Knowledge experience, which received from the academic content within 
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the curriculums and classes of the educational institute, as well as the establishment of 

value, virtue, and ethics (Adam and Fitch, 1983); 2) Activity experienced referred to 

the experience originated from participating in activities while studying in the 

university. Activity participation assisted in the student development of various areas 

such as leadership, assertiveness, etc. (Gustitus, Golden and Hazler, 1986) 

  In this research, university experience referred to a social experience 

which a student directly received while studying in an educational institute, which 

could be divided into 2 dimensions, including 1) Knowledge experience, 2) Activity 

experience.   

  In the past researches, it was found that university experience 

correlated to the significant psychological traits, especially the attitude toward the 

behavior. For example, Songkajin (2007:168) studied the psycho-social correlates of 

preparatory behavior of pre-released young male inmates. The sample as 430 male 

inmates of the age between 18 – 25 years old who were sentenced for imprisonment at 

Correctional Institution for Young Offender in Pathum Thani and Ayutthaya 

Provinces, selected with a stratified quota random sampling method. The finding 

demonstrated that useful correctional institution experience possessed a significant 

statistic of positive correlation with good self-attitude (r= 0.41, p<0.01). 

  University experience correlated to psychological states and favorable 

attitude toward buying behavior based on critical thinking. Ubonsai (2012:290) 

conducted a study on the optimizing use of resources cultivation behavior. The 

sample was 450 of elementary school teachers and secondary school teachers from the 

Bangkok and central regions. It was found that experiences received from the 

sufficiency economy training possessed a significant statistic of positive correlation 

with the favorable attitude towards thrift and saving cultivation behavior and the 

optimizing use of resources cultivation behavior (r= 0.40 and 0.41, p<0.01). This 

conformed to Bhichitanonda (2003:55) who studied the psychosocial factor 

correlating to a smart eating choice of late adolescents. It was found that the 

appropriate activity performed with peers possessed a significant statistic of positive 

correlation with favorable attitude towards smart eating choice behavior (r= 0.46, 

p<0.01). Also, Promlukkano (2006) conducted a study on smart health behavior in 

high school students, with the sample being 541 of 11-grade high school students 
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within Bangkok region selected by a stratified quota random sampling method. The 

finding demonstrated that activity performed with peers possessed a significant 

statistic of positive correlation with favorable attitude towards smart health behavior 

(r= 0.42, p<0.01).  

  University experience correlated to perceived behavioral control. 

Banchong (2008:83,107) conducted a study on perceived behavioral of being a 

teacher-researcher towards teacher-researcher behavior. The sample was 945 teacher 

students who were studying in 5 universities within the southern region, selected by 

stratified random sampling method and stratified by the school year. Social transfer 

from school was found with a significant statistic of positive correlation with 

perceived behavioral control of being a teacher-researcher (r= 0.186, p<0.01).  

  From the literature review, it was found that university experience 

possessed correlation with highly desired behaviors in various groups of people types. 

For example, Jamsila (2017) studied psychological characteristics and situations 

correlated to hygiene behavior of middle school students, with the sample being 400 

middle school students. It was found that school teaching possessed significant 

statistics of positive correlations with personal hygiene behavior and common hygiene 

behavior (r= 0.388 and 0.415, p<0.01). This conformed to Chuencharoen (2016:34) 

who conducted a study on Psycho-social Factors as Correlate of Safety Technology 

Using Behavior in Secondary School Students. The sample was 338 high school 

students from Sakon Nakhon, selected by a purposive sampling method. The finding 

demonstrated that school teaching possessed the significant statistics of positive 

correlations with safe internet using behavior and safe mobile phone using behavior 

(r= 0.20 and 0.41, p<0.01).  

  For the buying behavior based on critical thinking, there were 

researches demonstrating that university experience was a significant causal factor of 

behavior. For example, Sohsoongnnern (2016: 40) conducted a study on the psycho-

social causal factor correlated to sufficient economy lifestyle behavior in high school 

students. The sample was 338 of 11-grade high school students in Sakon Nakhon 

region, selected by a multistage random sampling method. The finding demonstrated 

that school cultivation possessed a significant statistic of positive correlation with 

smart eating choice behavior (r= 0.35, p<0.01). This conformed to 
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Bhichitanonda(2003:55) who conducted a study on a smart eating choice behavior in 

the late adolescent students. It was found that appropriate activity performed with 

peers possessed a significant statistic of positive correlation with the smart eating 

choice behavior (r= 0.38, p<0.01). 

  In addition, it was also discovered that university experience correlated 

to supportive behavior influencing others to perform good deeds. For example, 

Kalapak (2007:339) conducted a study on Gentlemen Like Behavior of Male 

Vocational Students. It was found that democratic interaction between teacher and 

student possessed a significant statistic of positive correlation with the peer supportive 

behavior (r= 0.25, p<0.01). This conformed to Wattanacheewanopakorn (2012:250) 

who studied the causal factor of the Psycho-social Correlates of Academic and Virtue 

Oriented Behaviors of Undergraduate Students. The study was performed on a sample 

group of 424 university students from 6 public and private universities within the 

Bangkok Metropolitan Region. It was found that volunteer activity participation 

possessed a significant statistic of positive correlation with supportive behavior 

influencing knowledge and virtue pursuing behavior in peer (r= 0.133, p<0.01). 

  From the literature review above, it could be summarized that 

university experience possessed a significant role in predicting a favorable attitude 

toward the behavior, perceived behavioral control, and desired behavior. Therefore, 

students with high university experiences were the people with a high level of 

favorable attitude towards buying behavior based on critical thinking, high perceived 

behavioral control of buying based on critical thinking, and more buying behaviors 

based on critical thinking based on Bloom’s taxonomy than students with low 

university experience students.  

1.4.4.3  Influence of media influence on psychological states and buying 

behavior based on Bloom’s Taxonomy  

  The current science and technology advance in the world of boundless 

information age was considered as the era which human could access information at 

the ultimate speed. Media growth occurred rapidly in all fields, from television, radio, 

newspaper, internet, and social media such as Facebook and YouTube. The growth of 

these media created changes in many aspects such as society, economy, and politics. 

Moreover, media also had a role in a person’s behavioral change by stimulating the 
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changes to occur within the society in various aspects such as health, agriculture, 

education, and consumption (Fotis, 2015). 

  Deming and Becker (1988) defined media exposure by categorizing it 

according to the behaviors used in media exposure, which were 1) Information 

seeking, referred to when a person possessed interest in a certain object or event and 

conducted a search to acquire the interested information; 2) Information receptivity, 

referred to when a person became receptive to the information related to his own 

interest such as watching television. If the information related to himself or he was 

interested, special attention would be given; 3) Experience receptivity, referred to 

when a person received a response from the action, resulting in relaxation.  

  Klapper (1960) mentioned that media exposure process was similar to 

the receipt of information into human’s cognition which consisted of 4 steps of 

selection, including 1) Selective exposure, referred to the first step when a person 

became open to external media and news such as radio, television, and government 

media, which related to his interests; 2) Selective attention, referred to when a person 

possessed a tendency to be interested in the new source that matched with his 

opinions and interests in order to support the originally existed attitude; 3) Selective 

perception and interpretation, referred to when a person interpret according to his 

attitude, interest, desire, expectation, and motive after receiving the news as he might 

not be able to understand the entire intention of the content. Each individual have 

different interpretation towards the same media; 4) Selective retention, referred to 

when a person selected to remember only the content matching with his interest, 

desire, and attitude. The received information would support his idea and belief to be 

more concrete.  

  Media was a type of social transfer agents that not related to the direct 

personal interaction, as the rapid broadcast of information from the sender to many 

receivers within different regions at the same time could be done via various 

communication devices. Therefore, media could be considered as one of the social 

transfer agent because it reflected various aspects of the society such as via 

newspaper, magazine, radio, television, and movies. Currently, internet enabled the 

youths to rapidly be exposed to the information (Pimthong, 2014:30). 
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  Hence, media influence referred to the news and information 

transmitting process and the acknowledgement of news and information regarding 

buying based on critical thinking through mass media such as radio, television, book, 

and internet, as well as social media such as Facebook and YouTube, in order to 

establish knowledge, attitude, and behavior in the recipient.  

  In the past research, it was found that media influence correlated to the 

significant psychological states, especially the attitude toward behavior. For example, 

the research of Paranan and Chodsudsane (2003;58) studied 600 of military draftees. 

It was found that the draftees with high health information exposure were the people 

with a high level of favorable attitude toward AIDS protection than the draftees with 

low health information exposure. The similar result was also found that the people 

with high desired behavior information exposure were the people with high level of 

favorable attitude toward the desired behavior such as favorable attitude toward waste 

reduction behavior (Suwandee ,2000), favorable attitude toward health care behavior 

(Leowarin,2001), and favorable attitude toward ethical election behavior 

(Suphantong, 2001).  

 

  Media influence correlated to favorable attitude toward buying 

behavior based on critical thinking. For example, Pimthong (2014:77) studied the 

sufficient consumption behavior of students in Thailand and Malaysia. It was found 

that media role modelling possessed a significant statistic of positive correlation with 

favorable attitude towards sufficient consumption behavior in the dimensions of 

personal item, common item, and time (r= 0.221, 0.096, 0.332 respectively, p<0.01). 

Bhichitanonda (2003:55) studied the risk factors of psychological states and 

psychological characters in high school students that related to smart eating choice 

behavior in 2 areas (smart eating choice and health-appropriate eating). The study was 

conducted in a sample of 650 male and female high school students. The finding 

demonstrated that the acknowledgment of health news possessed a significant statistic 

of positive correlation with favorable attitude towards smart eating choice behavior 

(r= 0.36, p<0.01).  

  Media influence correlated to the perceived behavioral control. Yu and 

Wang (2018:10) studied the buying intention under peer influence in the digital age. 
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The sample was 250 Chinese students in the city. The study was conducted in the 

condition which the Chinese utilized social media as the new social norm and the 

parents also approved the technology utilization. Both the parents and students used 

WeChat application in daily life. It was found that social media information 

credibility possessed a significant statistic of positive correlation with perceived 

behavioral control (r= 0.319, p<0.01).  

  From the literature review, it was found that media influence correlated 

to highly desired behaviors in various types of people groups. For example, it was 

discovered that media influence correlated to behaviors in the student group. In the 

research of Kalapak (2007:160,228), the Psychological Characteristics Correlated to 

Gentlemen Like Behavior of Male Vocational Students were studied with a sample of 

645 students. The finding demonstrated that students with high useful media exposure 

were the people with more responsible behaviors towards themselves and others than 

students with low useful media exposure. Useful media exposure, along with 2 

situational predictors, was able to predict 33.8% of responsible behavior towards 

one’s self and others, which was the 2nd in the total group. This corresponded to the 

research of Suwandee (2000:95,160) who conducted a study on the Psycho-Social 

Factors Correlated to Waste Minimization Behavior of Students, with the sample 

being 480 students in the 9th grade. It was found that students with high exposure to 

environmental news were the people with more waste-creating avoidance behaviors 

than students with low exposure to environmental news. The same result was also 

found in the female student group. Moreover, the researcher also found that 

environmental news exposure was the 1st significant predictor of waste-creating 

avoidance behaviors. When combined with 1 additional predictor of psychological 

traits, situation, and psychological states, making a total of 2 predictors, it was able to 

predict 33.6% of waste minimization behavior in the female student group.  

  In the working adult group, it was found that media influence 

correlated to various desired behaviors. For example, Linville, Fischer and Fischhoff 

(1993:5-38) studied the correlation between health news exposure and AIDS risk 

reduction by using condom behavior. It was found that people with high news 

exposure were the people with more intention to use condoms than people with low 

health news exposure. This corresponded to the research of Paranan and Chodsudsane 
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(2003:58) who conducted a research on 600 military draftees. The finding 

demonstrated that draftees with high health news exposure were the people with more 

AIDS protection behaviors than the draftees with low news exposure.  

  For buying behavior based on critical thinking, there were researches 

demonstrating that media influence was the significant causal factor of behavior. For 

example, Bhichitanonda (2003:59) studied the psycho-social factors correlation with 

smart eating choice in late adolescents, with the sample being 650 11-grade high 

school students. It was found that students with high health news exposure were the 

people with more smart eating choice behaviors than students with low health news 

exposure. Along with additional 3 psychological trait and situational predictors, health 

news exposure was able to predict 28.5% of the smart eating choice behavior in the 

total group, which was the 4th predictor. This corresponded to the work of Intasuwan 

et al. (2550) who conducted a study, research, and development of intellectual 

consumption behavior in students. It was found that news exposure possessed a 

positive correlation with intellectual consumption behavior with a significant statistic. 

This corresponded to Choeisuwan (2015:1031-1036) who studied the correlation 

between news exposure and energy saving behavior of the nurse students from the 

Royal Thai Navy Nursing College. The study was conducted on a group of 117 nurse 

students in the academic year 2012. Its finding demonstrated that good news exposure 

possessed a significant statistic of positive correlation with energy saving and energy 

saving behavior (r =0.32 and 0.38 respectively).  

  Additionally, it was also found that media influence possessed a 

correlation with supportive behaviors influencing others to perform good deeds. For 

example, the research of Mungpattanasunthon (2003:135, 188) conducted a study on 

the psycho-social factors correlated to animal protection behavior of male youths in 

the rural region. It was found that people with high exposure to animal protection 

related news were the people with more supportive behaviors related to animal 

protection than people with low exposure to animal protection related news. The 

result was found in the total group. Moreover, it was also found that exposure to 

nature conservation related news was the 4th significant predictor of the supportive 

behavior related to animal protection. This study corresponded to the research of 

Itsaraphark (2007:88) who studied the proper waste dumping behavior of the high 
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school students. It was found that news exposure was a significant predictor of 

supportive behavior influencing proper waste dumping with the 1st in predictability.  

  From the literature review above, it was summarized that media 

influence possessed a significant role in the prediction of a favorable attitude toward 

behavior, perceived behavioral control, and desired behavior. Therefore, students with 

high media exposure were the people with a high level of favorable attitude toward 

buying based on critical thinking, high perceived behavioral control of buying based 

on critical thinking, and more buying behaviors based on Bloom’s taxonomy than 

students with low media influence.  

1.4.4.4   Influence of family cultivation on psychological states and 

buying behavior based on Bloom’s Taxonomy  

   Family institution possessed a significant role in cultivating value, 

personality, character, attitude, and behavior of the family member through being a 

role model and parenting (Bhanthumnavin, 1985:3). Moreover, Nassar, Alsoud and Al 

Tawallbeh (2015) mentioned that family was human’s first social institution. It was 

the fundamental unit of the society in establishing a person’s psychological and 

behavioral foundation. It was an institution that created the human resource for 

society, as well as being a social development indicator. Family member socialization 

was considered a family activity that assisted in creating good behavior in a person. 

Parents were the role model for the youths as the material value would be transfer to 

them subconsciously through behaviors and communications with the parents (Flouri, 

2004).  

  From the review of many domestic and foreign researches, it was 

found that family cultivation was divided into 2 dimensions, including 1) Direct, 

referred to a direct family socialization such as parenting; 2) Indirect, referred to a 

role modelling such as the existence of a good family role model. Both of these 

dimensions were the significant social transfers which a family transmitted to a child, 

with the detail as follows:  

  Direct family cultivation referred to parenting, which was the first 

priority that would cultivate and transfer various characteristics to the family member 

regarding attitude, personality, and behavior. Therefore, parents possessed a 

significant part in instructing and teaching a child to buy based on critical thinking. 
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During the adolescent period, parents shall encourage and support a child in buying 

decision and spending based on critical thinking. To make a child obey the instruction 

of the parents, love and understanding must be applied in order to create affection and 

obedience. Being a good life role model was considered as a way of child 

socialization. Children received an opportunity to learn about society through the 

action of an intimated person, meaning the parents. This enabled a child to easily 

accept the parents’ instructions, as well as subconsciously accepting the parents as the 

role models (Bhanthumnavin et al., 1985).  

  Indirect family cultivation referred to the existence of good family role 

model. Bhanthumnavin (1981) explained the importance of having a good role model 

in the family. There were 2 issues that caused a child to imitate parents’ behaviors, 

including 1) Characteristics of a role model, meaning that the imitator would choose a 

role model which he was interested and respected, including the fact that the role 

model possessed a behavior beneficial to the imitator. A role model with more age, 

maturity, and experience would be imitated more as the imitator believed that a role 

model possessed more knowledge and experiences than him. For example, a child 

possessed the similar behaviors with the parents due to the love and respect, which the 

child had towards the parents, had created trust and led to the imitation of parent’s 

behaviors; 2) Result occurred to the role model, was also an indicator or motive for 

the imitator to copy the role model. If the imitator perceived that a certain behavior of 

the role model led to reward or satisfactory result, the imitator would follow by 

thinking that he, too, shall receive a reward or satisfactory result as the role model. 

For example, when a child saw his father worked hard and made the family happy, he 

would imitate the role model.  

  From the past researches, it was found that parenting and the existence 

of good family role model correlated to the significant psychological states, especially 

the attitude toward behavior. For example, the research of Riabroycharern(2006:116-

118)  studied the psychological characters correlated to preventive behavior from 

sexual harassment in female middle school students, with the sample being 480 

female middle school students in grade 9 and grade 11. It was found that students who 

received high parenting were the people with a good attitude toward preventive 

behavior from sexual harassment more than students who received low parenting. It 
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was also found that parenting was the 2nd significant predictor of the good attitude 

toward preventive behavior from sexual harassment. Along with other 5 

psychological trait variables and 4 situational variables, the total 9 variables were able 

to predict 31% of the favorable attitude towards preventive behavior from sexual 

harassment in the total group. Moreover, it was also found that the existence of a good 

family role model correlated to a good attitude toward behavior. For example, the 

research of Saipopoo (2003:120) studied the psycho-social correlates of hygienic 

behavior. The study was conducted on a sample of 587 middle school students. It was 

found that students with high hygienic role modelling from the family were the people 

with more of the favorable attitude toward hygienic behaviors than people who have 

low hygienic role modelling from the family. Also, it was found that hygienic role 

modelling from the family was the second significant predictor of the good attitude 

toward hygienic behavior. Along with other 3 psychological trait variables and 5 

situational variables, the total 8 variables were able to predict 44% in the total group. 

In addition, the research of Na-nagara (2007:134) studied thrift behavior in middle 

school students.  The study was conducted on a sample of 500 8-grade students. The 

finding demonstrated that thrift behavior role modelling, along with additional 2 

variables and made a total of 3 variables, was the first variable able to predict the 

good attitude toward thrift behavior (𝛽=0.45) in the total group, with 42 percent of co-

predictability. 

  Parenting and the existence of good family role model correlated to 

favorable attitude toward buying behavior based on critical thinking. For example, 

Bhichitanonda (2003:55) studied the psycho-social factor correlated to smart eating 

choice behavior in late adolescents. It was found that the love and reason oriented 

child rearing practice and parent role modelling possessed a significant statistic of 

positive correlations with the favorable attitude towards smart eating choice behavior 

(r=0.24 and 0.34, p>0.01). Also, Promlukkano (2006) studied the smart health 

behavior in the high school students, with the sample being 541 high school students 

within Bangkok region selected by a stratified quota random sampling method. It was 

found that health behavior role modelling from the family possessed a significant 

statistic of positive correlation with the favorable attitude toward smart health 

behavior (r= 0.40, p<0.01).  
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  Parenting and the existence of good family role model correlated to 

perceived behavioral control. For example, Banchong (2008:83, 107) conducted a 

study on perceived behavioral control of being a teacher-researcher towards the 

teacher-researcher behavior. The sample was 945 teacher students who were studying 

in the 5 universities within the Southern region, selected by a stratified random 

sampling method and stratified by school year. It was found that reason-oriented 

parenting style possessed a significant statistic of positive correlation with perceived 

behavioral control of being a teacher-researcher (r= 0.190, p<0.01). Also, Jhermpun 

(2003) found that the love and reason oriented child rearing practice affected the 

perceived cause of success and failure in learning mathematics (r= 0.20, p<0.01).  

  From the research review, it was found that parenting and the existence 

of good family role model correlated to the desired behavior. For example, Banchong 

(2008:107) found that reason-oriented parenting style and the existence of good 

parent role model possessed significant statistics of positive correlations with research 

behavior (r= 0.360 and 0.335, p<0.014). This corresponded to Radchapattayakhom 

(2011:277) who studied the thrift behavior and saving behavior of the middle school 

students in Bangkok. The sample was 537 students selected by a multi-stage sampling 

method. The finding demonstrated that the love and reason oriented child rearing 

practice and the existence of good family role model possessed the significant 

statistics of positive correlations with thrift behavior (r= 0.37 and 0.54, p<0.01).  

  For the buying behavior based on critical thinking, there were 

researches demonstrating that parenting and the existence of good family role model 

were the significant causal factors of behavior. For example, Bhichitanonda (2003:55) 

studied the risk factors in psychological states and psychological characteristics of 

high school students regarding smart eating choice behaviors in 2 dimensions (smart 

choicing behavior and health appropriate eating behavior). The study was conducted 

on a sample of 650 male and female participants. It was found that the love and 

reason oriented child rearing practice and the existence of good parent role model 

possessed the significant statistics of positive correlations with smart eating choice 

behavior (r= 0.1, p<0.01). This conformed to Kanchom (2010:182) who conducted a 

study on psychosocial correlates of smart peer-choice of junior high school students. 

The study was done on a sample of 684 students in the 9th grade living in the 
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countryside, selected by a stratified quota random sampling method. It was found that 

parenting and the existence of good family role model possessed the significant 

statistics of positive correlations with peer-choice immunity (r= 0.371 and r=0.293, 

p<0.01). 

  Additionally, it was also found that parenting and the existence of good 

family role model correlated to the supportive behavior influencing others to perform 

good deeds. For example, Radchapattayakhom(2011:277) studied the thrift behavior 

and saving behavior of the middle school students within Bangkok region. It was 

found that the love and reason oriented child rearing practice and the existence of 

good family role model possessed the significant statistics of positive correlations 

with supportive behavior influencing peers to save (r= 0.27 and 0.40, p<0.01). This 

corresponded to Khadthipong (2010:280) who studied the psychosocial correlates of 

optimistic view of politics among university students. The sample was 474 

undergraduates from the public universities, selected by a stratified quota random 

sampling method. It was found that family role modelling and supportive behavior 

influencing optimistic view in peers possessed a correlation with a significant statistic 

(r= 0.220, p<0.01).  

  From the literature review above, it could be summarized that family 

cultivation possessed a significant role in the prediction of favorable attitude toward 

behavior, perceived behavioral control, and desired behavior. Hence, students with 

family cultivation were the people with a high level of favorable attitude towards 

buying based on critical thinking, high perceived behavioral control of buying based 

on critical thinking, and more of buying behaviors based on Bloom’s taxonomy than 

students with low family cultivation.  

1.4.5 Influence of psychologicals states on buying behavior based on 

Bloom’s Taxonomy 

In this research, the study would be on 2 variables of significant psychological 

states, including 1) Favorable attitude toward buying behavior based on critical 

thinking, 2) perceived behavioral control of buying based on critical thinking, with the 

detail as follows:  



48 

 

1.4.5.1  Influence of favorable attitude toward buying behavior based 

on critical thinking on buying behavior based on Bloom’s 

Taxonomy…… 

  Attitude referred to a person’s feeling, perception, or emotion 

responding to the goal object, such as a person, item, behavior, institution, or event, 

that was displayed in a form of like or dislike (Shaver, 1981). The modern 

psychiatrists agreed that attitude was a psychological characteristic different from 

others. Attitude had a significant role in an individual’s social response. Attitude was 

a characteristic which always responded towards a certain goal. Also, the response 

would be an evaluative nature in terms of satisfied or dissatisfied (Ajzen, 1988:4,7). 

Attitude originated from learning and could change more easily than other 

psychological characteristics. Attitude change could occur when new information was 

received.  

 Attitude consisted of 3 significant components (Sheriff, Sheriff and Nenerhall, 

1965) including 1) Cognitive Component, referred to an element associated with 

knowledge and original experience regarding attitude object by evaluating whether 

the how useful or harmful the object was; 2) Affective or Evaluative Component, 

consisted of a person’s emotions and feelings regarding the attitude object by 

evaluating the positive emotions such as like, satisfaction, or evaluating the negative 

emotions such as dislikes, dissatisfaction. If the person believed that something was 

useful, he would like and be satisfied with it; 3) Behavioral Component, referred to a 

response towards the occurred feelings, a person’s readiness to component, or a 

tendency to act towards the attitude object. The behavior could be displayed in 2 

ways, including a positive behavior such as acceptance, support, assistance, and 

patron; a negative behavior such as neglect, denial, and resistance. Therefore, an 

attitude measurement to predict smart consumption shall be done on 3 components of 

the attitude, including 1) Cognitive Component, regarding the benefit or harm of 

smart consumption; 2) Feelings of like or dislike, satisfaction or dissatisfaction in the 

action; 3) Readiness to act such as support or oppose the consumption after the 

evaluation of knowledge and feelings. The method used was a self-report in the form 

of a summated rating method.  
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  In this research, a favorable attitude toward buying behavior based on 

critical thinking referred to when students possessed knowledge, feeling, and opinion 

toward buying behavior based on critical thinking. It was divided into 3 dimensions, 

including 1) Cognitive Component, 2) Affective Component, and 3) Behavioral 

Component.  

  From the review of foreign researches, it was found that good attitude 

toward behavior correlated to the desired behaviors in various groups of people types 

such as the student group. The research work of Kuo (2011:41) found that a favorable 

attitude toward education possessed a significant statistic of positive correlation with 

thinking before acting behavior and commitment to school behavior in middle school 

student (r= 0.27 and 0.61, p< 0.01). The finding demonstrated that students with a 

high level of favorable attitude toward education were the people with more of 

thinking before acting behaviors and commitment to school behaviors than students 

with low level of good attitude toward education.  

  In the working adult group, it was found that a favorable attitude 

toward behavior also correlated to the desired behavior. For example, the research of 

Leowarin (1991: 145,160,349) studied the health behavior of 358 working people in 

Bangkok at the age between 18 – 45 years old. 174 participants were the working 

people in public hospitals and the other 186 participants were working people in 

factories or companies. It was found that favorable attitude toward health behavior 

possessed the positive correlations with health behaviors in all 3 sub-behaviors, 

including eating behavior, avoidance of harmful intake behavior, and hygiene 

behavior more than people with low attitude toward these 3 behaviors. For these 3 

behaviors, a favorable attitude toward health behavior was the first significant 

predictor. This conformed to the work of Shih (1998:69) who studied the correlation 

between the favorable attitude toward education and success in website-based 

education. The sample was the students from Iowa State University who studied via 

website. The sample was divided into 155 zoology students and 109 biology students, 

and also divided into 60% of on-campus students and 40% of off-campus students. It 

was found that the favorable attitude toward education possessed a significant statistic 

of positive correlation with the success in website-based education (r =0.21, p<0.01). 
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    For the buying behavior based on critical thinking, there were 

researches demonstrating that the attitude toward behavior was the significant causal 

factor of buying behavior based on critical thinking. For example, Bhichitanonda 

(2003:55) studied the risk factors of psychological states and psychological characters 

in high school students that related to smart eating choice behavior in 2 aspects (smart 

eating choice and health-appropriate eating). The sample consisted was 650 of male 

and female participants. The study was conducted on a high school student group. 4 

causal variables were established to predict 2 aspects of smart eating choice behavior. 

It was found that the favorable attitude toward smart eating choice behavior was the 

1st predictor in predicting smart eating choice behavior in both the total group and the 

sub-group divided as per bio-social characteristics and background. It also possessed 

the first role in predicting health appropriate eating behavior. This research 

demonstrated that the attitude toward smart eating choice behavior was the most 

significant variable within the causal variable group. This corresponded to the 

findings from the foreign research of Psouni, Chasandra and Theodorakis (2016:598- 

611) who studied the correlation between attitude and exercise behavior and healthy 

eating behavior of adults in Greece. The sample consisted of 361 participants, 152 of 

which were female. The sample was divided into 2 groups, including the normal 

weight group and the overweight group. It was found that people with high level of 

favorable attitude toward exercise and healthy eating were the people with more 

exercise and healthy eating behaviors than people with low level of favorable attitude 

toward exercise and healthy eating. Also, Intasuwan et al. (2547) studied the 

psychological state factors correlated to intellectual consumption behavior in students. 

The study was conducted on a sample of 680 students from freshman to senior years 

of both public and private universities in Bangkok. It was found that the favorable 

attitude toward intellectual consumption behavior possessed a positive correlation 

with intellectual consumption behavior at r = 0.54. Also, when the total of 6 causal 

variables in both psychological trait and situation were used in prediction of 

intellectual consumption behavior, it was found that the attitude toward intellectual 

consumption behavior was the 3rd predictor (𝛽=0.18). Later on, Intasuwan et al. 

(2550) studied the research and development of intellectual consumption behavior in 

students, with the sample being 1,029 students in the 8th grade from educational 
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opportunity expansion schools in Bangkok. The finding demonstrated that the 

favorable attitude towards intellectual consumption behavior possessed a significant 

statistic of positive correlation with intellectual consumption behavior.  

  Additionally, it was found that the attitude toward behavior also 

correlated to supportive behavior influencing others to perform good deeds. For 

example, the research of Mungpattanasunthon (2003:96) studied the correlation 

between surrounding-people role modelling and the attitude towards animal 

protection related behavior of 480 male middle school students in the 8th grade within 

Buriram and Surin Provinces. A significant statistic of positive correlation between 

the favorable attitude toward animal protection related behavior and the animal 

protection supportive behavior was found (r= 0.71, p < 0.01). Therefore, it could be 

summarized that people with a high level of favorable attitude toward animal 

protection related behavior would have the animal protection supportive behaviors 

more than people with low animal protection supportive behavior. This conformed to 

the research of Chodsudsane (2002; 82,184) who conducted a study on the psycho-

social factors correlated to eco-tourist behavior in university students, with the sample 

being 400 university students. The finding demonstrated that students with a high 

level of favorable attitude toward eco-tourist behavior were the people with 

supportive and eco-tourist behaviors more than students with low level of favorable 

attitude toward eco-tourist behavior. The result was found in the total group. The 

favorable attitude toward eco-tourist behavior was the 1st significant predictor of 

supportive and eco-tourist behavior. Along with other 3 psychological trait and 

situational variables, making the total of 4 variables, they were able to predict 43.4% 

of the supportive and eco-tourist behaviors in the total group, 46.8% in the female 

group, and 47.4% in the high-status group.  

  From the literature review above, it could be summarized that a 

favorable attitude toward behavior possessed a significant role in predicting the 

desired behavior. Therefore, students with a high level of favorable attitude toward 

buying based on critical thinking were the people with more of buying behaviors 

based on Bloom’s taxonomy than students with a low level of favorable attitude 

toward buying behavior based on critical thinking. In this research, the word “attitude 
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towards behavior” is used instead of Attitude towards behavior based on critical 

thinking. 

1.4.5.2  Influence of perceived behavioral control of buying based on 

critical thinking on buying behavior based on Bloom’s 

Taxonomy…………… 

  The Theory of Planned Behavior was a theory which was developed 

from the Theory of Reasoned Action (TRA) (Ajzen and Fishbein, 1980:86-73). It was 

developed to predict a person´s behavior from the intention based on the assumption 

that human often had a cause of action by applying information to support the 

decision to act. Later on, in 1985, Ajzen developed the Theory of Planned Behavior. 

Its difference from the Theory of Reasoned Action was the perceived behavioral 

control factor.  

  Azjen (1991: 179-211) found that the factor affecting behavior 

consisted of 4 aspects of main structures, including attitude toward a behavior, 

subjective norm, perceived behavioral control and behavioral intention. 

  The elements of the Theory of Planned Behavior could be divided into 

2 factors, including the main element and the behavioral intention determinant, with 

the detail as follows: 1) Main element: The main element determining an individual’s 

behavior referred to behavioral intention or purpose. As per the Theory of Planned 

Behavior, intention referred to a desire to perform a behavior under the full control of 

an individual. With only an intention, it would be sufficient to predict the behavior. 

But for a person with controlling issue, only intention would not be enough to 

accurately predict the behavior. There might be other factors affecting the correlation 

between intention and behavior. The factors could be resource opportunity such as 

time, money, skill, and cooperation from others. For example, if the behavior 

performer possessed a low level of intention or if there was an unexpected situation, it 

might influence the change in the intention. But if the person possessed a high 

intention, the receipt of new information would not change the behavioral intention. 

Moreover, there was also a biosocial variable such as age, gender, occupation, 

education, social status, religion, and education level. These variables did not directly 

influence the behavioral intention but would affect indirectly. For the behavioral 

prediction accuracy, it depended on the period of intention and behavior 
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measurement. If it was a short period, intention could accurately predict the behavior. 

On the contrary, if the period in measuring the intention and behavior was far apart, 

an individual might receive an opportunity to obtain other information or incident 

affecting the original intention, resulting in the less accuracy in behavior prediction 

(Ajzen and Fishbein,1980); 2) Behavioral intention determinant, consisted of attitude 

toward the behavior, subjective norm, and perceived behavioral control, with the 

following details: (1) Attitude towards the behavior, referred to a perception of 

feelings or value of the performed behavior whether positive or negative. It was an 

overall feeling of an individual in either simulative or opposing way toward that 

behavior. In other words, if an individual possessed more of the good attitude toward 

a certain behavior, he would have more intention to perform that behavior. On the 

other hand, if an individual possessed more of the bad attitude toward a certain 

behavior, he would have more intention to not perform that behavior (Ajzen and 

Fishbein, 1980); (2) Subjective norm, referred to an individual´s perception regarding 

an expectation of the significant others whether they wanted him to perform a certain 

behavior or not. If an individual perceived that the significant others wanted him to 

perform a certain behavior, an individual would likely to perform that behavior. 

Contradictory, if an individual perceived that the significant others did not want him 

to perform a certain behavior, an individual would likely not to perform that behavior. 

The referred group consisted of family, parents, spouse, colleagues, diagnosing 

doctor, and commander (Ajzen, 1991); (3) Perceived behavioral control, referred to a 

perception of ease or difficulty in performing a certain behavior. This feeling was 

originated from the past experience, assessment, as well as perception of convenience 

whether facilitating or hindering. It could be done by assessing the possibility of the 

perceived behavioral control result toward the achievement of the behavioral goal. 

However, perceived behavioral control would change according to the situation and 

action (Ajzen, 1991). The elements of the perceived behavioral control consisted of 

Perceived Self-efficacy, referred to an individual´s confidence in performing a certain 

behavior or the perception of difficulty and ease in performing a certain behavior; and 

Perceived Controllability, referred to a belief that the performance of a certain 

behavior relied on the behavior performer which reflected the internal elements such 
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as ability, information, skill, as well as other external factors such as opportunity, 

time, and other people  (Ajzen,1991). 

  Perceived behavioral control referred to the motive of intention. An 

individual who did not believe that he possessed a resource or opportunity to perform 

a certain behavior would not perform that behavior even though he possessed a 

positive attitude towards that behavior (Ajzen, 1991). Moreover, perceived behavioral 

control could also directly correlate to the behavior without going through the 

behavioral intention at all as well. The relative correlation between the 3 components 

in the Theory of Planned Behavior was the attitude toward the behavior, subjective 

norm, and perceived behavioral control. The weight of the relative correlation could 

shift from one behavior to another. As seen in some behaviors, the attitude toward the 

behavior influenced the behavioral intention more than the subjective norm and the 

perceived behavioral control (Ajzen, 1991).  

 

Figure 1.4 An analysis of the Cause of the Theory of Planned Behavior  

(Ajzen, 1991: 50- 182) 

 

   Therefore, in this research, the perceived behavioral control of smart 

consumption referred to when the students perceived whether a smart consumption 

behavior was an easy or difficult action, which was the prediction of feelings based on 

experiences and associated with the perception of convenience factor whether it 

facilitated or hindered that behavior.  
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   From the research review, it was found that perceived behavioral 

control correlated to the desired behaviors in various groups of people types for 

example, in the student group, it was found that perceived behavioral control 

correlated to various behaviors.   

  The research of Kakoko, Astrom, Lugoe and Lie (2006:991-999) 

studied the correlation between attitude, subjective norm of the reference group, and 

perceived behavioral control of the intention to voluntarily receive a blood test of the 

middle school teachers in Tanzania. The sample group was 737 middle school 

teachers from across Tanzania at the average age of 38.9 years old. All of the 

participants had never received a blood test before. It was found that all 3 variables, 

including attitude, subjective norm, and perceived behavioral control were able to 

conjointly predict 36 percent of fluctuation of the intention to voluntarily receive the 

blood test (R2 = 0.36, p<0.01). The attitude and perceived behavioral control were 

able to predict the intention to voluntarily receive a blood test with significant 

statistics (𝛽=.25 and 𝛽=.17, p<0.01 respectively). This corresponded to the research 

of Bryan and Rocheleau (2002:83-94) who studied the variables predicting the 

aerobic and weight-lifting exercises in 210 university students. The behavior 

measurement was conducted after the measurement of the perceived behavioral 

control variable. The findings of the study demonstrated that the perceived behavioral 

control was able to predict the aerobic exercise (𝛽=.17) and weight lifting exercise 

(𝛽=.38) with the significant statistics. The same result was also found in the research 

of Armitage (2005:235-45) who studied the efficacy of the Theory of Planned 

Behavior in predicting the exercise behavior, with the sample being 94 people of the 

age between 16 – 65-year-old who came to exercise in the fitness. The 7-point Likert 

scale questionnaire based on the principle of Ajzen (Ajzen 1991) was used to measure 

the perceived behavioral control. And, the behavior was measured by a self-report 

which measured the frequency of the exercise behavior. The findings demonstrated 

that the perceived behavioral control was able to predict the exercise behavior of the 

sample with significant statistics (𝛽=.38). 

  For the thrift behavior and healthy eating choice behavior, they were 

considered similar to the buying behavior based on critical thinking because they all 

possessed the analytic thinking prior to consumption as the key. There were 
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researches demonstrating that the perceived behavioral control was the significant 

causal factor of the behavior. Psouni et al., (2016:598-611) found that the perceived 

behavioral control of healthy eating possessed the significant statistics of positive 

correlations with healthy eating behavior in both normal weight and overweight group 

with the correlation coefficient of 0.45 and 0.52 at p<0.01 respectively. The similar 

research of Chitsaz, Javadi, Lin and Parkpour (2017) studied the perceived behavioral 

control of healthy eating in pregnant lady and the healthy eating behavior. This 

research divided the healthy eating behaviors into 4 dimensions, including 1) Fruit 

eating, 2) Vegetable eating, 3) Wholegrain eating, and 4) Low-fat eating. It was found 

that the perceived behavioral control of healthy eating possessed the positive 

correlations with all 4 dimensions of healthy eating behavior at the correlation 

coefficient of 0.44, 0.27, 0.54 and 0.67 at p<0.01 respectively. 

  Additionally, it was also found that the perceived behavioral control 

correlated to the supportive behavior influencing others to perform good deeds as. For 

example, the research of Praneetwatakul (2017:65) studied the communicable disease 

preventive behavior in daily life, with the sample being the undergraduate students. 

The finding demonstrated that the perceived behavioral control possessed a significant 

statistic of positive correlation with the supportive behavior influencing peers to have 

communicable disease preventive behavior in daily life (r= 0.256, p<0.01). Hence, it 

could be summarized that people with high perceived behavioral control would 

possess more supportive behaviors influencing peers to have the communicable 

disease preventive behaviors in daily life than people with low supportive behaviors 

influencing peers to have communicable disease preventive behaviors in daily life. 

  From the literature review above, it could be summarized that the 

perceived behavioral control possessed a significant role in predicting the desired 

behavior. Therefore, students with high perceived behavioral control of buying based 

on critical thinking were the people with more buying behaviors based on Bloom´s 

taxonomy than students with low perceived behavioral control of buying base on 

critical thinking. In this research, the word “perceived behavioral control” is used 

instead of perceived behavioral control of buying based on  critical  thinking. 
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1.5 Variables used in this research 

  1.5.1 Independent variables 

   1 )  Psychological trait group: future orientation and self-control, core 

self-evaluation, materialism and mental health     

   2) Situational factor group: peer role modelling, university experience, 

media influence and family cultivation 

  1 .5 .2  Dependent variables are the group related to buying behavior based on 

Bloom’s taxonomy. There are 2 variables: buying behavior based on critical thinking 

and supportive buying behaviour. 

  1.5.3 Mediating variables are the group related to psychological states. There 

are 2 variables: attitude towards behavior and perceived behavioral control.  

  1.5.4 Moderating variables refer to biosocial background such as gender, age, 

field of study, GPA, allowance, parent educational background, year. 

1.6 Definition of terms 

  This study contains 5 groups of variables: psychological trait group, 

situational factor group, psychological state group, buying behavior based on Bloom’s 

taxonomy group and biosocial background group, as shown in Figure 1.5. 
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1.6.1  Psychological trait group 

  1.6.1.1 Future orientation and self-control referred to the ability to 

anticipate the future of a person, They understand how their present behavior serves 

the attainment of those future goals. Self-control referred to as self-discipline that 

voluntarily regulates impulses to meet long-term goals. (De Volder, 1980). Future 

orientation and self-control had 2 aspects: 1) future orientation 2) self-control. The 

measure used was proposed by Duanginta (2006). 

   1.6.1.2 Core self-evaluation  was the psychological trait presented by 

Judge, Locke, Durham and Kluger (1998) consisted of 4 aspects as 1) self-esteem, 2) 

generalized self-efficacy ,3) emotional Stability, and 4) locus of control. This set of 

questionaires consisted of 12 items translated from measure of Judge, Erez, Bono, and 

Thoresen (2003). 

   1.6.1.3 Materialism  was  a people’s belief about the importance of 

material possession in people’s life. There were 3 dimensions of materialism 1) 

Acquisition Centrality -  People place possessions and their acquisition at the center 

of their lives, 2) Acquisition as the Pursuit of Happiness. -  People’s acquisition is so 

central to people is that they view these as essential to their satisfaction and well-

 Figure 1.5 Frameworks and relationship between variables 
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being in life, and 3) Possession-defined Success - People tend to judge their own and 

others' success by the number and quality of possessions accumulated. This measure 

based on the concept of materialism from Richin and Dawnson (1992). 

   1.6.1.4 Mental health referred as a component of general heath, was a 

psychological well-being(positive mental health). For example: do not get anger 

easily, not over excited, etc. This measure was based on previous study by 

Bhanthumnavin (1985).  

1.6.2  Situational factors  

  1.6.2.1 Peer role modelling referred the perceptions of the respondents 

regarding to their peer as a role model in terms of 1) low knowledge dimension 

consisted of check(evaluate x factual) and determine( evaluate x conceptual)  2) high 

knowledge dimension consisted of judge ( evaluate x procedural) and reflect (evaluate 

x metacognitive). The measure was constructed by the author  based on concept 

of Anderson and Krathwohl (2001).   

  1.6.2.2 University experience  consisted of 2 components: 1) 

experience from academic curriculum  2) experience from university’s activities. The 

measure was constructed by the author based on concept of Chudech (1991). 

   1.6.2.3 Media influence  In this research , Media influence consisted of 

2 components 1) low knowledge dimension consisted of check(evaluate x factual) and 

determine (evaluate x conceptual) 2) high knowledge dimension consisted of judge  

(evaluate x procedural) and reflect (evaluate x metacognitive). The measure was 

constructed by the author. 

  1.6.2.4 Family cultivation: Daily interactions with parents are 

potentially more influential on  behavioral development of a child. In this research, 

family cultivation consisted of 2 components 1) child rearing and teaching 

(Bhanthumnavin, 1985) 2) parents as role model (Bhanthumnavin, 1981). The 

measure was constructed by the author. 

1.6.3   Psychological state group consists of 2 variables 

   1.6.3.1 Attitude towards behavior consisted of 3 components as 1) 

cognitive-evaluative component 2) affective component, and 3) behavioral intention 

component . The measure, constructed by the author. 
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   1.6.3.2 Perceived behavioural control consisted of perception of 

convenience : facilitating and hindering. The measure, constructed by the author. 

1.6.4   Buying behavior based on Bloom’s taxonomy 

   1.6.4.1  Buying behavior based on critical thinking defined as the report 

of the undergraduate students about buying behaviors relating to buying behavior based 

on critical thinking by using evaluative level of bloom’s revised taxonomy with 4 

aspects as 1) Check (Evaluate x factual), 2 )  Determine  (Evaluate x conceptual), 3 ) 

Judge (Evaluate x procedural), and 4) Reflect (Evaluate x metacognitive). The measure, 

constructed by the author.        

1 . 6 . 4 . 2  Supportive behavior was regarded as the report of positive 

behavioral support for buying behaviors among undergraduate students with 2 aspects 

as 1) emotional support, and 2) informational support, such as giving information, 

knowledge, comprehension regarding buying based on critical thinking, and advising or 

introducing practice, and etc. The measure, constructed by the author.   

  1.6.5 Biosocial background group  was established in order to collect basic 

information among undergraduate students such as age, gender, department, GPA, 

allowance, faculty, number of siblings, parent educational background, first 

generation of undergraduate student of family, as shown in Table 3.1. 

1.7 Research Hypothesis 

  Based on literature review and the interactionism model, three hypotheses can 

be generated as follows.  

  Hypothesis One: Set 3, consisted of variables from set 1 psychological trait 

variables (future orientation and self-control, core self-evaluation, materialism and 

mental health), together with variables from set 2 situational factor variables (peer 

role modelling, univessity experience, media influence and family cultivation ), with 

the total of 8 variables can predict the attitude towards behavior or perceived 

behavioral control better than the predictors from either set 1 or set2  alone for at least 

5% of difference.   

Hypothesis Two: Set 5 all variables, consisted of 8 variables in terms of 

psychological trait variables and situational factor variables from set 3 (future 

orientation and self-control, core self-evaluation, materialism, mental health, peer role 

modelling, univessity experience, media influence and family cultivation) together 
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with psychological state variables from set 4 (attitude towards behavior and perceived 

behavioral control), with the total of 10 variables can predict buying behavior based 

on critical thinking or supportive behavior better than the predictors from either set 3 

or set 4 alone for at least 5% of difference”.   

  Hypothesis Three: psychological trait latent variable (future orientation and 

self-control, core self-evaluation, materialism and mental health) and situational 

factor latent variable (peer role modelling, univessity experience, media influence and 

family cultivation) are directly influence on buying behavior based on Bloom’s 

taxonomy latent variable (buying behavior based on critical thinking and supportive 

behavior) and indirectly influence buying behavior based on Bloom’s taxonomy latent 

variable via psychological state latent variables (attitude towards behavior and 

perceived behavioral control)” as shown in Figure 1.6. 

 

Figure 1.6 Hypothesis Model 

 

Note: PEER: Peer role modelling, UE: university experience, MED: media influence,  

FAM: family cultivation, FS: future orientation and self-control, CSE:  core self-evaluation, 

MAT: materialism, MH: mental health, ATT:  attitude towards behavior, PBC: perceived 

behavior, control, BUY: buying behavior based on critical thinking, SBB:  supportive 

behavior. 

 



 

 

CHAPTER 2 

 

METHODOLOGY 

 The research titled “Psychological Characteristics and Situational Factors as 

Correlate of Buying Behavior Based on Bloom's Taxonomy in Undergraduate 

Students” was the correlational study in quantitative research stream in order to 

indicate the influence of predictors, important predictors, direct effects and indirect 

effects of psychological traits, situational factors, and psychological states towards 

buying behavior based on Bloom’s Taxonomy in undergraduate students.  Chapter 2 

presented the samples and sampling method, measurements, data collecting method, 

and statistic analysis approaches. Details are as follows. 

2.1 Samples and sampling method 

 For this research, the sample groups were undergraduate students from public 

universities in Bangkok and outer province in the academic year 2018. Multistage 

Quota Random Sampling was employed to obtain the samples. The stages of 

sampling were determined as follows. 1) Location composed of 2 places; universities 

in Bangkok and universities in outer provinces.  2) Number of universities per 

location (2 universities each) 3) Faculty: students were selected from faculty of 

science business administration and social science 4) 3rd and 4th year students in 

undergraduate degree level 5) The number of 3rd and 4th year students in each faculty 

equals 30 students (2x2x3x2x25) which yielded approximately 600 students. 

Although 650 samples filled out the questionnaires, the data from only 622 samples 

were usable.  
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2.2 Measurements   

  Most of the measures in this study were in the form of summated rating scales, 

attached with 6 point-Likert scales ranging from “absolutely true” to “absolutely not 

true”.  There were ten groups of measurement as psychological trait group, situational 

factor group, psychological state group, buying behavior based on Bloom’s 

Taxonomy in undergraduate students group, and biosocial group.  Most of the 

measures were the self-report with total 13 sets (Table 2.1 and Appendix A) as 

follows;  

2.2.1  Psychological trait group consisted of 4 measures, namely, future 

orientation and self-control, core self-evaluation, materialism and mental health as 

following details.  

 2.2.1.1 Future orientation and self-control test (The 9th set “Present and 

Future” in Appendix A) referred to the ability to anticipate the future of a person, they 

understand how their present behavior serves the attainment of those future goals. 

Self-control referred to as self-discipline that voluntarily regulates impulses to meet 

long-term goals. The measure used was proposed by Duanginta (2006). This set of 

questionaires consisted of 20 items.  Data from 150 respondents, were tested by two 

statistical approaches, t-ratio, and r item-total correlation.  In this step, 2 items were 

deleted, only 18 items were chosen.  Results from confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) 

showed a model fit (2 = 140.859, df = 121, p-value = 0.104, RMSEA = 0.033, CFI = 

0.964, TLI = 0.954, SRMR = 0.062). Alpha-coefficient of the measurement score was 

0.778.  It can be interpreted that the undergraduate student with the high total score 

was the one who had a high amount of future orientation and self-control.  

Example of Future orientation and self-control test (The 9th set “Present 

and Future” in Appendix A) 

0. When recognizing I am a slow worker; I hurriedly work on it as soon as assigned. 

-------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- 

Absolutely 

true 

True Somewhat 

true 

Somewhat not 

true 

Not true Absolutely not 

true 

  2.2.1.2 Core self-evaluation test (The 6th set “Self Perception” in Appendix A) 

was the psychological trait presented by Judge, Locke, Durham and Kluger (1998) 

consisted of 4 aspects as 1) self-esteem, 2) generalized self-efficacy ,3) emotional 
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stability, and 4) locus of control.  This set of questionaires consisted of 12 items 

translated from measure of Judge, Erez, Bono, and Thoresen (2003).  When testing 

item quality assessment with 150 respondent samples using t-ratio value, and item-

total correlation value as statistical criteria, all 12 items were remained. When 

analyzed with Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA), it was showed that the measure 

model was fit with the empirical data which Chi-square (2) value as 49.098, df as 37, 

p-value as 0.0881, RMSEA value as 0.047, CFI value as 0.977, TLI value 0.958, 

SRMR as 0.059, and confidence’s alpha-coefficient as 0.804. The undergraduate 

student who got high total score was the one with high degree of core self-evaluation.  

Example of Core self-evaluation test (The 6th set “Self Perception” in Appendix A) 
0. I am in control of what will happen in my life. 

 
-------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- 

Absolutely 

true 

True Somewhat true Somewhat not 

true 

Not true Absolutely 

not true 

   2.2.1.3 Materialism test (The 8th set “Happy Life” in Appendix A) was 

a people’s belief about the importance of material possession in people’s life. There 

were 3 dimensions of materialism 1) Acquisition Centrality -  People place 

possessions and their acquisition at the center of their lives, 2) Acquisition as the 

Pursuit of Happiness. -   People’s acquisition is so central to people is that they view 

these as essential to their satisfaction and well-being in life, and 3) Possession-defined 

Success - People tend to judge their own and others' success by the number and 

quality of possessions accumulated. This set of questionaires created 15 items, based 

on the concept of materialism from Richin and Dawnson (1992).  When testing item 

quality assessment with 150 respondent samples using t-ratio value, and item-total 

correlation value as statistical criteria, 14 items were remained. When analyzed with 

Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA), it was showed that  the measure model was fit 

with the empirical data which Chi-square (2) value as 85.445 , df as 66, p- value as 

0.0540b, RMSEA value as 0.044, CFI value as 0.966, TLI value 0.953, SRMR as 

0.055, and confidence’s alpha-coefficient as 0.837. The undergraduate student who 

got high total score was the materialist.  
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Example of Materialism test (The 8th set “Happy Life” in Appendix A) 

0. One of the best achievement in my life is the acquisition and possession of objects. 
 

-------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- 

Absolutely 

true 

True Somewhat 

true 

Somewhat not 

true 

Not true Absolutely not 

true 

    2.2.1.4 Mental health test ( The 7th set “ Feeling about Myself”  in 

Appendix A) refered as a component of general heath, was a psychological well-being 

(positive mental health). For example: do not get anger easily, not over excited, 

etc.This measure was based on previous study by Bhanthumnavin (1985). Fifteen 

items were tried out. When testing item quality assessment with 150 respondent 

samples using t-ratio value, and item-total correlation value as statistical criteria, all 

15 items were remained. When analyzed with Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA), it 

was showed that  the measure model was fit with the empirical data which Chi-square 

(2) value as 81.987 , df as 69, p- value as 0.1359, RMSEA value as 0.035, CFI value 

as 0.976, TLI value 0.963, SRMR as 0.096, and confidence’s alpha-coefficient as 

0.830. The undergraduate student who got high total score was the one with high 

mental health.  

Example of Mental health test (The 7th set “Feeling about Myself” in  Appendix 

A) 

0. If someone offends or provoke me a bit, I will be angry easily. 
  

-------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- 

Absolutely 

true 

True Somewhat 

true 

Somewhat not 

true 

Not true Absolutely not 

true 

  2.2.2  Situational factor group, was included of 4 measures as peer role 

modelling, university experience, media influence and family cultivation. 

   2.2.2.1 Peer role modelling measure test (The 12th set “Me and My 

Friends” in Appendix A) referred the perceptions of the respondents regarding to their 

peer as a role model in terms of 1) low knowledge dimension consisted of check 

(evaluate x factual) and determine (evaluate x conceptual) 2) high knowledge 

dim ension consisted of judge (evaluate x procedural) ad reflect (evaluate x 

metacognitive). The measure was created by the author with 24 items based on 

concept of Anderson and Krathwohl (2001). When testing item quality assessment 
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with 150 respondent samples using t-ratio value, and item-total correlation value as 

statistical criteria, 16 items were selected. When analyzed with Confirmatory Factor 

Analysis (CFA), it was showed that measure model was fit with the empirical data 

which Chi-square (2) value as 88.026 , df as 73, p- value as 0.1109, RMSEA value as 

0.037, CFI value as 0.976, TLI value 0.961, SRMR as 0.082, and confidence’s alpha-

coefficient as 0.888. The undergraduate student who got high total score was the one 

with highly peer role modelling. 

Example of peer role modelling test ( The 12th set “ Me and My Friends”  in 

Appendix A) 

0. My friends always check product price via many websites before deciding to buy 

stuff.  

-------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- 

Absolutely 

true 

True Somewhat true Somewhat not 

true 

Not true Absolutely not 

true 

  2.2.2.2 University experience measure (The 10th set “My Experience” in 

Appendix A consisted of 2 components: 1) experience from academic curriculum 2) 

experience from university’s activities. The measure was created by the author based 

on concept of (Chudech, 1991). The measure was created by the author with 22 items. 

When testing item quality assessment with 150 respondent samples using t-ratio 

value, and item-total correlation value as statistical criteria, 14 items were selected. 

When analyzed with Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA), it was showed that 

measure model was fit with the empirical data which Chi-square (2) value as 88.213, 

df as 71, p- value as 0.0812, RMSEA value as 0.040, CFI value as 0.970, TLI value 

0.961, SRMR as 0.054, and confidence’s alpha-coefficient as 0.831.  The 

undergraduate students who got high total score was the one with highly university 

experience. 

     Example of university experience measure (The 10th set “ My Experience”  in 

Appendix A) 

0. Professor suggests me to buy products with quality more than beauty. 

-------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- 

Absolutely 

true 

True Somewhat true Somewhat not 

true 

Not true Absolutely not 

true 

2.2.2.3 Media influence test (The 13th set “Me and Media” in Appendix A) In 
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this research, M edia influence consisted of 2 components 1) low knowledge 

dimension consisted of check  (evaluate x factual) and determine  (evaluate x 

conceptual) 2) high knowledge dimension consisted of judge (evaluate x procedural) 

and reflect (evaluate x metacognitive). The measure was created by the author with 16 

items. When testing item quality assessment with 150 respondent samples using t -

ratio value, and item -total correlation value as statistical criteria, 8 items were 

selected. When analyzed with Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA), it was showed 

that measure model was fit with the empirical data which Chi-square (2) value as 

24.813 , df as 18 , p- value as 0.1302, RMSEA value as 0.050, CFI value as 0.974, 

TLI value 0.959, SRMR as 0.045, and confidence’s alpha-coefficient as 0.764. The 

undergraduate student who got high total score was the one with highly media 

influence. 

Example of media influence test ( The 13th set “ Me and Media”  in 

Appendix A) 

0. Internet and social media almost affects me to frequently change the cellphones. 

-------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- 

Absolutely 

true 

True Somewhat true Somewhat not 

true 

Not true Absolutely not 

true 

  2.2.2.4 Family cultivation test (The 11th set “My Family” in Appendix A) 

Daily interactions with parents are potentially more influential on behavioral 

development of a child. In this research, family cultivation consisted of 2 components 

1) child rearing and teaching (Bhanthumnavin ,1985) 2) parents as role model 

(Bhanthumnavin ,1981) The measure was created by the author with 21 items. When 

testing item quality assessment with 150 respondent samples using t-ratio value, and 

item-total correlation value as statistical criteria, 16 items were selected. When 

analyzed with Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA), it was showed that measure 

model was fit with the empirical data which Chi-square (2) value as 101.89 , df as 81 

, p- value as 0.0640, RMSEA value as 0.041, CFI value as 0.974, TLI value 0.961, 

SRMR as 0.055, and confidence’s alpha-coefficient as 0.871. The undergraduate 

student who got high total score was the one with highly family cultivation. 
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Example of family cultivation test (The 11th set “My Family” in Appendix A) 

0. I have seen my parents choose to buy something covering the whole aspects such as 

necessity, price, and quality.   

-------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- 

Absolutely 

true 

True Somewhat true Somewhat not 

true 

Not true Absolutely not 

true 

 2.2.3 Psychological state group composed of 2 measures as attitude 

towards behavior, and perceived behavioral control. 

2.2.3.1 Attitude towards behavior test (The 3rd set “My opinion” 

in Appendix A), consisted of 3 components as 1) cognitive-evaluative component 2) 

affective component, and 3) behavioral intention component. The measure, created by 

the author, consisted of 21 items. When testing item quality assessment with 150 

respondent samples using t-ratio value, and item-total correlation value as statistical 

criteria, 12 items were selected. When analyzed with Confirmatory Factor Analysis 

(CFA), it was showed that measure model was fit with the empirical data which Chi-

square (2) value as 53.850, df as 43, p- value as 0.1242, RMSEA value as 0.041, CFI 

value as 0.981, TLI value 0.970, SRMR as 0.049, and Confidence’s Alpha-coefficient 

as 0.838. The undergraduate student who got high total score was the one with highly 

attitude towards behavior. 

  Example of Attitude towards behavior test ( The 3rd set “ My opinion”  in 

Appendix A) 

0. When buying something, I always think of price, quality, and necessity.    

-------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- 

Absolutely 

true 

True Somewhat true Somewhat not 

true 

Not true Absolutely 

not true 

  2.2.3.2 Perceived behavioral control test (The 4th “About 

myself” in Appendix A) consisted of Perception of convenience.: facilitating and 

hindering. The measure, created by the author, consisted of 18 items. When testing 

item quality assessment with 150 respondent samples using t-ratio value, and item-

total correlation value as statistical criteria, 14 items were selected. When analyzed 

with Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA), it was showed that measure model was fit 

with the empirical data which Chi-square (2) value as 72.175, df as 59, p- value as 
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0.1164, RMSEA value as 0.039, CFI value as 0.970, TLI value 0.953, SRMR as 

0.059, and Confidence’s Alpha-coefficient as 0.774. The undergraduate student who 

got high total score was the one with highly perceived behavioral control. Example 

of Percieved behavioral control test (The 4th set “About myself” in Appendix A) 

0. I have loads of work to do, so do not have time to reconsider the buying decision.   

-------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- 

Absolutely 

true 

True Somewhat true Somewhat not 

true 

Not true Absolutely 

not true 

2.2.4 Buying behavior based on Bloom’s taxonomy group was 

consisted of 2 measures, namely,Buying behavior based on critical thinking measure, 

and Supportive behavior measure.  

2.2.4.1 Buying behavior based on critical thinking measure 

(The 1st set “My shopping habits” in Appendix A) defined as the report of the 

undergraduate student about buying behaviors relating to buying behavior based on 

critical thinking by using evaluative level of bloom’s revised taxonomy with 4 aspects 

as 1) Check (Evaluate x factual), 2 )  Determine (Evaluate x conceptual), 3 )  Judge 

(Evaluate x procedural), and 4 )  Reflect (Evaluate x metacognitive).  Based on this 

concept, the researcher constructed 33 items. When testing item quality assessment 

with 150 respondent samples using t-ratio value, and item-total correlation value as 

statistical criteria, only 18 items were selected.  When analyzed with Confirmatory 

Factor Analysis (CFA), it was showed that measure model was fit with the empirical 

data which Chi-square (2) value as 121.864, df as 109, p- value as 0.1884, RMSEA 

value as 0.028, CFI value as 0.976, TLI value 0.966, SRMR as 0.060, and 

Confidence’s Alpha-coefficient as 0.748. The undergraduate student who got high 

total scores on this measure was the one reported more buying behavior based on 

critical thinking.  

            Example of Buying behavior based on critical thinking measure (The 1st set 

“My shopping habits” in Appendix A)  

     0. I often appraise the quality of goods if it is worth price before buying. 

-------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- 

Absolutely 

true 

True Somewhat true Somewhat not 

true 

Not true Absolutely 

not true 
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2.2.4.2 Supportive behavior measure (The 2nd set “My shopping 

habits (2)” in Appendix A) was regarded as the report of positive behavioral support 

for buying behaviors among undergraduate students with 2 aspects as 1) emotional 

support, and 2) informational support, such as giving information, knowledge, 

comprehension regarding buying based on critical thinking, and advising or 

introducing practice, and etc. Researcher constructed 23 items for this measure. When 

testing item quality assessment with 150 respondent samples using t-ratio value, and 

item-total correlation value as statistical criteria, only 12 items were selected. When 

analyzed with Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA), it was showed that measure 

model was fit with the empirical data which Chi-square (2) value as 55.895, df as 44, 

p- value as 0.1077, RMSEA value as 0.042, CFI value as 0.968, TLI value 0.952, 

SRMR as 0.056, and confidence’s alpha-coefficient as 0.775. The undergraduate who 

got high total scores on this measure was the one who reported more supportive 

behavior.   

Example of supportive behavior measure ( The 2nd set “My shopping habits 

(2)” in Appendix A)  

0. I always support my family to buy stuff emphasizing the necessity and usability. 

-------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- -------------- 

Absolutely 

true 

True Somewhat 

true 

Somewhat not 

true 

Not true Absolutely 

not true 

2.2.5 Biosocial data (The 15th set of test “General information” in 

Appendix A) was established in order to collect basic information among 

undergraduate students such as age, gender, department, GPA, allowance, faculty, 

number of siblings, parent educational background, first generation bachelor degree 

students from the family. 

2.3 Quality assessment of the measurements  

  Most of the measures mentioned above were both constructed by the 

researcher and adapted from the high standard and credible measures to suit the 

undergraduate student contents.  The steps for item quality assessment are as follows.  

2.3.1  After reviewing the literature in order to determine operational 

definition of variables and constructed item contents for each questionnaire, a group 

of experts checked the accuracy and content validity. Some items were deleted.   
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2.3.2  Questionnaires were tried out to 150 undergraduate students (3rd and 

4th year student). Two statistical approaches were used for item quality assessment: 1) 

item discrimination with critical values of the t-distribution, as for the sample of 150, 

was equal or above 2.00 (at the .05 level of significanc) (McMillan & Schumacher, 

1999), and 2) r item-total correlation value was equal or above 0.20. Items that passed 

both statistical criteria above were selected. However, in case that there were not 

enough qualified items in any factor of each measure, t-value would be the main 

criteria in consideration.  

2.3.3 After items were selected to filled up each factor of each questionnaire, 

Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA)  for testing construct validity ( Western & 

Rosenthal, 2003) was performed for each measure. A model fit was deterimined by 3 

out of 5 criteria as follows. 

                 1)  Chi-Square.  In order to identify a model fit, p-value should be non-

significant (p > 0.05) (Joreskog and Sorbom ,1989). However, if p-value still was 

significant, the divided result between Chi-Square value and degree of Freedom (df) 

can be used to determine the model fit which should not be over 2.00.  

2)  Root Mean Square Error of Approximation: RMSEA was the value 

showing the difference to Degree of Freedom (df).  RMSEA value should be between 

0.05-0.08, but not over 0.10, to indicate that the model fitted to the empirical data 

(Diamantopoulos and Siguaw, 2000). For this research, the criteria of RMSEA value 

must be ≤0.06.  

3) Comparative Fit Index (CFI) value was between 0 to 1. It would be 

good if CFI value was over 0.90 ( Diamantopoulos and Siguaw, 2000) , so that 

showing the model fitted to the empirical data. For this research, the criteria of CFI 

value must be ≥ 0.95.  

4) Standardized Root Mean Square Residual: SRMR, the less value was 

0.08, showing that the more model fitted to the empirical data (Hu and Bentler, 1999). 

For this research, the criteria of SRMR value must be ≤ 0.08.  

5) Tucker-Lewis Index value was between 0 to 1. The good TLI value 

should be over 0.90 (Tucker & Lewis, 1973), so that showing the model fitted to the 

empirical data. For this research, the criteria of TLI value must be ≥ 0.95. 
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2.3.4 After completion of CFA, reliability of each measure with Cronbach’s 

alpha method was conducted. Cronbach's Alpha value should be more than 0.7 

(Vanichbuncha & Vanichbuncha, 2014).    

2.4 Data collection  

 There were two versions of the same set of questionnaires for avoiding fatigue 

of the respondents.  The questionniares were distributed to the undergraduate students 

in various means, such as in the class in which there were 30 people per room.  The 

researcher then, explained the respondents’ rights, purpose of the study and asked the 

respondents to fill out the questionnaires which took about one and a half hours.  

2.5 Statistics for data analysis 

Statistical software was used in this study. Two main streams of statistics were 

employed as descriptive statistics and inferential statistics. The detais are as follows.  

2.5.1 Statistics for data analysis were consisted of two approaches as 1) 

Multiple Regression Analysis in terms of enter and stepwise was used, in which many 

predictors predicted each of dependent variable based on criteria as percentage of 

differences at 5% (Cohen, 1977) in order to examine the first and second hypotheses, 

2)  Structural Equation Model (SEM) in terms of Path analysis was performed to 

examine the third hypothesis that if Hypotheses Model was fit to the empirical data or 

not.   

2.5.2 Statistics for measure quality assessment included discrimination 

analysis (t-test), item-total correlation analysis, Confirmatory Factory Analysis 

(CFA), and reliability as Cronbach’s Alpha. As for the descriptive statistics such as 

Frequency, Percentage, Mean, Range, and Standard Deviation were adminstered for 

analyzing the basic characters of samples and variables. 

            2.5.3 For analysis of results beside hypotheses for implications, Three-Way 

Analysis of Variance was used. If it was found the significant difference at .05, 

Scheffe'Test was set for multiple comparison between means.
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Table 2.1 Summarized result of assessment of measures, discrimination values (t-value), item-total correlation value (r), reliability, and    

   confirmatory factory analysis (CFA) 

 

 Variables 

No.of 

Constructed 

items 

No.of 

used 

items 

Range of  

t-value 

Range of  

r-value 

Reliability 

(α) 

Confirmatory Factor Analysis               


2
 Value df p-value 

RMSEA 

(≤0.06) 
CFI  

(≥0.95) 
TLI 

 (≥0.95) 
SRMR      

(≤0.08) 

1. Buying behavior based on critical* 33 18 3.155-6.725 0.201-0.537 0.748 121.864 109 0.1884 0.028 0.976 0.966 0.06 
2. Supportive behavior  * 23 12 4.015-6.725 0.238-0.582 0.775   55.895 44 0.1077 0.042 0.968 0.952 0.056 
3. Future orientation and self-control 20 18 3.713-8.552  0.197-0.538 0.778 140.859 121 0.1047 0.033 0.964 0.954 0.062 
4. Core self-evaluation 12 12 4.428-10.333 0.215-0.598 0.804 49.098 37 0.0881 0.047 0.977 0.958 0.059 
5. Materialism 15 14 3.487-11.505 0.270-0.645 0.837 85.445 66 0.0540 0.044 0.966 0.953 0.055 
6. Mental health 15 15 2.599-11.021 0.207-0.662 0.830 81.987 69 0.1359 0.035 0.976 0.963 0.096 
7. Peer role modelling* 24 16 2.588-7.951 0.212-0.548 0.796 88.026 73 0.1109 0.037 0.976 0.961 0.082 
8. University experience* 22 14 3.068-9.569 0.220-0.571 0.831 88.213 71 0.0812 0.040 0.970 0.961 0.054 
9. Media influence* 16 8 3.564-9.154 0.201-0.465 0.764 24.813 18 0.1302 0.050 0.974 0.959 0.045 
10. Family cultivation* 21 16 4.598-10.321 0.247-0.625 0.871 101.89 81 0.0640 0.041 0.974 0.961 0.055 
11. Attitude towards behavior * 21 12 5.312-9.569 0.279-0.584 0.838 53.850  43 0.1242 0.041 0.981           0.970 0.049 

12.Perceived behavioral control* 18 14 3.712-9.603 0.221-0.563 0.774 72.175 59 0.1164 0.039 0.970 0.953 0.059 

Remark:  * constucted by the researcher. ** In this research, t-value was more important than r-value, based on criteria as t-value ≥2.00 

and  r-value ≥0.20; CFA based on passed 3 indexes of 5 indexes 

 



 

 

CHAPTER 3 

 

RESULT 

 This was the quantitative research to study the correlation-comparative 

relation composed of two purposes.  First, to indicate the important predictors and 

amount of predictive percentage of situational factor and psychological characteristics 

towards buying behavior based on Bloom’s Taxonomy in undergraduate students. 

Second, to study direct and indirect effects of situational factor latent variable and 

Psychological factor latent variables towards buying behavior based on Bloom’s 

Taxonomy in undergraduate students latent variable among 3rd - 4th year university 

students.  The analysis results were as follows.  

3.1 Basic characteristics of samples 

 The representative sample group for this research was buying behavior based 

on Bloom’s Taxonomy in undergraduate students.  Multi-stage sampling method was 

used for obtaining the samples. The total data from 622 students can be categorized 

by their biographic data (Table 3.1) as follows: 1) Gender. The samples consisted of 

151 male university students (24.3%), and 471 female university students (75.70%), 

2) Age ranged between 18.75 to 27.25 years old with the average of 21.33 years old, 

median of 21.16 years old, and standard deviation as 1.12 years old.  Age variable 

was divided into two groups by median as (1) 321 young university students (51.60%) 

(2) 301 old university students (48.40%) 3) Year ranged between (1)3rd year 

university students with the number of 394 university students (63.30%) and (2) 4th 

year university students with the number of 228 university students (36.70%), 4) GPA 

ranged between 1 .6 2  -4.00, median of 3.00, and standard deviation of 0.494. It was 

divided into two groups by median as (1) Low GPA with the number of 335 students 

(53.90%) and (2) High GPA with 287 students (46.10%). 5) Faculty consisted of 233 

students from faculty of science (37.50%), 124 students from faculty of business 

administration (19.90%) and 265 students from Faculty of Social Science (42.60%) 6) 

Father’s educational background ranged between 0–18 years (non-education to master 

degree) with the average of 8.12 years old (8th grade), median of 9 years old (9th 

grade). It was divided into two groups by median as (1) 308 students who have fathers 
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with low educational background (49.50%), (2) 314 students who have fathers with 

high educational background (50.50%), and standard deviation as 6.17 years old. 

6)Mother’s educational background ranged between 0 – 21 years (non-education to 

doctoral degree) with the average of 8.41 years old (8th grade), median of 9 years old 

(9th grade). It was divided into two groups by median as (1) 304 students have 

mothers with low educational background (48.90%), (2) 318 students have mothers 

with high educational background (51.10%), and standard deviation as 6.03 years old. 

7)  Allowance ranged between 1,000 – 22,000, median of 6,000, and standard 

deviation of 3,300. It was divided into two groups by median as (1) Low allowance 

with the number of 376 students (60.50%) and (2) High allowance with 246 students 

(39.50%). 8)First generation of undergraduate student of family consisted of 390 

students who are first generation in the family to study in undergraduate degree 

(62.70%) and 232 who are non-first generation (37.30%). 9)Only-child consisted of 

130 students who are only-child of the family (20.90%) and 492 students who are 

having siblings (79.10%). 

Table 3.1Basic characteristics of the samples 

Basic characteristics Amount Percentage* 

1. Gender Male  151 24.30 

 Female 471 75.70 

2. Age Young (  21.16 years) 321 51.60 

 Old (> 21.16 years) 301 48.40 

3. Years 3rd Year student 394 63.30 

 4th Year student 328 36.70 

4. GPA Low GPA (  3.00) 335 53.90 

 High GPA (> 3.00) 287 46.10 

5. Faculty Science  233 37.50 

 Business Administration 124 19.90 

 Social Science 265 42.60 

6.Father’s Ed. Low education (  9th grade) 308 49.50 

 High education (> 9th grade) 314 51.50 

7.Mother’s Ed. Low education (  9th grade) 304 48.90 

 High education (> 9th grade) 318 51.10 

8.Allowance Low allowance (  6,000 baht) 376 60.50 

 High allowance (> 6,000 baht) 246 39.50 

9.First Generation First generation  390 62.70 

 Non-first gen 232 37.30 

10.Only-child Only-child 130 20.90 

 Having Siblings 492 79.10 

Note: * Excluded Missing  
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In sum, the samples in this research were mainly female students, 21.33 years 

old on the average, have been studying in 3rd year, have been studying in social 

science faculty, student’s parents were having low education, students had low 

allowance, were first generation of undergraduate student of family and were having 

siblings.  The descriptive statistics of variables and correlation coefficient among 

variables of total group and subgroup in this study were shown in Table 1 to 23 in 

Appendix B. 

 

3.2 Multiple Regression Analysis on psychological states predicted by 

psychological traits and situational factors  

In this part Multiple Regression Analysis in terms of enter and stepwise, were 

performed in order to indicate percentage of prediction of the important and 

prioritized predictors for each two dependent variables, namely, attitude towards 

behavior, perceived behavioral control. There were three sets of predictors as follows: 

The First set was psychological trait set including four variables, namely, future 

orientation and self-control, core-self-evaluation, materialism and mental health. The 

Second set, situational factor set consisted of four variables as peer role modelling, 

university experience, media influence, and family cultivation.  The Third set was the 

combination of the first and second sets which consisted of eight variables in total. 

The purpose of the analysis was to identify if the third set of predictors could yield 

more predictive percentage on each of psychological state variable than the predictors 

from the first set or the second set at least 5%. The analysis results of dependent 

variables in terms of buying behavior based on Bloom’s Taxonomy group were 

shown in Table 24 to 25 in Appendix B.  

This data analysis were performed in both total group and  other 21 subgroups 

which were divided by biographic data from Table 3.1 as follows: 1) Gender group 

included male students and female students, 2) Age group was categorized as younger 

students and older students,  3) Year of study categorized as 3rd year and 4th year 4) 

GPA was categorized as low GPA and high GPA, 5)  Faculty was divided into 

Science, Business Administration and Social science, 6) Father’s educational 

background was categorized into low educational background and high educational 
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background, 7) Mother’s educational background was categorized into low 

educational background and high educational background, 8) Allowance was 

categorized as low allowance and high allowance, 9) First generation in the family to 

study in undergraduate degree was categorized as first generation and non-first 

generation. and 10)  Only-child was categorized as only child and having siblings.  

The details of results were as follows. 

3.2.1 Multiple Regression Analysis on attitude towards behavior 

predicted by psychological traits and situational factors  

Basic assumption test from Multiple Regression Analysis results showed each 

VIF value of predictors (Table 3.2) was less than 10.  Also, tolerance value of each 

predictor was more than 0.10 (Hair, Black, Babin, & Anderson, 2010).  It could be 

concluded that there were very few problems of collinearity. Further analysis can be 

investigated.    

  Table 3.2 VIF values and tolerance values of the attitude towards behavior  

estimated by Multiple Regression Analysis 

Model 
Collinearity Statistics 

Tolerance VIF 

Future orientation and self-control 0.551 1.815 

Core self-evaluation 0.598 1.673 

Materialism 0.691 1.448 

Mental health 
0.604 1.655 

Peer role modelling 0.814 1.228 

University experience 0.898 1.113 

Media influence 0.687 1.456 

Family cultivation 0.601 1.664 

By using the first set of predictors in terms of psychological trait, namely, 

future orientation and self-control, core self-evaluation, materialism and mental 

health, the results (Table 3.3) indicated that all four variables of psychological trait 

could predict the variance of attitude towards behavior in the total group for 35.80%. 

The important predictors in descending order were future orientation and self-control, 

mental health, and materialism with beta value as .49, .15, and -.08 respectively.   

The analysis results from 21 subgroups (Table 3.3) showed that the highest 

predictable group by the four variables of psychological trait was male student group 

with the accuracy of 49.80%.  The important predictors in descending order were 

future orientation and self-control and mental health with beta value .58 and .24 
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respectively.  The second highest predictable group was only-child group as 44.90%. 

The important predictors in descending order were future orientation and self-control 

and mental health with beta value .58 and .16 respectively.  And the least predictable 

group was business administration group with the accuracy of 25.10%. There was the 

only one important variable for this group that was future orientation with beta value 

.47.  For the rest subgroups, their predictive percentage range was between 31.20% 

and 44.80%. 

Comparing the amount of prediction among subgroups of the same category, it 

was found that there were ten pairs in which the differences were equal or more than 

5% as follows; 1) young students and old students (40.90% and 32.80% respectively), 

2) male students and female students (49.80% and 31.20% respectively), 3) low 

mother’s educational background and high mother’s educational background (40.20% 

and 32.00% respectively), 4) low allowance students and high allowance students 

(33.60% and 39.60% respectively), 5)first generation and non-first generation 

(32.90% and 42.50% respectively), 6)3rd year students and 4th year students (33.80% 

and 40.30% respectively), 7)only-child students and having siblings students (44.90% 

and 33.60% respectively), and  8) social science and business administration students 

(44.80% and 25.10% respectively), 9) social science and science students (44.80% 

and 31.20% respectively), and 10) science and business administration students ( 

31.20% and 25.10% respectively). 

By using the second set of predictors in terms of situational factor, namely, 

peer role modelling, university experience, media influence and family cultivation 

(Table 3.3), it was found that these four variables could predict attitude towards 

behavior in the total group up to 31.80%. The important predictors in descending 

order were family cultivation, media influence and peer role modelling with beta 

value .31, .30 and .12 respectively.  

The analysis results of 21 subgroups (Table 3.3) showed that the highest 

predictable group by these four variables of situational factor was low GPA students 

group as 40.60%. The important predictors in descending order were family 

cultivation, media influence and peer role modelling with beta value .34, .32 and .15 

respectively.  
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Then the second highest predictable group was male students as 39.90%.  The 

important predictors in descending order were family cultivation, media influence and 

peer role modelling with beta value .33, .32 and .15 respectively. The least predictable 

group was high GPA for only 22.30%. The important predictors were media influence 

and family cultivation with beta value .30 and .26 respectively. The predictive 

percentage range of the left subgroups was between 23.10% and 36.60%.   

Comparing the amount of prediction among subgroups of the same category, it 

was found that there were four pairs in which their differences were equal or more 

than 5%, as follows; 1) male and female students (39.90% and 28.70% respectively), 

2) low GPA students and high GPA students (40.60% and 22.30% respectively), 3) 

science and business administration students (33.70% and 23.00% respectively) and 

4) social science and business administration students (36.60% and 23.00% 

respectively). 

By using the third set of predictors in terms of psychological trait and 

situational factor, named above, (Table 3.3), it was found that all eight variables could 

predict the variance of attitude towards behavior in the total group for 43.30 % of 

accuracy. The important predictors in descending order were future orientation and 

self-control, media influence, mental health, family cultivation, and peer role 

modelling with beta value .36, .21, .13, .12, and .10 respectively. 
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Table 3.3 Multiple Regression Analysis on attitude towards behavior (ATT) predicted by psychological traits and situational factors 
 Group No. of 

cases 

Set 1:  Psychological trait (1-4) Set 2:  Situational factor (5-8) Set 3: Psychological trait and  

situational factor (1-8) 

% of 

Differ

ence %Predic

tion 
Predictors Beta value 

%Predic

tion 
Predictors Beta value 

%Predic

tion 
Predictors Beta value 

Total 

Young 

Old 

Male 

Female 

Low GPA 

High GPA 

Science 

Business Administration 

Social Science 

Low Education(Father) 

High Education(Father) 

Low Education(Mother) 

High Education(Mother) 

Low Allowance 

High Allowance 

First Generation 

Non-First Generation 

3rd Year 

4th Year 

Only Child 

Having Siblings 

622 

321 

301 

151 

471 

335 

287 

233 

124 

265 

308 

314 

304 

318 

376 

246 

390 

232 

394 

228 

130 

492 

35.8 

40.9 

32.8 

49.8 

31.2 

33.2 

37.3 

31.2 

25.1 

44.8 

35.0 

36.1 

40.2 

32.0 

33.6 

39.6 

32.9 

42.5 

33.8 

40.3 

44.9 

33.6 

1,4,3 

1,3 

1,4 

1,4 

1,4,3 

1,4 

1,4,3 

1,4,3 

1 

1,4 

1,4 

1,4 

1,4 

1,4,3 

1,4 

1,4 

1,4 

1,3 

1,4 

1,4,3 

1,4 

1,4 

.49, .15, -.08 

.57, -.16 

.45, .23 

.58, .24 

.46, .13, -.08 

.49, .18 

.49, .14, -.11 

.42, .16, -.13 

.47 

.58, .21 

.51, .17 

.50, .19 

.56, .19 

.45, .13, -.10 

.50, .17 

.53, .19 

.48, .20 

.55, -.21 

.52, .13 

.46, .21, -.13 

.58, .16 

.49, .18 

31.8 

33.9 

31.2 

39.9 

28.7 

40.6 

22.3 

33.7 

23.0 

36.6 

32.7 

31.5 

34.3 

30.8 

32.2 

33.4 

32.2 

30.4 

32.1 

33.2 

32.1 

32.0 

8,7,5 

8,7,5 

7,8,6 

8,7,5 

7,8,5 

8,7,5 

7,8 

8,7 

7,8 

7,8,5,6 

7,8,6 

8,7,5 

7,8,6 

8,7,5 

7,8,6,5 

8,7 

7,8,5 

8,7,5 

7,8,5 

8,7 

8,7 

7,8,5 

.31, .30, .12 

.31, .25, .20 

.37, .28, .10 

.33, .32, .15 

.30, .29, .11 

.34, .32, .15 

.30, .26 

.39, .31 

.30, .28 

.32, .25, .20, .13 

.39, .25, .12 

.32, .25, .17 

.41, .26, .11 

.31, .22, .20 

.34, .24, .14, .13 

.37, .32 

.34, .30, .11 

.34, .23, .12 

.29, .28, .15 

.37, .35 

.38, .29 

.32, .29, .12 

43.3  

47.9 

41.2 

53.9 

39.8 

48.1 

39.8 

43.1 

31.3 

51.6 

43.8 

43.6 

49.1 

39.3 

43.1 

45.4 

41.6 

48.0 

41.9 

47.9 

51.3 

41.5 

1,7,4,8,5 

1,7,5 

1,7,4,8 

1,4,7,5 

1,7,8,4,5 

1,7,8,4,5 

1,7,4 

8,1,7,4 

1,7 

1,7,4,5,6 

1,7,2,6 

1,7,4,8,5 

1,7,4 

1,8,5,7,4 

1,7,4,5,8,6 

1,7,4,8 

1,7,4,8,5 

1,3,7,5 

1,7,5,8,4 

1,7,4,8 

1,7 

1,7,8,4,5 

.36, .21, .13, .12, .10 

.49, .20, .18 

.28, .23, .18, .14 

.49, .17, .14, .13 

.34, .23, .12, .11, .10 

.27, .26, .20, .13, .12 

.47, .17, .14 

.26, .25, .24, .17 

.39, .28 

.46, .19, .14, .13, .12 

.36, .32, .12, .10 

.33, .17, .16, .15, .13 

.46, .30, .14 

.28, .17, .15, .14, .13 

.33, .23, .13, .12, .10, .09 

.39, .23, .14, .13 

.31, .23, .14, .13, .10 

.49, -.16, .15, .12 

.35, .21, .12, .10, .09 

.35, .23, .20, .18 

.57, .29 

.32, .21, .14, .13, .10 

7.5* 

7.0* 

8.4* 

4.1 

8.6* 

7.5* 

  2.5 

9.4* 

6.2* 

6.8* 

8.8* 

7.5* 

8.9* 

7.3* 

9.5* 

5.8* 

8.7* 

5.5* 

8.1* 

7.6* 

6.4* 

7.9* 

Note: All beta values were statistical significance at the level of 0.5; * Difference was at least 5%. 

Predictors 

1 =                Future orientation and self-control 4 = Mental health 7 = Media influence 

2 = 

3 =    

 

Core self-evaluation 

Materialism 

 

5 = 

6 = 

 

Peer role modelling 

University experience 

8 = Family cultivation 
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The analysis results of 21 subgroups (Table 3.3) showed that the highest 

predictable group by these eight variables was male students with the predictive 

power of 53.90%.  The important predictors in descending order were future 

orientation and self-control, mental health, media influence, and peer role modelling 

with beta value .49, .17, .14 and .13 respectively.  The second highest predictable 

group was social science students with the predictive power of 51.60%.  The 

important predictors in descending order were future orientation and self-control, 

media influence, mental health, peer role modelling, and university experience with 

Beta value .46, .19, .14, .13, and .12 respectively.  The least predictable group was 

business administration students with the predictive power of 31.30%. There were 

three important predictors in descending order were future orientation and self-

control, media influence with beta value .39, and .28 respectively.  Their range of 

predictive for the rest of the subgroups power was between 39.30% and 49.10%.    

Comparing the amount of prediction among subgroups of the same category, it 

was found that there were ten pairs in which the differences were equal or more than 

5% as follows: 1) young students and old students (47.90% and 41.20% respectively), 

2) male students and female students (53.90% and 39.80% respectively), 3) low GPA 

students and high GPA students (48.10% and 39.80% respectively), 4) low mother’s 

educational background and high mother’s educational background (49.10% and 

39.30% respectively), 5) first generation and non-first generation (41.60% and 

48.00% respectively), 6)3rd year students and 4th year students (41.90% and 47.90% 

respectively), 7)only-child students and having siblings students (51.30% and 41.50% 

respectively), 8) social science and business administration students  (51.60% and 

31.30% respectively), 9) social science and science students (51.60% and 43.10% 

respectively), and 10) science and business administration students (43.10% and 

31.30% respectively). 

The results for this part of the analysis in total sample supported the first 

hypothesis that the third set of predictors could predict attitude towards behavior more 

than the first set or the second set of predictors for at least 5.00%. The similar findings 

were found in nineteen subgroups but the important groups were female students and 

low GPA students. 
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3.2.2 Multiple Regression Analysis on perceived behavioral control 

predicted by psychological traits and situational factors  

Basic assumption test from Multiple Regression Analysis results showed each 

VIF value of predictors (Table 3.4) was less than 10.  Also, tolerance value of each 

predictor was more than 0.10 (Hair, Black, Babin, & Anderson, 2010).  It could be 

concluded that there were very few problems of collinearity. Further analysis can be 

investigated.    

  Table 3.4 VIF values and tolerance values of perceived behavioral control 

estimated by Multiple Regression Analysis 

Model 
Collinearity Statistics 

Tolerance VIF 

Future orientation and self-control 0.551 1.815 

Core self-evaluation 0.598 1.673 

Materialism 0.691 1.448 

Mental health 
0.604 1.655 

Peer role modelling 0.814 1.228 

University experience 0.898 1.113 

Media influence 0.687 1.456 

Family cultivation 0.601 1.664 

 

     By using the first set of predictors in term of psychological trait, namely, 

future orientation and self-control, core self-evaluation, materialism and mental health 

(Table 3.5) indicated that all four variables of psychological trait could predict the 

variance of perceived behavioral control in the total group for 34.40%. The important 

predictors in descending order were future orientation and self-control, and mental 

health with beta value .55, .09 respectively. 

 The analysis result of 21 subgroups (Table 3.5) showed that the highest 

predictable group by these four predictors was high allowance students for predictive 

power of 46.10%. The important predictors in descending order were future 

orientation and self-control, and materialism with beta value .61 and -.14 respectively.  

The second highest predictable group was male students for 44.20%.  The important 

predictors in descending order was future orientation and self-control with beta value 

.66.  The least predictable group was science students as 27.10%. The important 
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predictor was future orientation and self-control with beta value .51. For the rest of 

the subgroups, their range of predictive power was between 27.20% and 43.90%.    

Comparing the amount of prediction among subgroups of the same category, it 

was found that there were eight pairs and one group in which the differences were 

equal or more than 5% as follows: 1) young students and old students (41.20% and 

28.70% respectively), 2) male students and female students (44.20% and 31.10% 

respectively), 3) low GPA students and high GPA students (30.60% and 37.70% 

respectively), 4) low allowance students and high allowance students (28.80% and 

46.10% respectively), 5)3rd year students and 4th year students (39.80% and 27.50% 

respectively), 6)only-child students and having siblings students (42.90% and 32.60% 

respectively), 7) social science and business administration students  ( 43.90% and 

27.20% respectively), and 8) social science and science students ( 43.90% and 

27.10% respectively). 

 By using the second set of predictors in terms of situational factor, namely, 

peer role modelling, university experience, media influence and Family cultivation 

(Table 3.5), it was found that these predictors could predict Perceived Behavioral 

Control in the total group for 31.50% of accuracy. The important predictors in 

descending order were family cultivation, media influence, peer role modelling, and 

university experience, with beta value .32, .26, .14 and .08 respectively.   

The analysis results of 21 subgroups (Table 3.5) showed that the highest 

predictable group by these four variables of situational factor was only-child students 

with the predictive power of 41.70%.  The important predictors in descending order 

were family cultivation, media influence, and university experience, with beta value 

.48, .21 and .17 respectively.  The second highest predictable group was high 

allowance students with the predictive power of 39.40%. The important predictors 

were family cultivation, media influence, and peer role modelling with beta value .41, 

.24, and .13 respectively.  The least predictable group was high GPA students with the 

predictive power of 25.20%. The important predictors in descending order were 

family cultivation, media influence, and peer role modelling with beta value .31, .24 

and .11 respectively.  The predictive power range of the left subgroups was between 

26.90% and 37.80%      
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 Table 3.5 Multiple Regression Analysis on perceived behavioral control based on critical thinking (PER) predicted by psychological 

traits and situational factors 

 Group 
No. of 

cases 

Set 1:  Psychological trait (1-4) Set 2:  Situational factor (5-8) 
Set 3: Psychological trait and  

situational factor (1-8) 
% of 

Differe

nce 
%Predictio

n 
Predictors Beta value 

%Predictio

n 
Predictors Beta value 

%Predictio

n 
Predictors Beta value 

Total 

Young 

Old 

Male 

Female 

Low Gpa 

High Gpa 

Science 

Business Administration 

Social Science 

Low Education(Father) 

High Education(Father) 

Low Education(Mother) 

High Education(Mother) 

Low Allowance 

High Allowance 

First Generation 

Non-First Generation 

3rd Year 

4th Year 

Only Child 

Having Siblings 

622 

321 

301 

151 

471 

335 

287 

233 

124 

265 

308 

314 

304 

318 

376 

246 

390 

232 

394 

228 

130 

492 

34.4 

41.2 

28.7 

44.2 

31.1 

30.6 

37.7 

27.1 

27.2 

43.4 

33.9 

33.9 

35.7 

34.1 

28.8 

46.1 

35.4 

35.4 

39.8 

27.5 

42.9 

32.6 

1,4 

3,4 

1,4 

1 

1,4 

1,2 

1,4 

1 

1 

1,4 

1 

1,2 

1 

1,2 

1 

1,3 

1,4 

1,4,2 

1 

1,2,3 

1 

1,2 

.55, .09 

-.08, .06 

.47, .13 

.66 

.51, .10 

.50, .10 

.56, .12 

.51 

.51 

.60, .16 

.57 

.52, .11 

.59 

.51, .13 

.52 

.61, -.14 

.55, .11  

.48, -.12, .11 

.62 

.37, .15, -.14 

.64 

.51, .11 

31.5 

32.4 

31.6 

34.1 

31.1 

36.7 

25.2 

32.1 

37.8 

29.5 

36.0 

27.4 

32.7 

30.6 

28.4 

39.4 

33.5 

27.9 

36.0 

26.9 

41.7 

30.1 

8,7,5,6 

8,7,5 

7,8,5 

7,8 

8,7,5,6 

8,7,5,6 

8,7,5 

8,7 

8,7 

8,7,5 

8,7,6,5 

8,7,5 

7,8,6 

8,7,5 

7,8,6,5 

8,7,5 

8,7,5 

8,7,6 

8,7,5 

8,7,6 

8,7,6 

8,7,5 

.32, .26, .14, .08 

.39, .17, .16 

.33, .28, .11 

.43, .25 

.34, .22, .15, .10 

.34, .27, .16, .08 

.31, .24, .11 

.39, .29 

.47, .24 

.29, .23, .22 

.33, .28, .13, .10 

.30, .22, .16 

.34, .30, .11 

.34, .19, .18 

.28, .26, .14, .13 

.41, .24, .13 

.34, .27, .17 

.36, .23, .12 

.33, .26, .18 

.33, .27, .16 

.48, .21, .17 

.30, .28, .14 

42.7  

47.1 

40.2 

49.4 

41.6 

42.9 

41.5 

39.6 

42.2 

48.0 

45.0 

40.2 

45.6 

40.7 

39.0 

52.4 

45.2 

41.2 

49.2 

35.0 

53.4 

40.7 

1,7,8,5,2 

1,7,5,8,6 

1,7,8,5,2 

1,7 

1.7,8,5,2,6 

1,7,8,5,3 

1,7,5 

1,7,8 

8,1,7 

1,5,4 

1,7,8,5,6 

1,5,7 

1,7,5,8 

1,8,5,7,2 

1,7,5,3,6,2 

1,7,8,4 

 1,7,5,3,8,4 

1,7,8,6 

1,7,5,8,3 

1,8,7,2 

1,8,7,6 

1,7,5,8,2 

.37, .18, .13, .12, .07 

.48, .14, .13, .11, .08 

.27, .26, .13, .12, .11 

.52, .26 

.34, .17, .16, .15, .08, .07 

.35, .24, .17, .16, .09 

.53, .14, .11 

.31, .25, .24 

.32, .24, .21 

.55, .17, .13 

.36, .21, .16, .10, .09 

.47, .16, .16 

.43, .22, .11, .11 

.35, .15, .14, .12, .10 

.39, .26, .15, .14, .13, .10 

.44, .20, .18, .10   

.41, .22, .15, .14, .13, .09 

.42, .20, .14, .13 

.46, .21, .15, .12, .11 

.24, .22, .19, .18 

.42, .23, .20, .15 

.35, .19, .13, .10, .09 

8.3* 

5.9* 

8.6* 

5.2* 

10.5* 

6.2* 

3.8 

7.5* 

   4.4 

   4.1 

   9.0* 

6.3* 

9.9* 

6.6* 

10.2* 

6.3* 

9.8* 

5.8* 

9.4* 

7.5* 

10.5* 

8.1* 

Note: All beta values were statistical significance at the level of 0.5; * Difference was at least 5%.  

Predictors 

1 =                Future orientation and self-control 4 = Mental health 7 = Media influence 

2 = 

3 =    

Core self-evaluation 

Materialism 

5 = 

6 = 

Peer role modelling 

University experience 

8 = Family cultivation 
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       Comparing the amount of prediction among subgroups of the same category, it 

was found that there were eight pairs in which the differences were equal or more 

than 5% as follows : 1) low GPA students and high GPA students (36.70% and 

25.20% respectively), 2) low father’s education and high father’s education ( 36.00% 

and 27.40% respectively)  3) low allowance students and high allowance students 

(28.40% and 39.40% respectively), 4) first generation and non-first generation (33.50 

and 27.90 respectively) 5)3rd year students and 4th year students (36.00% and 26.90% 

respectively), 6)only-child students and having siblings students (41.70% and 30.10% 

respectively), 7) business administration and social science students  (37.80% and 

29.50% respectively), and 8) business administration and science students ( 37.80% 

and 32.10% respectively). 

By using the third set of predictors in terms of psychological trait and 

situational factor, named above, it was found that (Table 3.5) all 8 predictors could 

predict Perceived Behavioral Control in the total group with the predictive power of 

42.70%. The important predictors in descending order were future orientation and 

self-control, media influence, family cultivation, peer role modelling, and core self-

evaluation with beta value .37, .18, .13, .12, and .07 respectively.   

The analysis results of 21 subgroups (Table 3.5) showed that the highest 

predictable group by these eight variables was only-child students with the predictive 

power of 53.40%.  The important predictors in descending order were future 

orientation and self-control, family cultivation, media influence, and university 

experience with beta value .42, .23, .10 and .15 respectively.  The second highest 

predictable group was male students with the predictive power of 52.40%.  The 

important predictors in descending order were future orientation and self-control, and 

media influence with beta value .52, and .26 respectively.  The least predictable group 

was 4th year students with the predictive power of 35.00%. There were four important 

predictors as future orientation and self-control, family cultivation, media influence, 

and core self-evaluation with beta value .24, .22, .19, and .18 respectively.  The 

predictive power for the rest of the subgroups ranged between 39.00% and 49.20%.    

Comparing the amount of prediction among subgroups of the same category, it 

was found that there were seven pairs in which the differences were equal or more 

than 5% as follows : 1) young students and old students (47.10% and 40.20% 
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respectively), 2) male students and female students (49.40% and 41.60% 

respectively), 3) low allowance students and high allowance students (39.00% and 

52.40% respectively), 4)3rd year students and 4th year students (49.20% and 35.00% 

respectively), 5)only-child students and having siblings students (53.40% and 40.70% 

respectively), 6) social science and business administration students  (48.00% and 

42.20% respectively), and 7) social science and science students ( 48.00% and 

39.60% respectively). 

The results for this part of analysis in total sample supported the first 

hypothesis that the third set of predictors could predict Perceived Behavioral Control 

more than the first set or the second set of predictors for at least 5.00%.  The similar 

findings were found in seventeen subgroups but the important groups were low GPA 

students and science students. 

 

3.3 Multiple Regression Analysis on buying behavior based on Bloom’s 

Taxonomy predicted by psychological trait, situational factor, and 

psychological state 

In this part Multiple Regression Analysis in terms of enter and stepwise, were 

performed to pinpoint the important and prioritized predictors on two variables of 

buying behavior based on Bloom’s Taxonomy group, consisting of buying behavior 

based on critical thinking and supportive behavior. There were three sets of predictors 

as follows: The third set included eight variables, namely, future orientation and self-

control, core self-evaluation, materialism, mental health, peer role modelling, 

university experience, media influence, and family cultivation. The Fourth set 

consisted of two variables as attitude towards buying behavior based on critical 

thinking, and supportive behavior. The Fifth set was the combination between the 

third and the forth groups which consisted of ten variables in order to compare if the 

fifth set could yield the predictive power on each of the two of buying behavior based 

on Bloom’s Taxonomy more than the third or the forth set for at least 5%. The 

analysis results of dependent variables as outcome group were shown in Table 3.7 and 

3.9. 
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This data analysis would be estimated into total group and 21 subgroups which 

were divided by biographic history from Table 3.1 and the details are the same as the 

previous section. The results were as follows. 

 

3.3.1 Multiple Regression Analysis on buying behavior based on critical 

thinking predicted by psychological trait, situational factor, and 

psychological state  

Basic assumption test from Multiple Regression Analysis results showed 

each VIF value of predictors (Table 3.6) was less than 10.  Also, tolerance value of 

each predictor was more than 0.10 (Hair, Black, Babin, & Anderson, 2010).  It could 

be concluded that there were very few problems of collinearity. Further analysis can 

be investigated.    

  Table 3.6 VIF values and tolerance values of buying behavior based on 

critical thinking estimated by Multiple Regression Analysis 

Model 
Collinearity Statistics 

Tolerance VIF 

Future orientation and self-control 0.469 2.134 

Core self-evaluation 0.595 1.68 

Materialism 0.684 1.463 

Mental health 0.593 1.686 

Peer role modelling 0.795 1.258 

University experience 0.891 1.122 

Media influence 0.64 1.562 

Family cultivation 0.59 1.695 

Attitude towards behavior  0.403 2.479 

Perceived behavioral control  0.407 2.455 

 

By using the third set of predictors in terms of psychological trait and 

situational factor, named above, (Table 3.7), it was found that all eight variables could 

predict the variance of buying behavior based on critical thinking in the total group 

for 32.80 % of accuracy. The important predictors in descending order were media 

influence, future orientation and self-control, peer role modelling, family cultivation, 

core self-evaluation, and mental health with beta value .23, .19, .12, .11, .10 and .09 

respectively.   

The analysis results of 21 subgroups (Table 3.7) showed that the highest 

predictable group by these eight variables was male students with the predictive 
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power of 44.20%.  The important predictors in descending order were media 

influence, peer role modelling, and future orientation and self-control with beta value 

.31, .26  and .25 respectively. The second highest predictable group was high father’s 

educational background with the predictive power of 39.70%.  The important 

predictors in descending order were media influence, future orientation and self- 

control, core self-evaluation, family cultivation, peer role modelling, and materialism 

with beta value .25, .17, .15, .13, .13, and -.12 respectively. 

  The least predictable group was low’s father educational background with the 

predictive power of 26.60%. There were four important predictors in descending 

order were future orientation and self-control, media influence, mental health, and 

peer role modelling with beta value .28, .20, .13, and .12 respectively.  Their range of 

predictive for the rest of the subgroups power was between 28.80% and 39.40%.   

 Comparing the amount of prediction among subgroups of the same category, it 

was found that there were six pairs in which the differences were equal or more than 

5% as follows: 1) young students and old students (38.40% and 28.8% respectively), 

2) male students and female students (44.20% and 31.40% respectively), 3) low 

father’s education and high father’s education (26.60% and 39.70% respectively),  4) 

low mother’s educational background and high mother’s educational background 

(29.60% and 37.20% respectively), 5) science and business administration students ( 

39.40% and 29.50% respectively), and 6) science and social science students ( 

39.40% and 32.00% respectively). 

By using the fourth set of predictors in terms of psychological state, namely 

attitude towards behavior, perceived behavioral control (Table3.7), it was found that 

these two variables could predict direct buying behavior based on critical thinking in 

the total group as 43.30%. The important predictors in descending order were attitude 

towards behavior, and perceived behavioral control with beta value .37, and .33 

respectively.  
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 Table 3.7 Multiple Regression Analysis on buying behavior based on critical thinking (BUY) predicted by psychological traits 

,situational factor, and psychological states 
Group No. of 

cases 

Set 3: Psychological trait and  

situational factor (1-8) 

Set 4:   

Psychological State (9-10) 

Set 5:   Psychological trait, Situational factor, and 

Psychological State (1-10) 

% of 

Diffe

rence %Predicti

on 
Predictors Beta value 

%Predict

ion 
Predictors Beta value 

%Predict

ion 
Predictors Beta value 

Total 

Young 

Old 

Male 

Female 

Low Gpa 

High Gpa 

Science 

Business Administration 

Social Science 

Low Education(Father) 

High Education(Father) 

Low Education(Mother) 

High Education(Mother) 

Low Allowance 

High Allowance 

First Generation 

Non-First Generation 

3rd Year 

4th Year 

Only Child 

Having Siblings 

622 

321 

301 

151 

471 

335 

287 

233 

124 

265 

308 

314 

304 

318 

376 

246 

390 

232 

394 

228 

130 

492 

32.8 

38.4 

28,8 

44.2 

31.4 

34.4 

33.4 

39.4 

29.5 

32.0 

26.6 

39.7 

29.6 

37.2 

33.0 

35.4 

32.2 

36.1 

35.1 

30.5 

33.0 

34.1 

7,1,5,8,2,4 

7,1,2,8 

1,5,7,4 

7,5,1 

7,1,8,4,2,5 

7,8,2,5 

1,7,4 

7,1,8,5,2 

8,1 

1,7,2,5 

1,7,4,5 

7,1,2,8,5,3 

1,7,2,5 

7,1,3,5,2,8 

1,7,2,5 

7,8,4 

7,1,5,2 

3,8,7,2,1 

1,7,8,4,5 

7,2,1,5 

1,7,8 

7,2,1,5,8,3 

.23, .19, .12, .11, .10, .09 

      .30, .20, .18, .16 

      .25, .19, .18, .13 

      .31, .26, .25 

.22, .20, .15,.10, .10, .09 

      .23, .22, .20, .18 

      .33, .25, .15 

      .33, .17, .15, .14, .12 

      .29, .27 

      .26, .21, .16, .14 

      .28, .20, .13, .12 

 .25, .17, .15, .13, .13, -.12 

      .26, .25, .13, .12 

 .21, .16, -.15, .14, .14, .13 

      .29, .23, .17, .14 

      .30, .28, .21 

      .25, .24, .16, .15 

      -.22, .21, .20, .14, .13 

      .21, .20, .17, .14, .12 

      .28, .20, .19, .15 

      .30, .20, .19 

 .24, .16, .15, .14, .09, -.09 

43.3 

48.3 

38.9 

49.2 

42.1 

37.1 

49.9 

41.5 

44.4 

47.3 

42.1 

43.6 

44.0 

42.1 

44.2 

43.1 

43.3 

42.0 

46.0 

38.9 

38.4 

44.8 

9, 10 

9, 10 

10, 9 

10, 9 

10, 9 

9, 10 

10, 9 

10, 9 

9, 10 

9, 10 

10, 9 

10, 9 

10, 9 

9, 10 

9, 10 

10, 9 

10, 9 

9, 10 

10, 9 

9, 10 

9, 10 

10, 9 

.37, .33 

.42, .32 

.42, .24 

.40, .35 

.37, .32 

.40, .25 

.48, .27 

.44, .25 

.42, .29 

.37, .36 

.36, .32 

.37, .33 

.39, .30 

.36, .35 

.38, .32 

.45, .24 

.40, .30 

.37, .32 

.40, .32 

.36, .30 

.39, .27 

.40, .31 

48.9 

54.0 

43.0 

57.8 

45.5 

43.3 

53.5 

49.5 

49.0 

49.3 

44.1 

51.3 

45.7 

49.1 

48.1 

49.3 

46.5 

48.4 

49.7 

43.8 

42.2 

49.6 

9, 10, 7, 2, 5 

9, 10, 7, 2 

10, 9, 5, 3 

9, 10, 5 7 

10, 9, 7, 2 

9, 10, 2, 5,7 

10, 9, 7,4 

10, 7, 9, 2, 5 

9, 8 

10, 9, 7 

10, 9, 4 

10, 9, 7, 2, 3 

10, 9 

10, 9, 7, 3, 2 

9, 10, 2, 7 

10, 9, 7, 4 

10, 9, 7, 2 

10, 9, 7, 3 

10, 9, 8, 4, 3 

10, 9, 7, 2 

9, 8 

10, 9, 7, 3, 2,5 

.33, .27, .15, .12, .08 

.32, .28, .18, .14 

.38, .19, .14, -.12 

.33, .22, .20, .17 

.33, .26, .13, .11 

.30, .17, .16, .14, .10 

.45, .20, .15, .08 

.36, .23, .14, .12, .11 

.54, .24 

.35, .33, .10 

.36, .29, .10 

.31, .24,.19, .12, -.10 

.39, .30 

.29, .26, .16, -.13, .10 

.31, .29, .13, .12 

.39, .18, .17, .10 

.36, .23, .14, .11 

.29, .28, .14, -.14 

.36, .26, .10, .10, -.08 

.28, .24, .18, .12 

.49, .21 

.34, .21, .12, -.10, .09, .07 

5.6* 

5.7* 

4.1 

8.6* 

3.4 

6.2* 

3.6 

8.0* 

4.6 

2.0 

2.0 

7.7* 

1.7 

7.0* 

3.9 

6.2* 

3.2 

6.4* 

3.7 

4.9 

4.0 

4.8 

Note: All beta values were statistical significance at the level of 0.5; * Difference was at least 5%.  

Predictors 

1 =                Future orientation and self-control 5 = Peer role modelling 9 = Attitude towards behavior 

2 = 

3 =    

4 = 

Core self-evaluation 

Materialism 

Mental health 

6 = 

7 = 

8 = 

University experience 

Media influence 

Family cultivation 

10 = Perceived behavioral control  



89 

 

 

  The analysis results of 21 subgroups (Table 3.7) showed that the highest 

predictable group by these two variables was high GPA students with the predictive 

power of 49.90%.  The important predictors in descending order were perceived 

behavioral control, and attitude towards behavior with beta value .48, and .27 

respectively.  The second highest predictable group was male students with the 

predictive power of 49.20%.  The important predictors in descending order were 

perceived behavioral control, and attitude towards behavior with beta value .40, and 

.35 respectively.  The least predictable group was low GPA students with the 

predictive power of 37.10%. The important predictors were attitude towards behavior, 

and perceived behavioral control with beta value .40, and .25 respectively.  When 

considered the leftover subgroups, their range was between 38.40% and 48.30%.    

Comparing the amount of prediction among subgroups of the same category, it 

was found that there were six pairs in which the differences were equal or more than 

5% as follows: 1) young students and old students (48.30% and 38.90% respectively), 

2) male students and female students (49.20% and 42.10% respectively), 3) low GPA 

students and high GPA students (37.10% and 49.90% respectively), 4) science, and 

social science faculty (41.50 and 47.30% respectively). 5) 3rd year students and 4th 

year students (46.00% and 38.90% respectively), 6) only-child students and having 

sibling’s students (38.40% and 44.80% respectively),  

By using the fifth set of predictors in terms of psychological trait, situational 

factor, and psychological state, named above, it was found that (Table 3.7) all 10 

predictors could predict buying behavior based on critical thinking in the total group 

for 48.90%. The important predictors in descending order were attitude towards 

behavior, perceived behavioral control, media influence, core self-evaluation, and 

peer role modelling with beta value .33, .27, .15, .12 and .08 respectively. 

The analysis results of 21 subgroups (Table 3.7) showed that the highest 

predictable group by these 10 variables was male students with the predictive power 

of 57.80%.  The important predictors in descending order were attitude towards 

behavior, perceived behavioral control, peer role modelling, and media influence with 

beta value .33, .22, .20, and .17 respectively.  The second highest predictable group 

was young students with the predictive power of 54.00%.  The important predictors in 

descending order were attitude towards behavior, perceived behavioral control, media 
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influence, and core self-evaluation, with beta value .32, .28, .18, and .14 respectively.  

The least predictable group was only-child with the predictive power of 42.4%. The 

predictors in descending order were attitude towards buying, and family cultivation 

with beta value .49, and .21 respectively.  Their range of predictive for the rest of the 

subgroups power was between 43.00% and 53.50%.     

Comparing the amount of prediction among subgroups of the same category, it 

was found that there were six pairs in which the differences were equal or more than 

5% as follows: 1) young students and old students (54.00% and 43.00% respectively), 

2) male students and female students (57.80% and 45.50% respectively), 3) low GPA 

students and high GPA students (43.30% and 53.50% respectively), 4) low father’s 

educational background and high father’s educational background (44.10% and 

51.30% respectively),  5) 3rd year students and 4th year students  (49.70% ,and 43.80% 

respectively), and 6) only-child and having siblings ( 42.40% and 49.60% 

respectively). 

The results for this part of analysis supported the second hypothesis that the 

fifth set of predictors could predict buying behavior based on critical thinking more 

than the third set or the fourth set of predictors for at least 5.00%.  The similar 

findings were found in eight subgroups, namely, young students, male students, low 

GPA students, science students, high father’s educational background, high mother’s 

educational background, high allowance students, non-first generation. 

 

3.3.2 Multiple Regression Analysis on supportive behavior predicted by 

psychological trait, situational factor, and psychological state  

Basic assumption test from Multiple Regression Analysis results showed 

each VIF value of predictors (Table 3.8) was less than 10.  Also, tolerance value of 

each predictor was more than 0.10 (Hair, Black, Babin, & Anderson, 2010).  It could 

be concluded that there were very few problems of collinearity. Further analysis can 

be investigated.    
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  Table 3.8 VIF values and tolerance values of supportive behavior 

estimated by Multiple Regression Analysis 

Model 
Collinearity Statistics 

Tolerance VIF 

Future orientation and self-control 0.469 2.134 

Core self-evaluation 0.595 1.68 

Materialism 0.684 1.463 

Mental health 0.593 1.686 

Peer role modelling 0.795 1.258 

University experience 0.891 1.122 

Media influence 0.64 1.562 

Family Cultivation 0.59 1.695 

Attitude towards behavior  0.403 2.479 

Perceived behavioral control  0.407 2.455 

 

By using the third set of predictors in terms of psychological trait and 

situational factor, named above, it was found that (Table 3.9) all 8 predictors could 

predict supportive behavior in the total group with the predictive power of 33.40%. 

The important predictors in descending order were future orientation and self-control, 

family cultivation, university experience, and peer role modelling, with beta value .28, 

.22, .16 and .16 respectively.   

The analysis results of 21 subgroups (Table 3.9) showed that the highest 

predictable group by these eight variables was only-child students with the predictive 

power of 43.80%.  The important predictors in descending order were future 

orientation and self-control, family cultivation with beta value .38, and .31 

respectively.  The second highest predictable group was low GPA students with the 

predictive power of 40.90%.  The important predictors in descending order were 

future orientation and self-control, family cultivation, peer role modelling, university 

experience, and materialism with beta value .32, .27, .16, .15, and .09 respectively.  

The least predictable group was high GPA students with the predictive power of 

28.50%. There were four important predictors as future orientation and self-control, 

university experience, family cultivation, and peer role modelling with beta value .29, 

.17, .16, and .16 respectively.  The predictive power for the rest of the subgroups 

ranged between 29.70% and 38.80%.    

Comparing the amount of prediction among subgroups of the same category, it 

was found that there were four pairs in which the differences were equal or more than 
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5% as follows: 1) young students and old students (38.80% and 29.70% respectively), 

2) low GPA students and high GPA students (40.90% and 28.50% respectively), 3) 

low mother’s educational background and high mother’s educational background 

(37.10% and 30.80% respectively), 4)only-child students and having siblings students 

(43.80% and 30.80% respectively). 

By using the fourth set of predictors in terms of psychological state, namely 

attitude towards behavior, perceived behavioral control (Table3.9), it was found that 

these two variables could predict direct supportive behavior in the total group as 

45.60%. The important predictors in descending order were attitude towards behavior, 

and perceived behavioral control with beta value .37, and .35 respectively.   

The analysis results of 21 subgroups (Table 3.9) showed that the highest 

predictable group by these two variables was business administration students with 

the predictive power of 50.90%.  The important predictors in descending order were 

attitude towards behavior and perceived behavioral control with beta value .39, and 

.37 respectively.  The second highest predictable group were 2 subgroups. 1) high 

GPA students with the predictive power of 49.90%. The important predictors in 

descending order were perceived behavioral control, and attitude towards behavior 

with beta value .38 and .37 respectively. 2) only-child with the predictive power of 

49.90. The important predictors in descending order were perceived behavioral 

control, and attitude towards behavior with beta value .41 and .34 respectively. The 

least predictable group was science students with the predictive power of 37.60%. The 

important predictors were attitude towards behavior, and perceived behavioral control 

with beta value .40, and .26 respectively.  When considered the leftover subgroups, 

their range was between 41.50% and 49.10%. Comparing the amount of prediction 

among subgroups of the same category, it was found that there were eight pairs in 

which the differences were equal or more than 5% as follows: 1) low GPA students 

and high GPA students (42.50% and 49.90% respectively), 2) low father’s educational 

background and high father’s educational background (42.60% and 48.10 

respectively), 3) low mother’s educational background and high mother’s educational 

background (42.90% and 48.30% respectively),4) low allowance students and high 

allowance students (48.80 and 41.50% respectively), 5) first generation and non-first 

generation(43.60% and 49.10%)  6) 3rd year students and 4th  year students (47.80%  



93 

 

 

 Table 3.9 Multiple regression analysis on supportive behavior (SBB) predicted by psychological traits , situational factors,  

and psychological states 

 Group No. of 

cases 
Set 3: Psychological trait and  

situational factor (1-8) 

Set 4:   

Psychological State (9-10) 

Set 5:   Psychological trait, Situational factor, and  Psychological State  

(1-10) 

% of 

Differen
ce 

%Prediction Predictors Beta value %Prediction Predictors Beta value %Prediction Predictors Beta value 
 

Total 

Young 
Old 

Male 

Female 
Low GPA 

High GPA 

Science 
Business Administration 

Social Science 

Low Education(Father) 
High Education(Father) 

Low Education(Mother) 

High Education(Mother) 
Low Allowance 

High Allowance 

First Generation 
Non-First Generation 

3rd Year 
4th Year 

Only Child 

Having Siblings 

622 

321 
301 

151 

471 
335 

287 

233 
124 

265 

308 
314 

304 

318 
376 

246 

390 
232 

394 
228 

130 

492 

33.4 

38.8 
29.7 

31.2 

33.3 
40.9 

28.5 

35.2 
30.5 

34.4 

33.7 
33.7 

37.1 

30.8 
33.5 

35.9 

34.3 
33.0 

36.1 
31.2 

43.8 

30.8 

1,8,6,5 

1,8,6,5 
8,1,6,5 

1,6,5 

8,1,5,6 
1,8,5,6,3 

1,6,8,5 

1,8,5,6 
8 

1,6,8,5 

8,1,6,5 
1,5,8,6 

1,8,6,5 

1,8,5,6 
1,8,6,5 

8,1,5 

1,8,6,5 
1,8,6,5 

8,1,5,6,3 
1,6,8,5 

1,8 

1,8,6,5 

.28, .22, .16, .16 

.37, .21, .15, .14 

.22, .21, .19, .18 

.45, .17, .16 

.27, .24, .16, .15 

.32, .27, .16, .15, .09 

.29, .17, .16, .16 

.31, .22, .19, .16 

.52 

.32, .20, .16, .14 

.26, .22, .18, .11 

.33, .20, .17, .16 

.32, .20, .19, .13 

.23, .23, .19, .14 

.20, .19, .19, .18 

.30, .29, .11 

.25, .24, .17, .15 

.33, .18, .17, .17 

.28, .26, .20, .12, .09 

.31, .22, .15, .12 

.38, .31 

.26, .21, .17, .16 

45.6 

45.2 
46.3 

41.7 

46.1 
42.5 

49.9 

37.6 
50.9 

48.7 

42.6 
48.1 

42.9 

48.3 
48.8 

41.5 

43.6 
49.1 

47.8 
41.8 

49.9 

45.0 

9, 10 

9, 10  
10, 9 

10, 9 

9, 10 
9, 10 

10, 9 

9, 10 
9, 10 

10, 9 

9, 10 
10, 9 

9, 10 

9, 10 
9, 10 

10, 9 

9, 10 
9, 10 

9, 10 
10, 9 

10, 9 

9, 10 

.37, .35 

.40, .31 

.38, .34 

.38, .30 

.39, .34 

.37, .32 

.38, .37 

.40, .26 

.39, .37 

.41, .33 

42, .27 
.41, .33 

.36, .33 

.38, .37 

.41, .33 

.39, .29 

.37, .34 

.37, .37 

.41, .32 

.41, .27 

.41, .34 

.38, .33 

52.5 

53.2 
53.0 

48.5 

53.4 
52.6 

56.0 

47.6 
59.5 

54.9 

50.9 
54.9 

51.6 

54.1 
55.3 

49.8 

51.9 
53.9 

54.6 
50.6 

57.8 

51.7 

9, 10, 8, 6, 7, 4, 5 

9, 10, 8, 7, 6 
10, 9, 6, 7, 8, 5 

10, 9, 6 

9, 10, 8, 6, 7, 5, 4 
9, 10, 8, 1, 6, 7 

9, 10, 6, 4, 8 

9, 1, 5, 6, 10, 4 
9, 8, 10, 7 

10, 9, 6, 8, 4 

9, 8, 6, 10, 3 
10, 9, 6, 8, 7, 5, 4 

9, 10, 8, 6, 7 

9, 10, 8, 6, 3, 7 
9, 10, 7, 8, 6, 5 

10, 9, 8, 4, 6  

9, 10, 8, 6, 7, 4 
9, 10, 8, 6 

9, 10, 8, 7, 5, 6, 3 
10, 9, 6, 4, 1 

9, 10, 8, 3 

9, 10, 6, 8, 7, 5, 4 

.38, .29, .15, .12, -.11, -.08, .08 

.41, .22, .21, -.12, .10 

.36, .32, .15, -.12, .11, .09 

.41, .28, .18 

.41, .25, .18, .12, -.11, .08, -.07 

.32, .23, .21, .12, .12, -.11 

.39, .34, .14, -.13, .10 

.35, .21, .17, .16, .15, -.12 

.44, .26, .25, -.17 

.40, .29, .16, .11, -.10 

.43, .21, .16, .14, .10 

.38, .34, .13, .11, -.11, .10, -.09 

.35, .26, .18, .16, -.10 

.39, .33, .15, .10, .09, -.08 

.40, .29, -.14, .13, .11, .08 

.31, .30, .22, -.15, .09 

.38, .28, .18, .14, -.09, -.07 

.34, .33, .12, .10 

.40, .24, .22, -.10, .09, .09, .08 

.32, .30, .20, -.13, .12 

.36, .28, .23, 14 

.38, .30, .15, .14, -.11, .08, -.07 

6.9* 

8.0* 
6.7* 

6.8* 

7.3* 
10.1* 

6.1* 

10.0* 
8.6* 

6.2* 

8.3* 
6.8* 

8.7* 

5.8* 
6.5* 

8.3* 

8.3* 
4.8 

6.8* 
8.8* 

7.9* 

6.7* 

Note: All beta values were statistical significance at the level of 0.5; * Difference was at least 5%.  

Predictors 

1 =                Future orientation and self-control 5 = Peer role modelling 9 = Attitude towards Behavior  

2 = 

3 =    

4 = 

Core self-evaluation 

Materialism 

Mental health 

6 = 

7 = 

8 = 

University experience 

Media influence 

Family cultivation 

10 = perceived behavioral control  
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and 41.80% respectively), 7) science and business administration students (37.60% 

and 50.90% respectively), 8) science and social science students (37.60% and 48.70% 

respectively).  

By using the fifth set of predictors in terms of psychological trait, situational 

factor, and psychological state, named above, it was found that (Table 3.9) all 10 

predictors could predict supportive behavior in the total group for 52.50%. The 

important predictors in descending order were attitude towards behavior, perceived 

behavioral control, family cultivation, university experience, media influence, mental 

health, and peer role modelling with beta value .38, .29, .15, .12, -.11, -.08, and .08 

respectively. 

 The analysis results of 21 subgroups (Table 3.9) showed that the highest 

predictable group by these 10 variables was business administration students with the 

predictive power of 59.50%.  The important predictors in descending order were 

attitude towards behavior, family cultivation, perceived behavioral control, and media 

influence with beta value .44, .25 .15, and -.17 respectively.  The second highest 

predictable group was only-child with the predictive power of 57.80%.  The important 

predictors in descending order were attitude towards behavior, perceived behavioral 

control, family cultivation, and materialism with beta value .36, .28, .23, and .14 

respectively.  The least predictable group was science students with the predictive 

power of 47.60%. The predictors in descending order were attitude towards behavior, 

future orientation and self-control, peer role modelling, university experience, 

perceived behavioral control, and mental health with beta value .35, .21, .17, .16, .15, 

and -.12 respectively.  Their range of predictive for the rest of the subgroups power 

was between 48.50% and 56.00%.     

Comparing the amount of prediction among subgroups of the same category, it 

was found that there were four pairs in which the differences were equal or more than 

5% as follows: 1) low allowance students and high allowance students (55.30% and 

49.80% respectively), 2) only-child and having siblings (57.80% and 51.70% 

respectively), 3) science and business administration (47.60% and 59.50% 

respectively), 4) science and social science students (47.60% and 54.90% 

respectively). The result for this part of analysis in the total sample supported 
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hypothesis 2. The similar results were found almost in every subgroup except non-

generation.   

 

3.4 Path analysis results of buying behavior based on Bloom’s Taxonomy 

in undergraduate students 

The purpose for this part was to study direct and indirect effects of situational 

latent variable and psychological trait latent variable influencing on Buying Behavior 

Based on Bloom’s Taxonomy in Undergraduate Students latent variable via 

psychological state latent variable.   

By using latent model concept, there were four latent variables as follows as 

exogenous latent variables and endogenous latent variables.  The exogenous latent 

variables were divided into two groups, composed of 1) situational factor latent 

variable including four variables, namely, peer role modelling, university experience, 

media influence, family cultivation, 2) psychological trait latent variable including 

four variables, namely, future orientation and self-control, core self-evaluation, 

materialism and mental health.  On the other hand, endogenous latent variables were 

divided into two groups of variables composed of 1) psychological state latent 

variables including two variables; attitude towards behavior, and perceived behavioral 

control, 2) buying behavior based on Bloom’s Taxonomy in undergraduate students 

latent variables including two variables; buying behavior based on critical thinking 

and supportive behavior . 

Based the reviewed literature and interactionism model, the hypothetical path 

analysis model was constructed. Intercorrelational matrix and covariance were used as 

the primary data.  The maximum likelihood method was used to estimate values.   

 



96 

 

 

 

  Figure 3.1 Hypothetical path analysis model 

 

 Results from the analysis indicated that the hypothetical model did not fit. The 

model was adjusted until it was fit to the empirical data (details of analysis results 

were in Appendix C) leading to this hypotheses model was supported (Table 3.10 and 

Figure 3.2) (2 = 41.037, df = 28, p-value = 0.0533, RMSEA = 0.027, CFI = 0.995, 

TLI = 0.989, SRMR = 0.020).   

 

Table 3.10 Criteria for model fit 

Statistic Criteria Estimated value of model  

2 Statistical insignificance 2 =  41.037,  d f  =  28,  p -v a lu e  = 

0.0533 

RMSEA ≤ .05 0.027 

CFI ≥ .90 0.995 

TLI ≥ .90  0.989 

SRMR ≤ .06 0.020 
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 Figure 3.2 Result of causal relationship model of psychological trait, 

situational factor, and psychological state buying behavior based on Bloom’s 

Taxonomy in undergraduate students (n = 622 ) 

 

 Table 3.11 Estimated parameter values and statistic values relating to the 

causal relationship model of buying behavior Based on Bloom’s Taxonomy in 

undergraduate students 

Variables 

Estimated parameter Value 

Factor 

loading 

b 

(SE) 

Standardized 

factor 

loading (β) 

t 

Measurement model     

Matrix LX (Factor loading of Exogenous 

Variable) 

    

Psychological trait latent     

 Future orientation and self-control 1.000 .000 0.851 24.951*** 

 Core self-evaluation 0.356 .035 0.496 14.094*** 

 Materialism -0.531 .054 -0.515 -11.123*** 

Mental Health 0.374 .053 0.335    8.388*** 

Situation factor latent     

Peer role modelling 1.000 .000 0.492 14.221*** 

University experience 0.269 .095 0.142 2.928** 

Media influence 0.997 .107 0.648 16.669*** 

Family cultivation 1.390 .143 0.654 17.943*** 

Matrix LY (Factor loading of Endogenous 

Variable) 

    

Psychological state latent     

Attitude towards behavior 1.000 .000 0.849 56.143*** 

Perceived behavioral control 1.011 .040 0.860 58.290*** 
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 Estimated parameter Value 

Variables Factor 

loading 

b 

(SE) Standardized 

factor loading 

(β) 

t 

Buying Behavior Based on Bloom’s Taxonomy     

     Buying behavior based on critical thinking 1.000 .000 0.711 32.739*** 

     supportive behavior 0.834 .159 0.742 35.200*** 

Equation Model 

Matrix GA (Gamma) 

    

Psychological trait → Situational factor 0.260 .038 0.569 11.416*** 

Psychological trait → Psychological state 0.338 .052 0.456 7.892*** 

Situational factor → Psychological state 0.901 .123 0.556 9.161*** 

Psychological trait → Buying Behavior Based 

on Bloom’s Taxonomy 

0.095 .000 0.143 14.966*** 

Situational factor → Buying Behavior Based on 

Bloom’s Taxonomy 

0.535 .141 0.367  4.036*** 

Matrix BE (Beta)     

Psychological state → Buying Behavior 

Based on Bloom’s Taxonomy 

0.508 .086 0.566 6.339*** 

Matrix Interaction between variables 1 2 3 4 

1.Psychological trait  1.000    
2.Situational factor  0.569 1.000  

3.Psychological state  0.772 0.815 1.000  

4. Buying Behavior Based on 

Bloom’s Taxonomy 

 0.789 0.910 0.976 1.000 

Note:  * p<.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<.001 

 

From Table 3.11, For the measurement model of psychological trait latent 

variable, Future orientation and self-control variable displayed the highest factor 

loading in this group (standardized factor loading = 0.851), followed by, materialism 

(standardized factor loading = -0.515). The least factor loading in this group was 

mental health (standardized factor loading = 0.335).   

 For measurement model of situational factor latent (Table 3.11), it showed 

that family cultivation variable was the highest factor loading in this group 

(standardized factor loading = 0.654), followed by media influence (standardized 

factor loading = 0.648). The least factor loading in this group was university 

experience (standardized factor loading = 0.142). 

 For measurement model of psychological state latent (Table 3.11), it showed 

that perceived behavioral control variable had the highest factor loading in this group 

(standardized factor loading = 0.860), followed by attitude towards behavior 

(standardized factor loading = 0.849). 
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 For measurement model of buying behavior based on Bloom’s Taxonomy 

latent (Table 3.11), it showed that supportive behavior variable had the highest factor 

loading in this group (standardized factor loading = 0.742), followed by buying 

behavior based on critical thinking (standardized factor loading = 0.711). 

For path analysis model reporting total effect (TE), direct effect (DE), and 

indirect effect (IE) of Buying behavior based on Bloom’s Taxonomy in undergraduate 

students latent variable (Table 3.12 and Figure 3.2), it found that psychological trait 

latent variable had the highest TE to Buying behavior based on Bloom’s Taxonomy in 

undergraduate students  latent variable (TE = 0 .789), followed by situational factor 

latent variable (TE = 0.682), and psychological state latent variable (TE = 0.566).  For 

the direct effect, psychological state latent variable had the highest DE to Buying 

behavior based on Bloom’s Taxonomy in undergraduate students latent variable was 

(DE = 0 . 566), followed by situational factor latent variable (DE = 0 . 367), and 

psychological trait latent variable (DE = 0 . 143).  For IE, psychological trait latent 

variable had the highest IE to Buying behavior based on Bloom’s Taxonomy in 

Undergraduate Students latent variable (IE = 0 . 646), followed by situational factor 

latent variable (IE = 0 .314). The R-squared (R2) value of Buying behavior based on 

Bloom’s  Taxonomy in undergraduate students variable was 0.999. 

For path analysis model reporting total effect (TE), direct effect (DE), and 

indirect effect (IE) of psychological state latent variable (Table 3.12 and Figure 3.2), 

it found that the psychological trait latent variable had the highest TE to the 

psychological state latent variable (TE = 0 .772), followed by situational factor latent 

variable (TE = 0.556). Figure 3.2 showed R2 of buying behavior based on Bloom’s 

taxonomy latent (0.999), resulting in the correlation of psychological state latent 

variables and buying behavior based on  Bloom’s taxonomy latent variable (0.976). 
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Table 3.12 Direct and Indirect effects of situational factor, psychological trait, psychological state towards buying behavior based on 

Bloom’s Taxonomy (n=622) 

 
Cause variable Effect latent variables in model 

Situational factor Psychological state Buying behavior based on 

Bloom’s Taxonomy   

DE IE TE DE IE TE DE IE TE 

Psychological trait        

b 

0.260   - 0.260  0.338 0.234 0.572 0.095 0.429 0.524 

S.E.  0.038 -   0.038 0.052 0.034 0.051 0.000 0.046 0.046 

β  0.569  - 0.569  0.456 0.316 0.772 0.143 0.646 0.789 

Situational factor         

b 

   0.901  -  0.901  0.535 0.458 0.992 

S.E.     0.123 -   0.123 0.141 0.081 0.127 

β    0.556   -  0.556 0.367 0.314 0.682 

Psychological state       

b 

       0.508  - 0.508  

S.E.        0.086 -   0.086 

β       0.566  -  0.566  

Buying behavior 

based on Bloom’s 

Taxonomy   

b 

         

S.E.          
β          

R2 0.324 0.805 0.999 

Note: b (Factor loading), S.E (Standard Error), β (Standardized Factor loading), DE (Direct Effect), IE (Indirect 

Effect), TE (Total Effect 
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For the direct effect, the situational factor latent variable had the highest DE to 

the psychological state latent variable (DE = 0 .556), followed by psychological trait 

latent variable (DE = 0 .456).  And, psychological state latent variable had indirect 

effect towards psychological trait (IE = 0 . 316). The R-squared (R2) value of 

psychological state was 0.805.  

For path analysis model reporting total effect (TE), direct effect (DE), and 

indirect effect (IE) of situational factor latent variable (Table 3.12 and Figure 3.2), it 

found that the psychological trait latent variable had the highest TE to the situational 

factor latent variable (TE = 0.569) without IE from any latent variable. The R-squared 

(R2) value of situational factor. 

 

3.5 Three-Way ANOVA results of psychological trait, situational factor, 

psychological state, and buying behavior based on Bloom’s Taxonomy, 

based on Biosocial of Undergraduate Students 

In this part, the Three-Way Analysis of Variance was performed to analyze 

four groups of dependent variables in total sample as follows: 1) psychological trait 

included four variables ( future orientation and self-control, core self-evaluation,  

materialism, and mental health),  2) situational factor included four variables (peer 

role modelling, university experience, media influence, and family cultivation,  3) 

psychological state included two variables (attitude towards behavior, perceived 

behavioral control), and 4) buying behavior based on Bloom’s taxonomy ( buying 

behavior based on critical thinking, and supportive behavior), in which  the 

Biographic data of the samples were the Independent variables. Details are as 

following. 

3.5.1  Three-Way ANOVA results of psychological trait, situational factor, 

psychological state, and buying behavior based on Bloom’s 

Taxonomy, based on gender, GPA, and faculty  

In this part Three-Way ANOVA was established with three Independent 

variables as 1) Gender, including 151 male students (24.3%) and 471 female students 

(75.70%), 2) GPA composed of 335 low GPA students (53.90%) and 287 high GPA 
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students ( 46.10 %), and 3) Faculty, consisted of 233 science students (37.50%), 124 

business administration students (19.90%), and 265 social students (42.60%).  Details 

are as follows. 

Three-Way ANOVA results of buying behavior based on critical 

thinking based on gender, GPA, and faculty.  The results showed that GPA and 

faculty were main effect for buying behavior based on critical thinking (Table 3.13). 

Result from post hoc test indicated that high GPA students had more buying behavior 

based on critical thinking than low GPA students. For field of study, results from post 

hoc test in terms of Scheffe’s method (Table 26 in Appendix B), revealed that, 1) 

science students reported the highest amount of buying behavior based on critical 

thinking, and 2) business administration students reported the least amount of buying 

behavior based on critical thinking. Besides, there was no significant two-way and 

three-way interactions in these analyses.  

 

 Table 3.13 Three-Way ANOVA results of psychological trait, situational 

factor, psychological state, and buying behavior based on Bloom’s Taxonomy, based 

on gender, GPA, and faculty (Part 1), and mean comparisons . 

Note: *p < 0.05, **p < 0.01 and ***p < .001 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Group 

No. 

of 

cases 

F-Value 

Gender 

(A) 

GPA 

(B) 

Facult

y 

(C) 

AXB AXC BXC 
AXB

XC 

Buying behavior  622 
1.01 7.66** 5.53** 1.25 2.13 0.30 2.00 

supportive behavior 622 11.60*** 0.71 3.35* 1.48 1.53 0.64 0.27 

Attitude towards behavior   622 7.63** 5.71* 5.39** 0.50 1.98 0.94 0.78 

Perceived behavioral control  622 8.02** 8.16** 5.78** 2.12 1.32 3.64* 1.06 

Future orientation and self-control 622 31.83*** 20.99*** 7.89*** 0.84 2.47 1.44 0.62 

Core self-evaluation 622 9.15** 9.09** 3.24* 1.72 1.92 0.16 0.09 

Materialism 622 11.42*** 1.43 6.97** 1.74 2.00 0.18 2.60 

Mental health 622 0.78 9.24** 4.74** 3.95* 0.69 0.15 0.31 

Peer role modelling 622 2.09 3.46 2.64 4.20* 2.17 0.51 2.42 

University experience  622 1.06 2.49 2.22 0.22 1.58 1.40 1.52 

Media influence 622 7.87** 11.74*** 6.32** 2.97 3.30* 0.17 0.29 

Family Cultivation 622 11.39*** 2.64 2.65 0.42 1.85 0.72 0.28 
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(Part 2) 

Dependent 

Variables 

Independen

t Variables 

Comparing Average of Dependent Variables 

High value group Low value group 

Average SE 

95% 

CI 

Lower 

95% 

CI 

Upper 

Average SE 

95% 

CI 

Lower 

95% 

CI 

Upper 

Buying 

behavior 

based on 

Critical T 

Gender F=76.53 0.46 75.63 77.42 M=75.52 0.90 73.76 77.28 

GPA Hg=77.41 0.79 75.87 78.96 Lg=74.63 0.63 73.41 75.86 

Supportive 

behavior  

Gender F=52.24 0.37 51.51 52.96 M=49.48 0.72 48.07 50.90 

GPA Hg=51.20 0.63 49.96 52.44 Lg=50.52 0.50 49.53 51.51 

Attitude 

towards  

behavior  

Gender F=51.24 0.43 50.40 52.08 M=48.64 0.84 46.99 50.29 

GPA Hg=51.07 0.74 49.62 52.51 Lg=48.82 0.59 47.66 49.97 

Perceived 

behavioral 

control 

Gender F=60.17 0.42 59.34 61.00 M=57.54 0.83 55.91 59.17 

GPA Hg=60.18 0.73 58.75 61.61 Lg=57.53 0.58 56.39 58.66 

Future 

orientation 

and self-

control 

Gender F=80.12 0.55 79.04 81.20 M=73.27 1.08 71.14 75.39 

GPA Hg=79.47 0.95 77.61 81.34 Lg=73.91 0.76 72.43 75.40 

Core self-

evaluation 

Gender F=48.34 0.35 47.65 49.03 M=45.99 0.69 44.64 47.35 

GPA Hg=48.33 0.61 47.14 49.53 Lg=46.00 0.48 45.05 46.94 

Materialism Gender M=50.93 0.99 48.97 52.88 F=47.16 0.51 46.16 48.15 

GPA Lg=49.71 0.70 48.34 51.07 Hg=48.38 0.87 46.66 50.09 

Mental health 
Gender F=51.12 0.55 50.04 52.21 M=50.05 1.09 47.91 52.18 

GPA Hg=52.44 0.95 50.57 54.31 Lg=48.73 0.76 47.24 50.22 

Peer role 

modelling 
Gender F=60.85 0.46 59.95 61.75 M=59.39 0.90 57.63 61.16 

GPA Hg=61.06 0.79 59.51 62.61 Lg=59.18 0.63 57.95 60.42 

University 

experience 

Gender F=51.80 0.43 50.96 52.63 M=50.83 0.84 49.19 52.47 

GPA Lg=52.05 0.59 50.91 53.20 Hg=50.57 0.73 49.13 52.01 

Media 

influence 
Gender F=29.84 0.34 29.16 30.51 M=27.72 0.67 26.40 29.04 

GPA Hg=30.07 0.59 28.91 31.23 Lg=27.48 0.47 26.56 28.41 

Family 

cultivation 

Gender F=70.90 0.48 69.97 71.84 M=67.35 0.94 65.51 69.19 

GPA Hg=69.98 0.82 68.37 71.60 Lg=68.27 0.66 66.99 69.56 

Note: M=Male, F=Female, Lg= low GPA, hg=high GPA, SN=Science, BA=Business Administration, 

SC=Social science 

Three-Way ANOVA results of supportive behavior based on gender, 

GPA, and faculty.  The results showed that Gender and faculty were main effect for 

supportive behavior (Table 3.13). Result from post hoc test indicated that female 

students had more supportive behavior than male students. For field of study, results 

from post hoc test in terms of Scheffe’s method (Table 27 in Appendix B), revealed 

that social science students reported the least amount of supportive behavior. Besides, 

there was no significant two-way and three-way interactions in these analyses.  

Three-Way ANOVA results of attitude towards behavior based on 

gender, GPA, and faculty.  The results showed that Gender, GPA and faculty were 

main effect for attitude towards behavior (Table 3.13). Result from post hoc test 
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indicated that 1) female students had more attitude towards behavior than male 

students 2) high GPA students had more attitude toward behavior than low GPA 

students, 3) results from post hoc test in terms of Scheffe’s method (Table 28 in 

Appendix B), revealed that science students reported the highest amount of attitude 

towards behavior. Besides, there was no significant two-way and three-way 

interactions in these analyses. 

Three-Way ANOVA results of perceived behavioral control based on 

gender, GPA, and faculty.  The results showed that Gender, GPA and faculty were 

main effect for perceived behavioral control (Table 3.13). Result from post hoc test 

indicated that 1) female students had more perceived behavioral control than male 

students 2) high GPA students had more perceived behavioral control than low GPA 

students 3) results from post hoc test in terms of Scheffe’s method (Table 29 in 

Appendix B), revealed that science students reported the highest amount of perceived 

behavioral control. 

 Moreover, the interaction between GPA and faculty was found. Results from 

Scheffe’ test (Table 35 in Appendix B) revealed five significant pairs, but there were 

only three important pairs as follows: 1) Among social science, high GPA students 

reported more perceived behavioral control than low GPA students, 2) Among low 

GPA, business administration students reported more perceived behavioral control 

than social science students, 3) Among low GPA, science students reported more 

perceived behavioral control than social science students. In addition, there was one 

important result found, as; 1) social science students with low GPA reported the least 

amount of perceived behavioral control.  

Three-Way ANOVA results of future orientation and self-control based 

on gender, GPA, and faculty. The results showed that Gender, GPA and faculty 

were main effect for future orientation and self-control (Table 3.13). Result from post 

hoc test indicated that 1) female students had more future orientation and self-control 

than male students 2) high GPA students had more future orientation and self-control 

than low GPA students 3) results from post hoc test in terms of Scheffe’s method 

(Table 30 in Appendix B), revealed that science students reported the highest amount 

of future orientation and self-control. Besides, there was no significant two-way and 

three-way interactions in these analyses.  
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Three-Way ANOVA results of core self-evaluation based on gender, GPA, 

and faculty.  The results showed that Gender, GPA and faculty were main effect for 

core self-evaluation (Table 3.13). Result from post hoc test indicated that 1) female 

students had more core self-evaluation than male students 2) high GPA students had 

more core self-evaluation than low GPA students 3) results from post hoc test in terms 

of Scheffe’s method (Table 31 in Appendix B), revealed that science students 

reported the highest amount of core self-evaluation. Besides, there was no significant 

two-way and three-way interactions in these analyses.      

Three-Way ANOVA results materialism based on gender, GPA, and 

faculty.  The results showed that gender and faculty were main effect for materialism 

(Table 3.13). Result from post hoc test indicated that 1) male students had more 

materialism than female students 2) results from post hoc test in terms of Scheffe’s 

method (Table 32 in Appendix B), revealed that 1) business administration students 

reported the highest amount of materialism, 2) science students reported the least 

amount of materialism. Besides, there was no significant two-way and three-way 

interactions in these analyses. 

Three-Way ANOVA results of mental health based on gender, GPA, and 

faculty.  The results showed that GPA and faculty were main effect for mental health 

(Table 3.13). Result from post hoc test indicated that 1) high GPA students had more 

mental health than low GPA students 3) results from post hoc test in terms of 

Scheffe’s method (Table 33 in Appendix B), revealed that business administration 

students reported the least amount of mental health.  Moreover, the interaction 

between gender and GPA was found. Results from Scheffe’ test (Table 36 in 

Appendix B) revealed four significant pairs, but there were only two important pairs 

as follows: 1) Among high GPA, male students reported more mental health than 

female students, 2) Among male, high GPA students reported more mental health than 

low GPA students. In addition, there was one important result found, as; 1) male 

students with high GPA reported the highest amount mental health. 

 



106 

 

 

Three-Way ANOVA results of peer role modelling based on gender, GPA, 

and faculty. There was no main effect for peer role modelling. However, the 

interaction between gender and GPA was found (Table 3.13). Results from Scheffe’ 

test (Table 37 in Appendix B) revealed three significant pairs, but there were only two 

important pairs as follows: 1) Among low GPA, female students reported more peer 

role modelling than male students, 2) Among male, high GPA students reported more 

peer role modelling than low GPA students. In addition, there was one important 

result found, as; 1) male students with low GPA reported the least amount peer role 

modelling.  

Three-Way ANOVA results of media influence based on gender, GPA, 

and faculty.  The results showed that Gender, GPA and faculty were main effect for 

media influence (Table 3.13). Result from post hoc test indicated that 1) female 

students had more media influence than male students 2) high GPA students had more 

media influence than low GPA students 3 results from post hoc test in terms of 

Scheffe’s method (Table 34 in Appendix B), revealed that science students reported 

the highest amount of media influence. Moreover, the interaction between gender and 

faculty was found (Table 3.13). Results from Scheffe’ test (Table 38 in Appendix B) 

revealed eight significant pairs, but there were only four important pairs as follows: 1) 

Among male, science students reported more media influence than business 

administration students, 2) Among male, science students reported more media 

influence than social science students, 3) Among social science , female students 

reported more media influence  than male students, 4) Among business administration 

, female students reported more media  influence  than male students. 

Three-Way ANOVA results family cultivation based on gender, GPA, and 

faculty.  The results showed that gender was main effect for family cultivation (Table 

3.13). Result from post hoc test indicated that female students had more family 

cultivation than male students. Besides, there was no significant two-way and three-

way interactions in these analyses. 
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3.5.2  Three-Way ANOVA results of psychological trait, situational factor, 

psychological state, and buying behavior based on Bloom’s 

Taxonomy, based on age, mother’s educational background, and 

allowance  

In this part Three-Way ANOVA was established with three Independent 

variables as 1) Age, including 321 young students (51.60%) and 301 old students 

(48.40%), 2)  Mother’s educational background composed of 304 students who have 

mother with low education ( 48.90%) and 318 students who have mother with high 

education ( 51.10 %), and 3) Allowance, consisted of 376 low allowance students 

(60.50%) and 246 high allowance students (39.50%). Details are as follows. 

Three-Way ANOVA results of buying behavior based on critical thinking 

based on age, mother’s educational background, and allowance.   

The results showed that mother’s educational background was main effect for 

buying behavior based on critical thinking (Table 3.14). Result from post hoc test 

indicated that 1) high mother’s educational background students had more buying 

behavior based on critical thinking than low mother’s educational background 

students.      

Moreover, the interaction between age and mother’s education was found 

(Table 3.14). Results from Scheffe’ test (Table 39 in Appendix B) revealed three 

significant pairs, but there were only two important pairs as follows: 1) Among 

young, high mother’s educational background students reported more buying behavior 

based on critical thinking than low mother’s educational background students, 2) 

Among low mother’s educational background, old students reported more buying 

behavior based on critical thinking than younger students. In addition, there was one 

important result found, as; 1) young students who had mother with low educational 

background reported the least amount of buying behavior base on critical thinking.  

 Table 3.14 Three-Way ANOVA results of psychological trait, 

situational factor, psychological state buying behavior based on Bloom’s Taxonomy, 

based on age, mother’s educational background and allowance (Part 1), and mean 

comparisons . 

Group 
No. 

of 

F-Value 

Age Mother  Allowace AXB AXC BXC AXB
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Note: *p < 0.05, **p < 0.01 and ***p < .001 

 

(Part 2) 

Dependent 

Variables 

Independen

t Variables 

Comparing Average of Dependent Variables 

High value group Low value group 

Average SE 

95% 

CI 

Lower 

95% 

CI 

Upper 

Average SE 

95% 

CI 

Lower 

95% 

CI 

Upper 

Buying 

behavior 

based on 

Critical T 

Age O=76.41 0.57 75.29 77.54 Y=76.17 0.54 75.11 77.23 

Mother 

Edu 
Hm=77.19 0.53 76.15 78.24 Lm=75.39 0.58 74.25 76.53 

Allowance Lin=76.77 0.49 75.82 77.73 Hin=75.81 0.62 74.59 77.03 

Supportive 

behavior  

Age O=51.48 0.47 50.56 52.39 Y=51.22 0.44 50.36 52.08 

Mother 

Edu 
Hm=51.70 0.43 50.85 52.54 Lm=51.00 0.47 50.08 51.93 

Allowance Lin=51.70 0.40 50.93 52.48 Hin=51.00 0.50 50.01 51.98 

Attitude 

towards  

behavior   

Age Y=50.73 0.51 49.72 51.73 O=50.18 0.55 49.11 51.25 

Mother 

Edu 
Hm=50.97 0.51 49.97 51.96 Lm=49.94 0.55 48.85 51.02 

Allowance Lin=50.55 0.46 49.64 51.45 Hin=50.36 0.59 49.20 51.52 

Perceived 

behavioral 

control  

Age O=59.71 0.54 58.65 60.77 Y=59.09 0.51 58.09 60.09 

Mother 

Edu 
Hm=60.22 0.50 59.23 61.20 Lm=58.59 0.55 57.51 59.66 

Allowance Hin=59.64 0.58 58.49 60.78 Lin=59.17 0.46 58.27 60.07 

Future 

orientation 

and self-

control 

Age O=78.70 0.73 77.26 80.14 Y=77.47 0.69 76.12 78.82 

Mother 

Edu 
Hm=78.47 0.68 77.14 79.81 Lm=77.70 0.74 76.24 79.15 

Allowance Hin=78.33 0.79 76.78 79.88 Lin=77.84 0.62 76.62 79.06 

Core self-

evaluation 

Age O=48.04 0.45 47.16 48.92 Y=47.10 0.42 46.28 47.93 

Mother 

Edu 
Lm=47.63 0.45 46.74 48.53 Hm=47.51 0.42 46.70 48.33 

Allowance Lin=47.87 0.38 47.13 48.62 Hin=47.27 0.48 46.32 48.22 

Materialism 

 

Age Y=48.83 0.60 47.65 50.00 O=48.55 0.63 47.31 49.80 

Mother 

Edu 
Lm=48.80 0.64 47.53 50.06 Hm=48.58 0.59 47.43 49.74 

Allowance Hin=50.66 0.69 49.32 52.01 Lin=46.72 0.54 45.66 47.78 

Mental health 

Age O=51.33 0.70 49.95 52.71 Y=50.58 0.66 49.28 51.88 

Mother 

Edu 
Hm=51.38 0.65 50.11 52.66 Lm=50.52 0.71 49.13 51.92 

Allowance Lin=51.46 0.60 50.29 52.63 Hin=50.45 0.76 48.96 51.94 

Peer role 

modelling 

 

Age O=60.50 0.58 59.37 61.64 Y=60.27 0.55 59.20 61.35 

Mother 

Edu 
Hm=61.14 0.54 60.08 62.19 Lm=59.64 0.59 58.49 60.79 

Allowance Hin=60.43 0.63 59.20 61.65 Lin=60.35 0.49 59.39 61.32 

University 

experience 

Age O=52.41 0.52 51.39 53.42 Y=49.68 0.49 48.73 50.64 

Mother Lm=52.29 0.52 51.27 53.32 Hm=49.79 0.48 48.86 50.73 

case

s 

(A) (B) (C) XC 

Buying behavior  622 0.09 5.23* 1.49 8.18** 0.19 2.95 0.35 

Supportive behavior 622 0.16 1.18 1.22 0.91 0.92 1.54 0.77 

Attitude towards behavior   622 0.53 1.88 0.06 1.49 0.71 0.18 0.09 

Perceived behavioral control  622 0.70 4.83* 0.41 1.14 2.34 1.58 0.63 

Future orientation and self-control 622 1.50 0.60 0.24 1.22 3.16 0.16 1.15 

Core self-evaluation 622 2.33 0.04 0.96 1.60 0.16 0.02 0.49 

Materialism 622 0.10 0.06 20.50*** 1.23 0.31 6.17* 0.01 

Mental health 622 0.60 0.79 1.11 0.01 0.39 0.05 3.16 

Peer role modelling 622 0.08 3.54 0.01 1.59 0.43 0.02 1.22 

University experience  622 14.79*** 12.46*** 11.44*** 0.48 0.05 0.00 2.37 

Media influence 622 3.51 3.63 6.75* 1.74 0.59 1.41 0.34 

Family Cultivation 622 1.29 6.08* 0.85 1.18 0.02 2.49 1.26 
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Edu 

Allowance Lin=52.24 0.44 51.38 53.10 Hin=49.85 0.56 48.75 50.94 

Media 

influence 

 

Age Y=29.53 0.41 28.72 30.33 O=28.41 0.44 27.55 29.26 

Mother 

Edu 
Hm=29.54 0.40 28.75 30.33 Lm=28.40 0.44 27.53 29.27 

Allowance Lin=29.75 0.37 29.02 30.47 Hin=28.19 0.47 27.27 29.12 

Family 

cultivation 

Age O=70.30 0.61 69.11 71.49 Y=69.35 0.57 68.24 70.47 

Mother 

Edu 
Hm=70.85 0.56 69.75 71.95 Lm=68.80 0.61 67.60 70.01 

Allowance Lin=70.21 0.51 69.20 71.22 Hin=69.44 0.65 68.16 70.73 

Note: Y=Young students, O=Old students, Lm= Low mother’s education, Hm=High mother’s 

education, Lin=Low allowance, Hin=High allowance  

 

Three-Way ANOVA results of perceived behavioral control based on 

critical thinking based on age, mother’s educational background, and allowance.    

The results showed that mother’s education was main effect for perceived behavioral 

control (Table 3.14). Result from post hoc test indicated that 1) high mother’s 

education students had more perceived behavioral control than low’s mother 

education students. Besides, there was no significant two-way and three-way 

interactions in these analyses.  

Three-Way ANOVA results of materialism based on age, mother’s 

educational background, and allowance 

The results showed that allowance was main effect for materialism (Table 

3.14). Result from post hoc test indicated that 1) high allowance students had more 

materialism than low allowance students. 

Moreover, the interaction between mother’s educational background and 

allowance was found (Table 3.14). Results from Scheffe’ test (Table 40 in Appendix 

B) revealed four significant pairs, but there were only two important pairs as follows: 

1) Among high allowance, low mother’s educational background students reported 

more materialism than high mother’s education students, 2) Among low mother’s 

educational background, high allowance students reported more materialism than low 

allowance students. In addition, there was one important result found, as: 1) high 

allowance students who had mother with low educational background reported the 

least amount of materialism. 

 Three-Way ANOVA results of university experience based on age, 

mother’s educational background, and allowance.  The results showed that age, 
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mother’s educational background, and allowance were main effect for university 

experience (Table 3.14). Result from post hoc test indicated that 1) old students had 

more university experience than young students, 2) low mother’s educational 

background students had more university experience than high mother’s educational 

background students, and 3) low allowance students had more university experience 

than high allowance students.  Besides, there was no significant two-way and three-

way interactions in these analyses. 

Three-Way ANOVA results of media influence based on age, mother’s 

educational background, and allowance.  The results showed that allowance was 

main effect for media influence (Table 3.14). Result from post hoc test indicated that 

1) low allowance students had more media influence than high allowance students. 

Besides, there was no significant two-way and three-way interactions in these 

analyses.     

Three-Way ANOVA results of family cultivation based on age, mother’s 

educational background, and allowance.  The results showed that mother’s 

education was main effect for family cultivation (Table 3.14). Result from post hoc 

test indicated that 1) high mother’s educational background students had more family 

cultivation than low mother’s educational background students. Besides, there was no 

significant two-way and three-way interactions in these analyses.   

3.5.3 Three-Way ANOVA results of psychological trait, situational factor, 

psychological state, and buying behavior based on Bloom’s 

Taxonomy, based on 1st generation, year, and father’s educational 

background 

In this part Three-Way ANOVA was established with three Independent 

variables as 1) 1st generation, including 390 1st generation of undergraduate students 

of family (62.70%) and 232 non first generation students (37.30%), 2) Year composed 

of 394 3rd  year students ( 63.30%) and 228 4th year students ( 36.70 %),  and 3) 

Father’s educational background, consisted of 308 students who have father with low 

educational background (49.50%) and 314 students who have father with high 

educational background(50.50%) .Details are as follows. 
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Three-Way ANOVA results of buying behavior based on critical 

thinking based on 1st generation, Year, and Father’s educational background  

The results showed that 1st generation was main effect for buying 

behavior based on critical thinking. Result from post hoc test indicated that 1) non-

first generation students had more buying behavior based on critical thinking than 1st 

generation students. Two-Way and Three-Way interactions on buying behavior based 

on critical thinking were not found in any groups.  

 

 Table 3.15 Three-Way ANOVA results of psychological trait, 

situational factor, psychological state, and buying behavior based on Bloom’s 

Taxonomy, based on 1st Gen, Year, and Father’s educational background (Part 1), 

and mean comparisons. 

 

Note: *p < 0.05, **p < 0.01 and ***p < .001 

  

(Part 2) 

Dependent 

Variables 

Independen

t Variables 

Comparing Average of Dependent Variables 

High value group Low value group 

Average SE 

95% 

CI 

Lower 

95% 

CI 

Upper 

Average SE 

95% 

CI 

Lower 

95% 

CI 

Upper 

Buying 

behavior 

based on 

Critical T 

1st Gen N=77.62 0.74 76.17 79.07 1st=75.83 0.52 74.82 76.85 

Year 3rd=76.78 0.54 75.72 77.84 4th=76.68 0.72 75.26 78.10 

Father Edu Hf=77.20 0.55 76.12 78.28 Lf=76.26 0.71 74.85 77.66 

Supportive 

behavior 

1st Gen N=51.77 0.59 50.61 52.94 1st =51.40 0.42 50.58 52.22 

Year 4th=51.98 0.58 50.84 53.12 3rd =51.20 0.44 50.34 52.05 

Father Edu Hf=52.09 0.44 51.21 52.96 Lf=51.09 0.58 49.96 52.22 

Attitude 

towards  

behavior 

1st Gen N=51.36 0.69 50.01 52.72 1st =49.74 0.48 48.79 50.69 

Year 4th =50.79 0.67 49.47 52.11 3rd =50.31 0.50 49.32 51.30 

Father Edu Hf=51.18 0.52 50.17 52.19 Lf=49.93 0.67 48.62 51.23 

Group 

No. 

of 

cases 

F-Value 

1st Gen 

(A) 

Year 

(B) 

Father 

E 

(C) 

AXB AXC BXC 
AXB

XC 

Buying behavior   622 3.92* 0.01 1.10 0.23 0.02 0.41 0.74 

Supportive behavior 622 0.26 1.17 1.87 1.01 0.40 0.04 0.46 

Attitude towards behavior   622 3.72 0.32 2.21 0.31 5.72* 0.00 2.12 

Perceived behavioral control  622 1.35 0.31 3.21 3.06 0.48 0.00 1.12 

Future orientation and self-control 622 0.36 0.80 3.00 1.24 0.32 0.11 2.47 

Core self-evaluation 622 1.08 3.85* 0.21 2.43 0.74 0.04 0.08 

Materialism 622 2.22 0.07 0.61 0.02 0.36 0.03 0.00 

Mental health 622 0.38 0.00 0.10 1.60 1.25 0.10 0.30 

Peer role modelling 622 7.14** 0.96 0.00 0.75 0.03 2.33 0.00 

University experience  622 23.64*** 0.06 2.61 0.03 0.06 0.10 2.27 

Media influence 622 2.66 4.10* 0.29 0.24 0.87 0.07 0.33 

Family Cultivation 622 0.67 0.00 3.13 0.25 0.00 0.60 0.46 
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Perceived 

behavioral 

control 

1st Gen N=60.11 0.69 58.76 61.46 1st=59.13 0.48 58.18 60.08 

Year 4th =59.85 0.67 58.53 61.18 3rd =59.39 0.50 58.40 60.38 

Father Edu Hf=60.37 0.51 59.36 61.38 Lf=58.87 0.67 57.56 60.17 

Future 

orientation 

and self-

control 

1st Gen N=78.87 0.93 77.04 80.70 1st =78.19 0.66 76.90 79.47 

Year 4th=79.04 0.91 77.25 80.83 3rd =78.02 0.68 76.68 79.36 

Father Edu Hf=79.52 0.70 78.15 80.88 Lf=77.54 0.90 75.77 79.31 

Core self-

evaluation 

1st Gen 1st =48.35 0.40 47.56 49.13 N=47.62 0.57 46.51 48.74 

Year 4th =48.67 0.56 47.57 49.76 3rd =47.30 0.42 46.48 48.12 

Father Edu Lf=48.14 0.55 47.06 49.23 Hf=47.83 0.43 46.99 48.66 

Materialism 

 

1st Gen N=48.81 0.83 47.18 50.43 1st =47.30 0.58 46.16 48.44 

Year 4th =48.19 0.81 46.60 49.78 3rd =47.92 0.61 46.73 49.11 

Father Edu Hf=48.45 0.62 47.23 49.66 Lf=47.66 0.80 46.09 49.23 

Mental health 

1st Gen N=51.73 0.90 49.96 53.49 1st =51.05 0.63 49.81 52.29 

Year 4th =51.40 0.88 49.67 53.12 3rd =51.38 0.66 50.09 52.68 

Father Edu Lf=51.56 0.87 49.85 53.27 Hf=51.21 0.67 49.89 52.53 

Peer role 

modelling 

 

1st Gen N=61.85 0.74 60.40 63.30 1st =59.44 0.52 58.42 60.46 

Year 3rd =61.09 0.54 60.03 62.15 4th =60.21 0.72 58.79 61.62 

Father Edu Hf=60.65 0.55 59.57 61.73 Lf=60.64 0.71 59.24 62.04 

University 

experience 

 

1st Gen 

 

1st =52.79 

 

0.47 

 

51.86 

 

53.71 

 

N=48.81 

 

0.67 

 

47.49 

 

50.12 

Year 4th =50.90 0.66 49.61 52.19 3rd =50.69 0.49 49.73 51.66 

Father Edu Lf=51.46 0.65 50.19 52.73 Hf=50.14 0.50 49.15 51.12 

Media 

influence 

 

1st Gen N=29.75 0.56 28.65 30.85 1st =28.63 0.39 27.86 29.41 

Year 3rd =29.88 0.41 29.08 30.69 4th =28.50 0.55 27.42 29.57 

Father Edu Hf=29.38 0.42 28.55 30.20 Lf=29.01 0.54 27.94 30.07 

Family 

cultivation 

1st Gen N=70.63 0.78 69.11 72.15 1st =69.85 0.55 68.78 70.92 

Year 4th =70.24 0.76 68.76 71.73 3rd =70.23 0.57 69.12 71.35 

Father Edu Hf=71.08 0.58 69.94 72.22 Lf=69.40 0.75 67.93 70.88 

Note: 1st =First generation, N=non-first generation ,3rd = Third year students ,4th = Fourth year 

students, Lf= Low father’s education, Hf= High father’s education 

Three-Way ANOVA results of attitude towards behavior based on 1st 

generation, Year, and Father’s educational background    

  There was no main effect for attitude towards buying behavior based on 

critical thinking. However, the interaction between 1st generation and father’s 

education was found (Table 3.15). Results from Scheffe’ test (Table 41 in Appendix 

B) revealed two significant pairs, but there were only one important pair as follows: 

1) Among non-first generation, high father’s education students reported more 

attitude towards behavior than low father’s education students. In addition, there was 

one important result found, as; 1) non-first generation students who had father with 

high educational background reported the highest amount of attitude towards 

behavior.  

Three-Way ANOVA results of core self-evaluation based on 1st 

generation, Year, and Father’s educational background The results showed that 

year was main effect for core self-evaluation (Table 3.15). Result from post hoc test 

indicated that 1) 4th year students had more core self-evaluation than 3rd year students. 



113 

 

 

Two-Way and Three-Way interactions on core self-evaluation were not found in any 

groups.     

Three-Way ANOVA results of peer role modelling based on 1st 

generation, Year, and Father’s educational background The results showed that 

1st generation was main effect for peer role modelling (Table 3.15). Result from post 

hoc test indicated that 1) 1st generation students had more peer role modelling than 

non-first generation students. Two-Way and Three-Way interactions on buying 

behavior based on critical thinking were not found in any groups. 

Three-Way ANOVA results of university experience based on 1st 

generation, Year, and Father’s educational background  The results showed that 

1st generation was main effect for experience from place of education (Table 3.15). 

Result from post hoc test indicated that 1) 1st generation students had more university 

experience than non-first generation students.  Besides, there was no significant two-

way and three-way interactions in these analyses.  

Three-Way ANOVA results of media influence based on 1st generation, 

Year, and Father’s educational background. The results showed that year was 

main effect for media influence (Table 3.15). Result from post hoc test indicated that 

1) 3rd year students had more media influence than 4th year students. Besides, there 

was no significant two-way and three-way interactions in these analyses.



 

 

   

CHAPTER 4 

 

CONCLUSION AND DISCUSSION 

  This thesis is a quantitative research in the form of Correlational Comparative 

Study. The first objective is to indicate important predictors and predictive percentage 

of psychological traits and situational factors related to Buying Behavior Based on 

Bloom’s Taxonomy in Undergraduate Students. The second objective is to examine 

the direct and indirect influences of situations and psychological traits on Buying 

Behavior Based on Bloom’s Taxonomy in Undergraduate Students. This research has 

three hypotheses. Different types of statistics were used to analyze data: 1) Enter and 

Stepwise Multiple Regression analysis to test Hypothesis 1 and 2 and 3) Path analysis 

to test Hypothesis 3. 

4.1  Summary and discussion of the results in relation to the hypotheses  

 As the data analysis was detailed in Chapter 3, this chapter will summarize the 

results according to the hypotheses. Hypotheses 1 and 2 were tested with Enter and 

Stepwise Multiple Regression analysis as they are based on Interactionism Theory 

(Endler and Magnusson, 1977) whereby an integration of multiple causal variables, 

both situational and psychological traits, can explain the behavior of a person better 

than any particular type of predictors. In this research, we set the predictive 

percentage of at least 5% difference. 

4.1.1 Summary and discussion of Hypothesis 1   

 Hypothesis 1 states that “Set 3, consisted of variables from set 1 psychological 

traits ( future orientation and self- control, core self-evaluation, materialism, and 

mental health), together with variables from set 2 situational factors variables (peer 

role modelling, university experience, media influence and family cultivation), with 

the total of 8 variables can predict the attitude towards behavior or perceived 
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behavioral control better than the predictors from either set 1 or set2  alone for at least 

5% of difference”.  

 The data analyses on attitude towards behavior indicated that this hypothesis 

was supported both in the total group and 19 subgroups. In the total group, set 1 

psychological trait predictors, it was found that future orientation and self-control, 

mental health, and materialism were important predictors respectively that could 

predict attitude towards behavior for 35.8%. As for set 2 situational predictors, it was 

found that family cultivation, media influence, and peer role modelling were 

important predictors respectively that could predict attitude towards behavior for 

31.8%. As for set 3 psychological trait and situational predictors, it was found that 

future orientation and self-control, media influence, mental health, family cultivation, 

and peer role modelling were important predictors respectively that could predict 

attitude towards academic identity for 43.3%. It can be concluded that set 3 predictors 

could predict attitude towards behavior better than set 1 or set 2 alone for 7.5% 

(Figure 4.1). 

 

 Figure 4.1 Results of the prediction for Attitude towards behavior using 

the psychological traits and situational factors as predictors 
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  Set 3 data analysis, psychological traits together with situations, revealed that 

future orientation and self-control was the most important predictor for attitude 

towards behaviors with beta .36. This finding supports the research results of Bualar 

(2018) which was the study of psychological characteristics and situational factors as 

correlates of study engagement behavior of the first-generation university students 

revealed that future orientation and self-control was the most important predictor for 

the with beta of .42. The finding also supports the research results of Saeng-ngam 

(2017) which was the study of The Causal Factors of Respect and Citizenship in 

Undergraduate Students. The findings revealed that future orientation and self-control 

was the most important predictor for attitude towards respectful behavior with beta of 

.57. 

 It was also found that media influence was the second most important 

predictor for attitude towards behavior. This finding supports the research results of 

Kalapak (2007) which was the study of Integration of Family, School, Media and 

Psychological Characteristics as Correlates of Gentlemen Like Behavior of Male 

Vocational Students. It was found that useful information from mass media is the first 

most important predictor with beta of .28.  

The data analysis of perceived behavioral control revealed that the hypothesis 

1 was supported both in the total group and other 18 subgroups. In the total group, for 

Set 1 predictors (psychological traits), it was found that future orientation and self-

control, and mental health were important predictors respectively that could predict 

perceived behavioral control for 34.4%. As for Set 2 situational predictors, it was 

found that family cultivation, media influence, peer role modelling, and university 

experience were important predictors respectively that could predict perceived 

behavioral control for 31.5%. As for Set 3 predictors (psychological traits and 

situation factors), it was found that future orientation and self-control, media 

influence, family cultivation, peer role modelling, and core self-evaluation were 

important predictors respectively that could predict perceived behavioral control for 

42.7%. It can be concluded that set 3 predictors could predict perceived behavioural 

control better than set 1 or set 2 alone for 8.3% (Figure 4.2). 

 For set 3, the data analysis, psychological traits together with situational 

factors, revealed that future orientation and self-control was the most important 
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predictor for perceived behavioral control with beta .37. This finding supports the 

research results of Sawatthaisong (2006) which was the study of Integration of 

Family, School, Religion, and Psychological Characteristics as Correlates of Buddhist 

Religious Behavior of Junior High School Students. The research findings revealed 

that future orientation and self-control is the first most important predictor for the 

behavioral control related to Buddhist practices with beta of .28. The finding also 

supports the research results of Praneetwatakul (2017) which was the study of socio-

psychological factors related to preventive behaviors against diseases in daily life in 

Bachelor’s degree students. The findings revealed that future orientation and self-

control was the most important predictor for perceived behavioral control on 

communicable disease preventive behavior in daily life with beta of .35. 

 

 Figure 4.2 Results of the prediction for perceived behavioral control using 

the psychological traits and situational factors as predictors 
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It was also found that media influence was the second most important predictor 

for perceived behavioral control which supports the results of Praneetwatakul (2017) 

which was the study of socio-psychological factors related to preventive behaviors 

against diseases in daily life in Bachelor’s degree students. The findings revealed that 

media influence was the third predictor in 2 subgroups (first child of the family, and 

student who lived with the family) for perceived behavioral control on communicable 

disease preventive behavior in daily life with beta of .35. 

4.1.2 Summary and discussion of Hypothesis 2 

Hypothesis 2 stated that “Set 5 all variables, consisted of 8 variables in terms 

of psychological trait variables and situational factor variables from set 3 (future 

orientation and self-control, core self-evaluation, materialism, mental health, peer role 

modelling, university experience, media influence, and family cultivation) together 

with 2 psychological state variables from set 4 (attitude towards behavior and 

perceived behavioral control), with the total of 10 variables can predict buying 

behavior based on critical thinking or supportive behavior better than the predictors 

from either set 3 or set 4 alone for at least 5% of difference. 

 The data analyses of buying behavior based on critical thinking revealed that 

the hypothesis 2 was supported both in the total group and other 8 subgroups. In the 

total group, for Set 3 psychological trait and situational factors as predictors, it was 

found that media influence, future orientation and self-control, peer role modelling, 

family cultivation, core self-evaluation, and mental health were important predictors 

respectively that could predict buying behavior based on critical thinking for 32.8%. 

As for Set 4 psychological state as predictors, it was found that attitude towards 

behavior and perceived behavioral control were important predictors respectively that 

can predict buying behavior based on critical thinking for 43.3%. As for Set 5 all 

predictors (psychological traits, situational factors, and psychological states), it was 

found that attitude towards behavior, perceived behavioral control, media influence, 

core self-evaluation and peer role modelling were important predictors respectively 

that could predict buying behavior based on critical thinking for 48.9%. It can be 

concluded that set 5 predictors could predict critical thinking better than set 3 or set 4 

alone for 5.6% (Figure 4.3). 
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 For set 5, data analysis, revealed that attitude towards behavior was the first 

most important predictor for buying behavior based on critical thinking. Many 

previous studies also indicated that attitude towards behavior was the important 

predictor of individual’s ability related to thinking, for example, research results of 

Bichitanonda (2003) was the study of Smart Eating Choice of Late adolescents. It was 

found that favorable attitude towards smart eating choice was the first important 

predictor for smart chocing behavior with beta of .25. The finding also supports the 

research results of Promlukkano (2006) which was the study Antecedent and 

Consequences Concerning Student Health Behaviors of Late Adolescents in Health 

Promoting Schools Project. The findings reveal that favorable attitudes toward health 

behavior was the second predictor smart eating choice behavior with beta of .20. 

It was also found that perceived behavioural control was the second important 

predictor for buying behaviour based on critical thinking which supports the results of 

Sawatthaisong (2006) which was the study of Integration of Family, School, Religion, 

The research findings revealed that perceived behavioral control related to Buddhist 

practices was  the second predictor for Benjadrama behavior with beta of .24.

 

 Figure 4.3 Results of the prediction for buying behavior based on critical 

thinking using the psychological traits, situational factors and psychological states as 

predictors 
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The finding also supports the research results of Saesiew (2007) which studied 

The Psychological Adjustment and Situational Conditions as Correlates of The 

Quality Of Life In Midlife Adulthood. It was found that perceived behavioral control 

in managing stress from career, family and life was the thrid predictor for quality of 

life in the aspects of career, family, social life with beta of .20 

 The data analyses of supportive behavior revealed that the hypothesis 2 was 

supported both in the total group and other 20 subgroups. (Table 3.9). In the total 

group, set 3 psychological trait and situational factors as predictors, it was found that 

future orientation and self-control, family cultivation, university experience, and peer 

role modelling were important predictors respectively that could predict supportive 

behavior for 33.4%. As for Set 4 psychological states as predictors, it was found that 

attitude towards behavior, and perceived behavioral control were important predictors 

respectively that could predict supportive buyoing behavior for 45.6%. As for Set 5 

all predictors, it was found that attitude towards behavior, perceived behavioral 

control, family cultivation, university experience, media influence, mental health, and 

peer role modelling were important predictors respectively that could predict 

supportive behavior for 52.5%. It can be concluded that set 5 predictors can predict 

supportive behavior better than set 3 or set 4 alone for 6.9% (Figure 4.4). 

 For set 5, data analysis revealed that attitude towards behavior was the first 

predictor for supportive behavior. This finding supports the research results of 

Mungpattanasunthon (2003) which was the study of Psycho-social and Buddhist 

Characteristics Correlates of Animal Protection Behavior of Male Youths. It was 

found that attitude towards animal protection behavior was the first predictor for 

supportive behavior related to animal protection with beta of .57. The finding also 

supports the research results of Thongkamnerd (2011) which studied Psycho-social as 

Correlates of Water Resource Conservation Behavior of Secondary School Students 

in The Co-Heart for Revitalizing the Saensaeb Canal Project. It was found that 

attitudes toward water resource conservation behavior was the first predictor for 

Supportive behavior for keeping canal clean behavior with beta of .20 
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 Figure 4.4 Results of the prediction for supportive behavior using the 

psychological traits, situational factors and psychological states as predictors. 

 

4.1.3 Summary and discussion of Hypothesis 3 

Hypothesis 3 stated that “psychological trait latent variable (future orientation 

and self-control, core self-evaluation, materialism, and mental health) and situational 

latent variables (peer role modelling, university experience, media influence, and 

family cultivation) are directly influence on buying behavior based on Bloom’s 

taxonomy  latent variable (buying behavior based on critical thinking, and supportive 

behavior) via psychological state latent variables (attitude towards behavior, and 

perceived behavioral control). 

The result of path analysis in the hypothesized model revealed that this 

hypothesis was supported (Figure 3.2). The psychological trait latent variable and the 

situational latent variables directly affected buying behavior based on Bloom’s 

taxonomy variable and indirectly influenced buying behavior based on Bloom’s 
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taxonomy latent variable through the psychological state latent variables. 

Furthermore, the psychological trait latent variable directly affected situational latent.  

Based on the findings in this section, it can be concluded that the results 

supported the interactionism model.  

4.2 At-risk groups and preventive factors 

This section summarizes the results of three-way analysis of variance of the 

scores of situational factor variables, psychological traits, psychological states and 

buying behavior based on Bloom’s taxonomy based on biosocial backgrounds of 

undergraduate students who had less buying behavior based on Bloom’s taxonomy at-

risk groups who need urgent improvement. Important preventive factors as a result of 

Multiple Regression Analysis are presented as follows. 

First, the students who reported low scores in attitude towards behavior were 

1) male students 2) low GPA students 3) social science students 4) non-first 

generation students in bachelor degree of the family with low educational 

background). The important preventive factors for these groups in descending orders 

were future orientation and self-control, and media influence. 

Second, the students who reported low perceived behavioral control were 1) 

male students 2) low GPA students 3) social science students (Table 3.13, 3.14, 3.15). 

The important preventive factors for these groups in descending orders were future 

orientation and self-control, and media influence. In addition, students who reported 

low perceived behavioral control were 4) students who had mother with low 

educational background 5) social science students with low GPA. The important 

preventive factors for these groups in descending orders were future orientation and 

self-control, and peer role modelling. 

Third, the students who reported low scores in buying behavior based on 

critical thinking were 1) low GPA students 2) business administration 3) students who 

had mother with low educational background 4) young students who had mother with 

low educational background 5) first-generation students in bachelor degree of the 

family (Table 3.13, 3.14, 3.15). The important preventive factors for these groups in 

descending orders were attitude towards behavior, perceived behavioral control, 

media influence, and core self-evaluation.   
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Fourth, the students who reported low scores in supportive behavior were 1) 

male students 2) social science students (Table 3.13, 3.14, 3.15). The important 

preventive factors for these groups in descending orders were perceived behavioral 

control, attitude towards behavior, and university experience. 

4.3 Benefits and limitations of the research  

4.3.1 Benefits of the research 

This research consisted of 4 benefits as follows: 

First, this research conducted a study on the buying behavior based on 

Bloom’s taxonomy which was not widely studied by many researchers. Therefore, it 

could be considered as the first few researches covering various causal factors of both 

internal and external variables, resulted in a new knowledge that would assist in the 

proper and accurate student capacity development in Thailand. 

Second, this research conducted on the sample of undergraduates from both 

Bangkok and provisional regions in the relatively large number (622 people). It 

resulted in the more extensive and evident research findings than the study conducted 

on only one type of sample. Also, the findings could be used as the fundamental data 

for the appropriate buying behavior development in various types of students. 

Third, the research tools in this study were the measurement forms taken from 

the high-quality measurement forms of both domestic and international, adjusted and 

applied according to the context of students in Thailand. In addition, there were also 

numbers of measurement forms which were created by the researcher based on the 

related literature review prior to the quality assessment from the experts. Then, the 

values of item discrimination, item total correlation, and reliability were assessed in 

order to demonstrate the quality of the measurement tools that were reliable and could 

be developed further.  

Fourth, various types of high-level statistic data analysis were applied in this 

research, including Correlation Analysis, Multiple Regression Analysis, Three-way 

Analysis of Variance, and Path Analysis. The analysis was conducted in both the total 

group and the sub-groups. It was found that the newly-created variables were also the 

significant predictors of the dependent variables. Furthermore, the number of 

dependent variable prediction was relatively high. In other words, this research 
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discovered the significant correlations and possessed the risk factor analysis. 

Therefore, the research was able to identify the person with low desired behaviors, as 

well as suggesting the significant preventive factors in order to be used as a guideline 

in policymaking or suggesting the development scheme.  

4.3.2 Limitations of the research  

This research consisted of 2 limitations as follows:  

First, this research was a study of comparative correlation which could not 

clearly confirm if these psychological states and situations were the genuine causes of 

buying behavior based on Bloom’s taxonomy until the experimental research was 

conducted to examine the causality and actual result prior to the extensive application. 

Second, this research measured the psychological traits, situations, 

psychological states, and buying behaviors based on Bloom’s taxonomy from one 

source of respondents, which was the undergraduates group in both Bangkok and 

provincial region. Therefore, the gained information might be more of the correlation 

than the fact. In the future, it should also include an observation-based variable 

measurement and/or report from others, such as teacher, classmate, senior, parent, in 

order to gain more complete data. 

Third, this research focused only on the "evaluate" level of Bloom's revised 

taxonomy, which results in a study that is only at the stage of evaluation without 

looking at other steps. In the next research, should be studied at other steps such as 

analyze and create.   

4.4 Suggestions for development  

From the data analysis in this research, the development guideline could be 

suggested as follows:  

First suggestion in the total group, in order for the students to possess more buying 

behaviors based on Bloom´s taxonomy, the first area of improvement was to develop 

the students to have a high level of favorable attitude toward buying behavior based 

on critical thinking. This was the first priority that should be developed in the risk 

group. Following was to develop the perceived behavioral control of buying based on 

critical thinking. These 2 psychological states were essential to student´s thinking 

process in daily product buying decision to be of the utmost value and benefit without 
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causing any issue after purchase. Future orientation and self-control was the most 

essential psychological trait to be developed. This would also be a practice for the 

students to encourage the awareness in others regarding the significance of buying 

based on critical thinking in necessities rather than buying to satisfy personal needs.  

Second, the students in the risk group that should be urgently developed were 

the students with low buying behaviors based on critical thinking. The suggestion for 

developing students in each risk group was by using the preventive factor, as follows:  

1) Students with low-grade point average group should be developed to 

possess more of the favorable attitude toward buying behavior based on critical 

thinking, perceived behavioral control of buying based on critical thinking, core self-

evaluation, and peer role modeling which would lead to more buying behaviors based 

on critical thinking in students.  

2) Students of Business Administration Faculty group should be developed to 

possess high level of favorable attitude towards buying based on critical thinking and 

family cultivation.  

3) Students with low educational background mother group should be 

developed to possess a high perceived behavioral control of buying based on critical 

thinking and the favorable attitude toward buying based on critical thinking.  

4) First generation students of the family who received the bachelor degree 

education group should be developed to possess high perceived behavioral control of 

buying based on critical thinking, favorable attitude toward buying based on critical 

thinking, media influence, and core self-evaluation.  

5) Students of young age with low educational background mother group 

should be developed to possess a high level of good attitude toward buying based on 

critical thinking and perceived behavioral control of buying based on thinking.  

4.5 Research guideline recommendation 

 From the findings in this research, the research guideline recommendation 

which should be applied consisted of 2 issues as follows:  

 First, an experimental research should be conducted to examine and evaluate 

the findings by using the tools that created based on the findings of this research, in 
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order to develop the students in Thailand to possess the readiness and buying 

behaviors based on Bloom’s taxonomy in the high level.  

 Second, there should be the strong support for the research regarding the 

exploration of causal factors, in both psychological characteristics and situations, 

which are significant to buying behaviors of the university-level students, especially 

the undergraduates. There were only a small number of researches that studied the 

sample similar to this research. 
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ชื่อแบบวัดและช่ือตัวแปร 

ชุดที่ ชื่อแบบวัด ชื่อตัวแปร Code 

1 การเลือกซื้อของฉัน พฤติกรรมการซื้อสินค้าอย่างมีวิจารณญาณ BUY* 
2 การเลือกซื้อของฉัน พฤติกรรมสนับสนุนให้ผู้อ่ืนซื้อสินค้าอย่างมีวิจารณญาณ SBB* 
3 ความคิดของฉัน ทัศนคติที่ดีต่อพฤติกรรม ATT* 
4 เกี่ยวกับตัวฉัน การรับรู้ความสามารถในการท าพฤติกรรม PER* 
5 ข้อมูลทั่วไป ชีวสังคมภูมิหลัง - 
6 การรับรู้ตัวฉัน การประเมินแก่นแห่งตน CSE 
7 ความรู้สึกเก่ียวกับตนเอง สุขภาพจิตดี MH 
8 ความสุขในชีวิต วัตถุนิยม MAT 
9 ปัจจุบันและอนาคต ลักษณะมุ่งอนาคตควบคุมตน FOSC 
10 ประสบการณ์ของฉัน ประสบการณ์จากมหาวิทยาลัย UE* 

11 ครอบครัวของฉัน การปลูกฝังจากครอบครัว FAM* 

12 ฉันกับเพ่ือน การเห็นแบบอย่างที่ดีจากเพ่ือน PEER* 
13 ฉันกับสื่อ อิทธิพลจากสื่อ MED* 

หมายเหตุ: *แบบวัดที่ผู้วิจัยสร้างขึ้น 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



141 

 

 

 

แบบวัด 

 

 

 

ความคิดเห็น และการปฏิบัติ 

ของนักศึกษาปริญญาตรี 

 

V1 

 

 

 

คณะพัฒนาสังคมและสิ่งแวดล้อม 

สถาบันบัณฑิตพัฒนบริหารศาสตร์ (นิด้า) 
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ค าชี้แจง 

สวัสดี  นสิิต/นักศึกษาผู้ตอบแบบสอบถามทุกคน 

 ท่านได้รับเกียรติให้เป็นตัวแทนของนิสิต/นักศึกษาระดับปริญญาตรีของประเทศไทยในการศึกษาวิจัยนี้ 

ขอให้นิสิตนักศึกษาทุกท่านตั้งใจตอบแบบสอบถาม ด้วยความจริงใจ และ ครบทุกข้อ  ข้อมูลของท่านจะไม่มีการ

เปิดเผย  การวิเคราะห์ข้อมูลจะท าในรูปแบบของกลุ่มผู้ตอบรวมกันเท่านั้น  ก่อนลงมือตอบ  โปรดอ่านวิธีการตอบที่

แนะน าไว้ข้างล่างนี้ให้เข้าใจ  และขอขอบคุณที่ท่านสละเวลาอันมีค่าแก่การวิจัยนี้ เพื่อประโยชน์ของส่วนรวม 

 

         รองศาสตราจารย์ ดร.ดุจเดือน พันธุมนาวิน                                นายกฤทจ์พิสิษฐ์ ตั้งจิตปรารถนา 

ที่ปรึกษาวิทยานิพนธ์               นักศึกษาปริญญาเอก 

คณะพัฒนาสังคมและสิ่งแวดล้อม                                          คณะพัฒนาสังคมและสิ่งแวดล้อม 

                                              

ค าแนะน าวิธีตอบ 
ขั้นที่ 1 อ่านข้อความแต่ละประโยคให้เข้าใจ 
ขั้นที่ 2  ขอให้ท่านคิดว่า ข้อความนี้เป็น “จริง” หรือ “ไม่จริง” ส าหรับท่าน 
ขั้นที่ 3   ถ้า “จริง” ขอให้คิดว่าเป็นจริงมากน้อยเพียงใดมี 3 ระดับ คือ 
 1) จริงมาก              ขีด   ที่ “จริงที่สุด” 
 2) จริงปานกลาง       ขีด  ที่ “จริง” 
 3) จริงเล็กน้อย         ขีด  ที่ “ค่อนข้างจริง” 
 ถ้า “ไม่จริง” ขอให้คิดว่า ไม่จริงมากน้อยเพียงใดมี 3 ระดับ คือ 
 1) ไม่จริงมาก          ขีด  ที่ “ไม่จริงเลย” 
 2)  ไม่จริงปานกลาง  ขีด  ที่ “ไม่จริง” 
 3)  ไม่จริงเล็กน้อย    ขีด  ที่ “ค่อนข้างไม่จริง” 
 
ตัวอย่างวิธีขีดตอบ 
1. ฉันชอบทานก๋วยเตี๋ยวมากกว่าข้าว 
------------- -------------- --------------- --------------- -------------- -------------- 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 

 

กรุณาตอบให้ครบทุกข้อ และทุกหน้าด้วย เพราะมคีวามส าคญัมาก 
โปรดตรวจทานว่า ท่านได้ตอบครบถ้วนแล้ว ขอขอบคุณในความร่วมมือของท่าน 
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ชุดที่ 1 การเลือกซื้อของฉัน (1) 
1.ฉันมักพิจารณาให้รอบคอบก่อนทีจ่ะเลือกซ้ือสินค้า (t = 5.486, r = .462) 
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 
2.บางครั้งฉันตัดสินใจเลือกซ้ือสินค้าที่ราคาถูกเพยีงอย่างเดียวโดยลืมค านึงถึงค่าเดินทางและค่าจัดส่งสินค้า (t = 4.376, r = .230) 
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 
3.  ฉันมักจะประเมินก่อนซ้ือสินค้าว่าสนิค้าที่ซ้ือมานั้นมีความคุ้มค่ากับราคาหรอืไม่ (t = 5.05, r .382) 
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 
4.  ฉันมักซ้ือสินค้าราคาถกูโดยไม่ได้ตรวจสอบว่าสินค้านั้นเป็นของที่ใช้งานได้ดีหรือไม่ (t = 4.68, r = .265) 
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 
5.  ถ้าฉันจะซ้ือสินค้าที่มีราคาแพง ฉันกม็ักจะตรวจสอบราคาจากหลาย ๆ ที่ (t = 4.961, r = .367) 
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 
6. ฉันเลือกซ้ือสินค้าที่เกี่ยวข้องกบัการเรียน เช่น หนังสือ เครื่องเขียน อปุกรณ์การเรียน แทนที่จะไปชอปปิ้งเส้ือผ้า มอืถือ  

หรือ เกมส์ ( t = 3.3313 , r = .232 ) 
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 
7.  ฉันมัก เลือกซ้ือสินค้าให้เหมาะสมกับรายรับ มากกว่าซ้ือตามกระแสนิยม (t = 4.627, r = .357) 
.................. ................. ................. .................  ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง  ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 
8.  ฉันมักจะตรวจสอบแหล่งขายสินค้าที่น่าเช่ือถือก่อนเลือกซ้ือสินค้า (t = 5.361, r = .440)  
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 
9.  บ่อยครั้งที่ฉันซื้อสินค้าโดยไม่รู้ตัว (t = 6.725, r = .379) 
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 
10.  ฉันมักตัดสินใจเลือกซ้ือสินค้าโดยมีหลักคิดว่า ไม่ควรท าให้ตนเองเป็นหนี้ (t = 5.156, r = .350) 
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 
11.  ฉันมักคิดทบทวนไปมา ก่อนตัดสินใจซ้ือสินค้าที่อยากได้ (t = 5.869, r = .426) 
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 
12.  ฉันอดไม่ได้ที่จะซ้ือสินค้าที่ลดราคาลงมากๆแม้จะไม่จ าเป็น (t = 4.015, r = .262) 
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 
13.  ฉันมักยืมเงินเพื่อนมาซ้ือของที่ฉันอยากได้ โดยคิดว่าเด๋ียวหาเงินคืนเพื่อนภายหลัง (t = 4.758, r = .275) 
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 
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14.  บ่อยครั้งที่ฉันซื้อสินค้ามาโดยไม่รู้ตัว แล้วมารู้สึกเสียดายเงินภายหลัง (t = 5.386, r = .335) 
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 
15.  ฉันมักจะซ้ือสินค้าที่อยากได้ก็ต่อเมื่อไม่กระทบต่อสถานะภาพการเงินของฉัน (t = 5.064, r = .449) 
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 
16.  ฉันคิดว่าการซ้ือสินค้าบางครั้งไม่จ าเป็นต้องหาสินค้าให้ถูกที่สุดเสมอไปแต่ควรค านึงถึงสะดวกสบายในการเดินทางด้วย  
(t = 3.155, r = .244 ) 
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 
17.  ฉันพยายามซ้ือสินค้าเท่าที่จ าเป็น เพื่อที่จะเก็บเงินไว้ใช้ในอนาคตเผื่อยามฉุกเฉิน (t = 8.778, r = .537) 
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 
18.  ฉันมักเลือกซ้ือเครื่องใช้ส่วนตัวตามสถานที่ที่สะดวก โดยไม่ค่อยได้เช็คราคากับที่อื่น (t = 4.543, r = .247) 
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 
 

แผนผัง แบบวัด พฤติกรรมการซ้ือสินค้าอย่างมีวจิารณญาณ 

มิติ ข้อความทางบวก ข้อความทางลบ รวม 

การตรวจสอบความสอดคล้องแหล่งข้อมูล (Check) 5,8 4,12,18 5 

การค านึงถึงความเกี่ยวข้องกับผลต่างๆ (Determine) 1,6,15 9,13 5 

เทคนิคและวิธีการตัดสิน ( Judge) 7,10,16 2 4 

การคิดทบทวนเกี่ยวกับความกา้วหน้าของตน (Reflect) 3,11,17 14 4 

รวม 11 7 18 

 

ชุดที่ 2 การเลือกซื้อของฉัน (2) 
1. ฉันไม่ค่อยตักเตือนเพื่อน เมื่อรู้ว่าสิ่งของที่เพื่อนซื้อมานั้นมีราคาที่สูงเกินความจ าเป็น (t = 4.166, r = .238) 
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 
2. ในบางครั้งฉันไม่ได้ให้ค าแนะน าเกี่ยวกับสินค้าที่ผู้ปกครองที่ก าลังจะซ้ือ ว่าควรเลือกใช้สินค้ายี่ห้อไหนดี (t = 5.486, r = .403) 
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 
3.  ฉันมักจะสนับสนุนให้คนในครอบครัวเลือกซ้ือสินค้าที่มีความจ าเป็นและเน้นคุณภาพในการใช้งานเป็นหลัก (t = 4.376, r = .385) 
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 
4. เมื่อเห็นเพื่อนจะซ้ือสินค้าที่มีราคาแพง ฉันมักจะแนะน าให้เพื่อนไปตรวจสอบราคาจากหลายๆ แห่งก่อน (t = 5.05, r = .348) 
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 
5.  ฉันมักชมเชยเพื่อนที่มีการคิดไตร่ตรองอย่างดีก่อนที่จะเลือกซ้ือสินค้า (t = 4.68, r = .323) 
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 
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6.  ฉันมักจะเตือนเพื่อนให้คิดให้ดีก่อนซื้อสินค้าฟุ่มเฟือย (t = 4.627, r = .489) 
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 
7.  ฉันมักจะสนับสนุนให้เพื่อนซ้ือสินค้าเลย หากเพื่อนก าลังลังเลที่จะตัดสินใจซ้ือสินค้า เพราะเสียเวลาและขี้เกียจรอ  
(t = 5.361, r = .329) 
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 
8.  ฉันมักจะแนะน าให้คนในครอบครัวในการตัดสินใจซื้อสินค้าโดยพิจารณาโปรโมชั่น แล้วพิจารณาถึงความคุ้มค่า  
(t = 6.725, r = .297) 
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 
9. หากเพื่อนมาขอความคิดเห็นเกี่ยวกับการเลือกซ้ือที่เพื่อนก าลังตัดสินใจจะซื้อ ฉันมักจะปฏิเสธที่จะออกความคิดเห็น  
(t = 5.156, r = .474) 
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 
10. ในการตัดสินใจเลือกซ้ือสินค้าแต่ละครั้ง ฉันมักจะบอกคนในครอบครัวให้ค านึงถึงความคุ้มค่าและคุณภาพของสินค้า  
(t = 5.869, r = .582) 
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 
11.  ฉันมักชื่นชมและสนับสนุนให้เพื่อนวางแผนเก็บเงินล่วงหน้าก่อนซื้อสินค้า (t = 4.015, r = .479) 
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 
12.  ฉันมักจะเตือนคนในครอบครัวให้ประเมินว่าสินค้าที่ซ้ือมานั้นมีความคุ้มค่ากับราคาหรือไม่ (t = 4.758, r = .537) 
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 
 

แผนผัง แบบวัด พฤติกรรมสนับสนุนใหผู้้อื่นซื้อสินค้าอย่างมีวจิารณญาณ 

มิต ิ ข้อความทางบวก ข้อความทางลบ รวม 

ด้านอารมณ์ 3,5,6,11 7,9 6 

ด้านข้อมูลข่าวสาร 4,8,10,12 1,2 6 

รวม 8 4 12 

 

ชุดที่ 3 ความคิดของฉัน 

1.  ฉันคิดว่าการเปรียบเทียบสินค้าชนิดเดียวกันจากหลายๆร้านเป็นเรื่องยุ่งยาก (t = 9.033, r = .474) 
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 
2.  ฉันภูมิใจที่ได้คิดรอบคอบกอ่นการซ้ือสินค้า (t = 6.157, r = .512) 
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 

  
3.  ถ้าเจอสินค้าที่ลดราคา ฉันจะรีบซ้ือไว้ โดยไม่ต้องคิดมาก ถึงแม้จะไม่ใช่สิ่งที่จ าเป็นก็ตาม (t = 6.922, r = .311) 
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.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 
4. ถ้าจะเลือกซ้ือสินค้าใด ฉันมักจะคิดถงึราคา คุณภาพ และความจ าเป็นกอ่นทีจ่ะตัดสินใจซ้ือ (t = 6.946, r = .449)  
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 
5.  ฉันคิดว่าการหาข้อมูลเปรียบเทียบสนิค้าเป็นเรื่องเสียเวลา (t = 8.999, r = .558) 
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 
6.  ฉันมักยกยอ่งชมเชยเพื่อนที่มักค านึงถึงความจ าเป็นและประโยชน์ของสินค้าก่อนการซ้ือสินค้า (t = 5.312, r = .504) 
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 
7.  ถึงแม้ว่าจะมีภาระการใช้เงินอย่างอืน่ที่ส าคัญ ฉันกย็ังจะเลือกซ้ือสินค้าที่อยากได้อยู่ดี (t = 7.393, r = .376) 
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 
8.  การไตร่ตรองมาก ๆ ท าให้ฉันรู้สึกเครียด (t = 7.347, r = .346) 
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 
9.  ถึงแม้มีสินค้าที่ซ้ือมาไม่ดีตามคาด แต่ถ้ามีโปรโมชั่นคร้ังหน้าฉันก็จะลองซ้ืออกี (t = 6.929, r = .552) 
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 
10.  ฉันเชื่อว่าวัยรุ่นไม่จ าเป็นตอ้งคิดไตร่ตรองหลายๆด้านกอ่นซื้อของ (t = 9.569, r = .573) 
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 
11.  ฉันยังเด็กเกินไปที่ต้องคิดให้มากเวลาซ้ือของ (t = 8.239, r = .584) 
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 
 12.  ฉันรู้สึกดีที่ได้หาขอ้มูลสินค้าจากหลายแหล่งรวมถึงการได้ปรึกษาผู้ปกครองก่อนซื้อสินค้า (t = 7.121, r = .507) 
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 
 

แผนผัง แบบวัด ทัศนคติที่ดีต่อพฤติกรรม 

 มิต ิ  ข้อความทางบวก ข้อความทางลบ รวม 

ด้านการประเมินค่า   1,5,10,11 4 

ด้านความรู้สึก 2,6,12 8 4 

ด้านความพร้อมในการกระท า 4  3,7,9 4 

รวม 4 8 12 
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ชุดที่ 4 เกี่ยวกับตัวฉัน 
 1.  ฉันมีงานอื่นตอ้งท ามาก จนไม่มีเวลาในการทบทวนการเลือกซ้ือสินค้า (t = 6.054, r = .394) 
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 
2.  คงเป็นการยากส าหรับฉันทีจ่ะต้องไปหาข้อมูลเพือ่มาเปรียบเทียบในการเลอืกซ้ือของให้คุ้มค่า (t = 5.72, r = .371) 
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 
3.  ถึงแม้ว่า ข้อมูลจากผู้ขายสินค้าไม่มากพอที่จะตัดสินใจ ฉันก็คิดว่าฉันคงจะหาข้อมูลด้วยตนเองอยู่ดี (t = 9.189, r = .483) 
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 
4.  ถึงแม้ฉันจะถูกชะตากับผู้ขาย ฉันกย็งัคงสงสัยว่าสินค้านั้นวา่ดีจริงตามกล่าวอ้างหรือไม่ (t = 4.529, r = .296) 
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 
5.  ถึงแม้จะไม่มีใครให้ปรึกษาแตฉ่ันก็ยงัเช่ือว่าฉันจะสามารถคิดอยา่งรอบคอบได้ (t = 5.473, r = .330) 
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 
6.  ถึงแม้ฉันมีข้อมูลสินค้าที่อยากได้มากพอ แต่ฉันกย็ังสอบถามคนที่เคยใช้สินค้าตัวนี้ด้วยว่าดีจริงหรือไม่ (t = 4.293, r = .332) 
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 
7. หากคนรอบขา้งจะกลา่วถึงเหตุผลที่ไม่เห็นด้วยกับการซ้ือสินค้าของฉัน ฉันกจ็ะยอมรับฟังแล้วกลับไปคิดใหม่ให้ดีกอ่น ว่าจะซ้ือสินค้า
นี้ดีหรือไม่ (t = 3.712, r = .260) 
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 
8.  ถึงแม้ฉันจะมีเวลาวา่งไปเดินห้างแล้วเห็นของที่อยากได้ แตฉ่ันก็ยังคงคิดรอบคอบก่อนซื้อ (t = 5.272, r = .384) 
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 
9.  เวลาฉันไปหา้งกับเพื่อน ฉันมักรีบซ้ือสินค้าโดยไม่ค่อยไตร่ตรอง เพราะกลวัเพื่อนรอ (t = 7.581, r = .444) 
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 
10.  ฉันไม่ค่อยได้คิดมากเวลาซ้ือสินค้า เนื่องจากเคยเห็นเพื่อนใช้สินค้าตัวนี้แลว้ (t = 5.804, r = .317) 
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 
11.  ฉันคิดว่าฉันไม่อยากแปลกแยกกับคนอื่น ฉันจึงนิยมซ้ือของตามกลุ่มเพื่อน (t = 7.355, r = .419) 
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 
12.  ถึงจะยุ่งแค่ไหนฉันกย็ังคิดทบทวนถึงความคุ้มค่าของสิ่งของที่ซ้ือลงไปในแต่ละวัน (t = 6.048, r = .447) 
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย  
13.  ฉันซื้อของไม่ค่อยคิดเพราะไม่ค่อยมีคนแนะน าเร่ืองการใช้จ่าย (t = 9.603, r = .563) 
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 



148 

 

 

จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 
14.  ถึงแม้สินค้าจะลดราคา ฉันกย็ังคงไตร่ตรองถึงความจ าเป็นในการซ้ือ (t = 4.253, r = .221) 
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 

แผนผัง แบบวัด การรับรู้ความสามารถในการซ้ือสินค้าอยา่งไตร่ตรอง 

 มิต ิ  ข้อความทางบวก ข้อความทางลบ รวม 

ปัจจัยเอือ้ 4,6,8,14  4 

ปัจจัยขัดขวาง 3,5,7,12 1,2,9,10,11,13 10 

รวม 8 6 14 

 

ชุดที่ 5 ข้อมูลทั่วไป 
ค าชี้แจง : ขอให้ทา่นเติมข้อความลงในช่องว่าง และ/หรือ ท าเครื่องหมาย  ✓ ลงใน  ตามข้อมูลที่เป็นจริง 
1. เพศ  ชาย   หญิง    
2. อาย ุ............. ปี ............. เดือน    
3. เกรดเฉลี่ยเทอมล่าสุด คือ ................................ฉันได้เงินค่าใช้จ่ายประมาณเดือนละ..............................บาท 
4. ขณะนี้ฉันเป็น นิสิต/นักศึกษาชั้นปีที่    ปีที ่3   ปีที่ 4  
5. ศึกษาอยู่ในคณะ .............................................................  วิชาเอก (สาขา) .................................................. 
6. ฉันเป็น  ลูกคนที่ .....................  และมีพี่น้อง จ านวน ...................คน  หรือ   ลูกคนเดียว  
7. พ่อของฉันจบการศึกษาสูงสุด คือ .............................................................  หรือ   ไม่ทราบ   
8. แม่ของฉันจบการศึกษาสูงสุด คือ .............................................................  หรือ   ไม่ทราบ   
9. ในครอบครัว (พ่อแม่/ปูย่่า/ตายาย) ฉนัคือคนแรกที่เข้าเรียนในระดับปริญญาตรี 
      ใช่  ฉันคือคนแรกที่เขา้เรียนในระดับปริญญาตรี 
      ไม่ใช่ (เพราะมี พอ่แม่/ปูย่่า/ตายาย ที่เรียนสูงกวา่มัธยมบริบูรณ์ (ม.6) คือ…………..............................) 
 

ชุดที่ 6  การรับรู้ตัวฉัน 
1.  ฉันมั่นใจวา่ ฉันจะประสบความส าเร็จในชีวิตอยา่งที่ฉันสมควรจะได้รับ (t = 4.804, r =.257) 
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 
2.   บางเวลาฉันรู้สึกเศร้าหมอง (t = 8.846, r = .596) 
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 
3.  เมื่อฉันใช้ความพยายาม ฉันมักท างานส าเร็จ (t = 5.056, r = .358) 
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 
4.  เมื่อเกิดความล้มเหลว ฉันมักรู้สึกว่าตนเองไร้ค่า (t = 10.333, r = .602) 
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย  
5.  ฉันท างานต่าง ๆ ส าเร็จได้ด้วยด ี(t = 7.493, r = .489) 
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 
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6.  บางครั้งฉันรู้สึกว่างานที่ท า ไม่อยูภ่ายใต้การควบคุมของฉัน (t = 3.687, r = .215) 
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 
7.  โดยรวมแล้ว ฉันพอใจในตัวฉันเอง (t = 8.255, r = .561) 
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 
8.  ฉันมักไม่แน่ใจในความสามารถของตนเอง (t = 4.428, r .320 0 
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 
9. ฉันเป็นผู้ก าหนดสิ่งที่จะเกิดขึ้นในชวีติของฉันเอง (t = 7.606, r = .472) 
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 
10.  ฉันรู้สึกว่า ไม่สามารถควบคุมงานของฉันให้เกิดความส าเร็จได้ (t = 7.878, r = .512) 
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 
11.  ฉันสามารถจัดการกบัปัญหาส่วนใหญ่ของฉันได้ (t= 6.432, r = .445) 
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 
12.  มีบางครั้ง ฉันรู้สึกว่าสิ่งต่าง ๆ ดหูดหู่ และสิ้นหวัง (t = 10.004, r = .590) 
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 

แผนผัง แบบวัด การประเมินแก่นแห่งตน 

 มิต ิ  ข้อความทางบวก ข้อความทางลบ รวม 

ความภูมิใจในตนเอง 7 4,8 3 

การรับรู้ความสามารถแห่งตน 1,5,11  3 

ความมั่นคงทางอารมณ์  2,6,12 3 

ความเชื่ออ านาจในตน 3,9 10 3 

รวม 6 6 12 

 

ชุดที่ 7 ความรู้สึกเกี่ยวกับตนเอง 
1.  ฉันรู้สึกวา่ตนเองเป็นคนตื่นเต้นง่าย (t = 3.556, r = .254) 
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 
2.  ฉันรู้สึกวา่ตนเองสนใจอะไรไม่ได้นาน (t= 5.64, r = .343) 
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย  
3.  เวลาท างานถา้ใครมาส่งเสียงดังข้าง ฉันจะท าต่อไปไม่ได้ (t = 7.926, r = .473) 
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 
4.  ฉันมีเรื่องกลุ้มใจอยู่เสมอ (t = 9.298, r = .629) 
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.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 
5.  ฉันรู้สึกล าบากใจถา้จะตอ้งตัดสินใจท าอะไรด้วยตนเอง (t = 8.739, r= .521) 
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 
6.  ถ้ามีคนมาขัดใจหรือยัว่เพียงเล็กน้อยฉันจะโกรธเอาง่าย ๆ (t = 8.117, r = .516)  
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 
7.  ฉันรู้สึกกลวัโดยไม่รู้วา่กลัวอะไรอยู่บอ่ย ๆ (t = 11.021, r = .662) 
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 
8.  ฉันบังคับตนเองไม่ค่อยได้ (t= 9.544, r = .583) 
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 
9.   ฉันรู้สึกว่าตนเองเป็นคนตกใจง่าย (t = 7.432, r = .482) 
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 
10. เวลาดีใจฉันรู้สึกดีใจมาก และเวลาเสียใจรู้สึกเสียใจมาก (t = 6.861, r = .498) 
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 
11. ฉันไม่ค่อยกล้าท าความรู้จักกับคนซ่ึงไม่เคยรู้จักมาก่อน (t = 4.236, r = .249) 
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 
12. ฉันไม่ชอบพูดเล่นเลย (t = 2.599, r = .207) 
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 
13. บางครั้งฉันรู้สึกว่าตนเองมักท าอะไรผิดอยู่เสมอ (t = 9.308, r = .569) 
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 
14. เมื่อเข้านอนตอนกลางคืน ฉันมกันอนไม่ค่อยหลับ เพราะคิดอะไรต่าง ๆ นานา (t = 5.958, r = .377) 
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 
15. บางเวลาฉันรู้สึกอึดอัดอยากจะตะโกนออกไปดัง ๆ (t = 5.592, r = .415) 
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 

  
แผนผัง แบบวัด สุขภาพจิตด ี

มิติ ข้อความทางบวก ข้อความทางลบ รวม 

ข้อความทางบวก    0 

ข้อความทางลบ   1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9,10,11,12,13,14,15 15 

รวม  15 15 
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ชุดที่ 8 ความสุขในชีวิต 
1.  ฉันยกย่องนับถอืคนที่อาศัยอยู่บา้นหลังใหญ่ ขับรถหรู ใส่เสื้อผ้าราคาแพง (t = 6.670, r = .431) 
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 
2.  ส่วนหนึ่งของความส าเร็จในชีวิตที่ส าคัญที่สุดของฉันคือการได้มาและครอบครองซ่ึงวัตถุสิ่งของ (t = 7.762, r = .529) 
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 
3.  ข้าวของเครื่องใช้เป็นตัวบอกได้อย่างดีว่าคนๆนั้น เป็นคนระดับใดในสังคม (t = 7.117, r = .409) 
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 
4.  ฉันชอบใช้สิ่งของที่ช่วยสร้างความประทับใจให้กับผู้อื่นเม่ือพบเห็น (t = 6.399, r = .486) 
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 
5.  โดยปกติแล้วฉันจะซื้อของใช้ตามความจ าเป็นเท่านั้น (t = 3.487, r = .313) 
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 
6.  ฉันมีความสุขที่ได้จับจ่ายซ้ือสิ่งของที่บางครั้งน ามาใช้งานในชีวิตจริงไม่ค่อยได้ (t = 6.441, r = .459) 
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 
7.  การได้ใช้เงินซ้ือสิ่งของ เป็นสิ่งที่ช่วยสร้างความเพลิดเพลินพอใจกับฉันอยา่งมาก (t = 10 .542, r = .594) 
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 
8.  ฉันชอบที่จะมีของหรูหราในชวีิตเยอะๆ (t = 11.505, r = .645) 
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 
9.   ชีวิตฉันคงจะดกีวา่นี้หากวา่ฉันได้ครอบครองสิ่งของที่ตอนนี้ฉันยังไม่มี (t = 9.459, r = .548) 
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 
10.  ฉันคงมีความสุขมากกวา่นี้หากฉันมีก าลังทรัพย์ในการจับจ่ายซ้ือของได้มากกวา่เดิม (t = 5.928, r = .459) 
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 
11.  บางครั้งฉันก็รู้สึกหงุดหงิดร าคาญ หากฉันไม่มีความสามารถทีจ่ะซ้ือสิ่งของที่ฉันอยากจะได้ (t = 5.225, r = .365) 
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 

  
12.   ความส าเร็จในชวีิตของฉันคือความร่ ารวย (t = 5.225, r = .506)  
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 
13.   ฉันมักจะเอาของไปโอ้อวดเพื่อนเมื่อฉันซื้อของมาใหม่ (t = 6.607, r = .270) 
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 
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14.   ความร่ ารวยจะท าใหฉ้ันมีความสุขในชีวิต (t = 5.700, r = .566) 
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 

แผนผัง แบบวัด วัตถุนยิม 

 มิต ิ  ข้อความทางบวก ข้อความทางลบ รวม 

การได้ครอบครองถือเป็นการแสดงความส าเร็จของชีวิต 1,2,3,4,12  5 

การได้ครอบครองวัตถุถือเป็นสาระส าคัญของชีวิต 6,7,8,13 5 5 

การได้ครอบครองถือเป็นความสุขของชวีิต 9,10,11,14  4 

รวม 13 1 14 

 

ชุดที่ 9 ปัจจุบันและอนาคต 
1. การวางแผนการท ารายงานส่งอาจารย์เป็นการเสียเวลา เมื่อใกล้ส่งค่อยท าก็ได้ (t = 5.874, r = .359) 
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 
2. ฉันไม่เห็นจ าเป็นต้องระวังตัวเมื่อขึ้นรถโดยสารประจ าทาง เพราะฉันไม่ได้พกสิ่งมีค่าติดตัว (t = 5.104, r = .417) 
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 
3. ฉันว่าการ “อดเปรีย้วไวก้ินหวาน” เป็นความคิดของคนโง่ (t = 4.97, r = .328) 
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 
4. ไม่จ าเป็นที่ฉันต้องวางแผนเกีย่วกบัอาชีพการงาน เพราะอนาคตเป็นสิ่งที่ไม่แน่นอน (t = 6.846, r = .513) 
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 
5. ฉันไม่เห็นจะต้องระวังเร่ืองไข้หวัดนกเพราะฉันไม่มีโอกาสสัมผัสไก่โดยตรง (t = 8.552, r = .538) 
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 
6.ฉันไม่เห็นความจ าเป็นที่จะต้องตรวจไวรัสในคอมพิวเตอร์เพราะฉันใช้คอมพวิเตอร์กับเพื่อนเพียงไม่กี่คน (t = 7.643, r = .446) 
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 
7. ฉันไม่เห็นความจ าเป็นที่จะต้องอดทนเรียนให้ดีในวันนี้ เพราะอนาคตโอกาสยังจะเปิดกวา้งในการเรียนรู้ (t = 5.787, r = .386) 
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 

 
 

8. ฉันไม่เห็นความจ าเป็นต้องใช้ช้อนกลางเวลาทานอาหารร่วมกับคนอื่นเพราะฉันไม่เชื่อว่าจะติดโรคติดต่อ (t = 6.272, r = 0.44) 
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 
9. เมื่อจะเดินทางไปท่องเท่ียว ฉันมกัไป “ตายเอาดาบหนา้” มากกว่าจะจองทีพ่ักล่วงหน้า (t = 4.828, r = .313) 
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 
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10. เมื่อรู้ตัวว่าเป็นคนท างานช้า ฉันจะรีบท างานทันทีที่ได้รับมอบหมาย (t = 3.713, r = .197) 
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 
11. ฉันเลือกที่จะเก็บขยะไวก้ับตนเองดีกว่าทีจ่ะทิ้งลงพื้น เมื่อยังไม่มีถังขยะ (t = 4.845, r = .336)  
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 
12. ฉันเขียนข้อความเตือนตนเอง เพื่อไม่ให้ลืมความตั้งใจที่จะกระท าเร่ืองต่าง ๆ (t = 6.048, r = .382) 
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 
13. เมื่อวันไหนที่ใช้เงินเกินกว่าที่ก าหนดไว้ วันถัดมาจะต้องใช้ให้น้อยกวา่เดิม (t = 4.516, r = .283) 
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 
14. ฉันมักนึกชมตนเอง เมื่อฉันท างานสิง่ใดสิ่งหนึ่งได้ส าเร็จ (t = 3.754, r = .324) 
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 
15. ฉันไม่เคยจดบันทึกสิ่งที่ต้องท าในวันข้างหน้าเลย แม้วา่ฉันจะเป็นคนขี้ลืม (t = 3.819, r = .209) 
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 
16.  การท างานทีละขั้นตอนจะชว่ยใหฉ้นัส าเร็จตามเป้าหมายได้ดีกวา่การท าทุกอย่างพร้อมกัน (t = 4.98, r = .328) 
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 
17. ในการท างานชิ้นหนึ่งๆ ฉันมกัวางแผนงานเป็นขั้นว่าอะไรเริ่มก่อนเป็นล าดบัแรก ล าดับที่สอง และต่อๆ ไป (t = 5.654, r= .386) 
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 
18.  ฉันไม่เคยประเมินตนเองว่า ฉันไดท้ าอะไรบ้างตามเป้าหมายที่ตั้งไว้ (t = 4.088, r= .191) 
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 

แผนผัง แบบวัด ลักษณะมุ่งอนาคต ควบคุมตน 

 มิต ิ  ข้อความทางบวก ข้อความทางลบ รวม 

ลักษณะมุ่งอนาคต   1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9 9 

การควบคุมตน 10,11,12,13,14,16,17 15,18 9 

รวม 7 11 18 

 
 
 

ชุดที่ 10  ประสบการณ์ของฉัน 
1. อาจารย์แนะน าให้ฉันเลือกซ้ือสินค้าที่มีคุณภาพมากกวา่ความสวยงาม (t = 6.349, r = .475) 
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 
2. อาจารย์ไม่ค่อยแนะน าให้นักศึกษาคิดไตร่ตรองก่อนการเลือกซ้ือสินค้า (t = 6.17, r = .411) 
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
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จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 
3. ในมหาวิทยาลัยของฉัน มีการจัดกจิกรรมที่สามารถน ามาใช้ในการวางแผนทางการเงินของฉัน (t = 6.893, r = .537) 
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 
 
4. การผ่านกจิกรรมรับน้องใหม่สอนให้ฉนัรู้จักคุณค่าของการใช้ทรัพยากรอยา่งคุ้มค่า (t = 6.192, r = .433) 
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 
5. มหาวิทยาลัยของฉันรณรงค์ให้นักศึกษาใช้จ่ายอยา่งประหยัด (t = 8.72, r = .651) 
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 
6. ที่มหาวิทยาลัยของฉันมีการแจกถุงผ้าเพื่อใช้แทนถุงพลาสติก (t = 3.288, r = .220) 
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 
7. อาจารย์สอนให้ฉันคิดถึงความจ าเป็นก่อนซื้อสินค้า (t = 9.569, r = .749) 
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 
8. อาจารย์ที่ใกล้ชิดของฉันเป็นตัวอยา่งที่ดีในการใช้สินค้าอย่างคุ้มค่า (t = 7.016, r = .571)  
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 
9. อาจารย์ไม่ค่อยได้กล่าวตกัเตือนเรื่องการใช้เงินซ้ือ เกมส์ ชอปปิ้ง ของนักศึกษา (t = 5.864, r = .390) 
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 
10. การจัดงานกิจกรรมอ าลารุ่นพี ่(BYENIOR) ส่วนมากเน้นเพียงความสนุกไม่ค่อยแฝงสาระ (t = 3.575, r = .278) 
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 
11. อาจารย์ในบางวิชาเคยยกตวัอยา่งถงึผลเสียของการซ้ือสิ่งของที่เกินฐานะของนักศึกษา (t = 6.309, r = .544) 
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 
12. อาจารย์มกัแนะน าวธิีคิดเพื่อให้ซ้ือสนิค้าได้แบบไม่กระทบการเงินของนักศึกษา (t = 5.891, r = .563) 
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 
13. มหาวิทยาลัยมกีารเชิดชูบุคคลตัวอย่างที่เป็นคนรู้จักประหยัดและใช้ชีวิตอย่างพอเพยีง (t = 5.009, r = .420) 
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 
14.  ในมหาวิทยาลัยไม่ค่อยมีการจัดกิจกรรมเสวนาแลกเปลี่ยนความรู้ของนักศึกษา (t = 3.068, r = .257) 
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 

แผนผัง แบบวัด ประสบการณ์ที่ได้รับจากมหาวิทยาลยั 

 มิต ิ  ข้อความทางบวก ข้อความทางลบ รวม 

ประสบการณ์ด้านความรู้ทางวิชาการ 1,7,8,11,12 2,9 7 
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ประสบการณ์ที่ได้จากการท ากิจกรรม 3,4,5,6,13 10,14 7 

รวม 10 4 14 

 
 
 

ชุดที่ 11 ครอบครัวของฉัน 
1.  ผู้ปกครองของฉันมักท าการเปรียบเทียบราคาสินค้าเพื่อจะซ้ือของดีในราคาถูกกวา่ (6.614, r = .513)  
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 
2. ฉั น เค ย เห็ น ผู้ ป ก ค รอ งส อ บ ถ าม ค น ข าย สิ น ค้ า ใน ก า ร เที ย บ คุ ณ ภ า พ เค รื่ อ ง ใช้ ไฟ ฟ้ า ห ล า ย ๆ ยี่ ห้ อ จ าก ผู้ ข า ย  
หลาย ๆ คน (t = 6.375, r = .482) 
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 
3.  ผู้ปกครองของฉันมักหาข้อมูลเครื่องใช้ไฟฟ้าอยา่งละเอียดก่อนออกจากบ้านไปซื้อสินค้า (t = 6.25, r = .438) 
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 
4.  ฉันเคยเห็นผู้ปกครองเลือกซ้ือของโดยรอบด้าน เช่น ความจ าเป็นในการใช้สอย ราคา คุณภาพ (t = 9.01, r = .584) 
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 
5.  นาน ๆ ทีฉันจึงจะได้ยินผูป้กครองของฉันพูดถึงการเปรียบเทียบ ราคาและ คุณภาพก่อนการซ้ือสินค้ากับฉัน (t = 7.356, r = .493) 
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 
6.  บ่อยครั้งที่ฉันเห็นผู้ปกครองซ้ือของโดยไม่ค านึงถึงความจ าเป็นของสินค้านั้น (t = 10.321, r = .625) 
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 
7.  ผู้ปกครองมักให้ฉันชว่ยกันคิดถึงวธิีการเทียบราคาสินค้าและคุณภาพ (t = 4.598, r = .387) 
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 
8.  ผู้ปกครองสอนฉันวา่หากฉันใช้จา่ยอย่างไม่คิดวันหลังฉันอาจมีเงินไม่พอใช้ (t = 6.005, r = .473)  
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 
9.  ผู้ปกครองมักเลือกกินอาหารที่มีประโยชน์ต่อสุขภาพมากกว่าความอร่อย (t = 6.45, r = .399) 
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 
10.  ผู้ปกครองมักไม่ให้ฉันมีส่วนช่วยคิดในการพิจารณาการซ้ือสินค้าวา่เหมาะสมหรือไม่ (t = 6.841, r = .412) 
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 
11.  ผู้ปกครองมักสอนให้ฉันคิดถึงเหตุผลก่อนการลงมือท าเช่น ท าไมจึงควรกินผักผลไม้ มากกว่าขนม (t = 9.997, r =.525) 
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 
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12.   ฉันเคยเห็นผู้ปกครองคิดทบทวนถงึสถานภาพทางการเงินก่อนซื้อสินค้า (t = 7.604, r = .548) 
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 
13.  ผู้ปกครองของฉันเป็นตัวอย่างที่ดีในการใช้เหตุผลก่อนการซ้ือสินค้า (t = 8.113, r = .614) 
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 
14.  ผู้ปกครองไม่เตือนให้ฉันค านึงว่าควรซ้ือสินค้าเมื่อมีความพร้อม (t = 7.032, r = .545) 
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 
15.  ผู้ปกครองมักเตือนให้ฉันคิดทบทวนหลายครั้งว่ามีความจ าเป็นต้องซ้ือสินคา้นี้หรือไม่ (t = 7.496, r = .624) 
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 
16.  ผู้ปกครองมักจะสอนฉัน ให้ฉันรู้จกัใช้ของให้คุ้มค่า ก่อนที่จะซื้อของใหม่ (t = 6.644, r = .529) 
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 

แผนผัง แบบวัด การปลกูฝังจากครอบครัว 

 มิต ิ  ข้อความทางบวก ข้อความทางลบ รวม 

การปลูกฝังทางตรง 7,8,11,15,16 5,10,14 8 

การปลูกฝังทางอ้อม 1,2,3,4,9,12,13 6 8 

รวม 12 4 16 

 

ชุดที่ 12 ฉันกับเพ่ือน 
1. เพื่อนๆของฉันมักจะเช็คราคาสินค้าจากเว็บไซต์หลายๆ แห่งกอ่นตัดสินใจซ้ือสินค้า (t = 5.508, r = .318) 
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 
2.  เพื่อนของฉันมักซ้ือสินค้าราคาแพงโดยไม่ตรวจสอบราคามาก่อน (t = 6.865, r = .430) 
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 
3. เพื่อนของฉันมีเหตุผลที่เหมาะสม ในการเลือกซ้ือสินค้า (t = 6.916, r= .414) 
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 
4. เพื่อนของฉันมักซ้ือสินค้าโดยสอบถามประสบการณ์จากผู้ที่เคยใช้มาก่อนหลายๆ คน (t = 3.981, r = .235) 
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 

 
5.  เพื่อนของฉันมักซ้ือสินค้าราคาถูกหรือมีของแถมโดยไม่สนใจคุณภาพ (t = 3.631, r = .316) 
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 
6. เพื่อนของฉันมักซ้ือสินค้าราคาแพงเนื่องจากคิดว่าท าให้ตัวเองดูดี (t = 4.6, r = 4.02) 
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 
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7.  เพื่อนของฉันมักไม่ใส่ใจถึงความประหยัดและใช้เงินเกินตัว (t = 5.373, r = .449) 
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 
 
8.  เพื่อนของฉันจะซื้อสินค้าก็ต่อเมื่อได้พิจารณาอย่างถี่ถว้นแล้ว (t = 7.951, r = 4.19) 
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 
9.  ฉันมักเห็นเพื่อนเลือกซ้ือของโดยค านึงถึงความจ าเป็นในการใช้สอยก่อน (t = 7.82, r =.486) 
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 
10.  เพื่อนของฉันมักเลือกซ้ือสินค้าตามแฟชั่น (t = 2.588, r = .289) 
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 
11.  แม้สินค้าจะลดราคาหรอืมีการแถม เพื่อนของฉันกจ็ะซ้ือเท่าที่จ าเป็นเท่านัน้ (t = 4.623, r = .302) 
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 
12.  บ่อยครั้งที่เพื่อนของฉันซื้อสินค้าโดยไม่เหมาะสมกับฐานะทางการเงินของเขาเอง (t = 4.898, r = .358) 
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 
13.  เพื่อนของฉันไม่สนใจในค าเตือนเร่ืองการใช้จ่ายฟุ่มเฟือยจากคนรอบข้าง (t = 6.556, r = .525) 
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 
14.   เพื่อนของฉันใช้เวลาคิดซ้ าไปซ้ ามาก่อนซื้อสินค้าเนื่องจากค านึงถึงผลกระทบที่ตามมาในอนาคต (t = 5.825, r = .474) 
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 
15.   เพื่อนของฉันมกีารวางแผนการใชเ้งินในแต่ละเดือน (t = 5.121, r = .320) 
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 
16.   เพื่อนของฉันมกัซ้ือของโดยไม่ยั้งคิด (t = 7.094, r = .548) 
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 

 
 
 
 

แผนผัง แบบวัด การเห็นแบบอย่างที่ดีจากเพื่อน 

มิต ิ ข้อความทางบวก ข้อความทางลบ รวม 

การใช้ความรู้ ความคิด ระดับพื้นฐาน 1,4,9 2,5,7,10,12 8 

การใช้ความรู้ ความคิด ระดับสูง 3,8,11,14,15 6,13,16 8 

รวม 8 8 16 
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ชุดที่ 13 ฉันกับสื่อ 
1.  เน็ตไอดอลบนสื่อออนไลน์มีผลอย่างมากต่อรูปแบบการแต่งกายของฉัน (t = 6.075, r = .345) 
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 
2.  ฉันเคยเห็นข่าวใน Feed ของ Facebook หรือ เพจขา่ว เกี่ยวกับคนดังที่ซ้ือสิ่งของอย่างฟุ่มเฟือย (t = 3.564, r = .201) 
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 
 
3.  โลกอินเตอร์เน็ตส่งผลอย่างมากที่ท าให้ฉันเปลี่ยนมือถือบ่อยขึ้น (t = 5.588, r = .256) 
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 
4.  บางครั้งฉันก็ตัดสินใจที่จะซื้อสินค้า เพราะพรีเซ็นเตอร์ ที่ฉันชื่นชอบ (t = 5.844, r = .297) 
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 
5.  การได้เห็นภาพสินค้าแบรนด์เนมราคาแพงผ่านสื่อต่าง ๆ เป็นตัวกระตุ้นใหฉ้ันตัดสินใจที่จะซื้อสินค้านั้น (t = 9.154, r = .459) 
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 
6.  สื่อประเภทเกมส์ออนไลน์ ที่เน้นขายไอเท็ม มีส่วนกระตุ้นใหฉ้ัน ซ้ือของในเกมส์เพื่อให้สู้คนอื่นได้ (t = 7.112, r = 3.05) 
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 
7.  สื่อมีส่วนท าใหฉ้ันสนใจสินค้าที่ฟุ่มเฟือยไม่จ าเป็นต่อชวีิต (t = 5.565, r = .382) 
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 
8 สื่อในบางครั้งอาจท าให้ฉันซ้ือของที่แพงกว่าฐานะทางการเงินของฉัน (t = 7.670, r = .465) 
.................. ................. ................. ................. ................. ................. 
จริงที่สุด จริง ค่อนข้างจริง ค่อนข้างไม่จริง ไม่จริง ไม่จริงเลย 

 
แผนผัง แบบวัด อิทธิพลจากสื่อ 

 มิต ิ  ข้อความทางบวก ข้อความทางลบ รวม 

การใช้ความรู้ ความคิด ระดับพื้นฐาน  2,7,8 3 

การใช้ความรู้ ความคิด ระดับสูง  1,3,4,5,6 5 

รวม  8 8 
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APPENDIX B 

Tables of statistic analysis 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



160 

 

 

Table 1 Descriptive statistics of variables in the study 

Factors 
   Total Group 

X  SD Median Range MIn Max Kurtosis Skewness 

1.Buying Behavior 76.47 9.31 76 60 43 103 -0.35 0.21 

2.Supportive Behavior 51.46 7.49 51 40 32 72 -0.45 0.17 

3.Future Orientation and Self-Control 78.28 11.79 79 65 43 108 -0.68 -0.03 

4.Core Self-Evaluation 47.71 7.19 47 50 21 71 0.54 0.35 

5.Materialism 47.96 10.37 49 61 14 75 0.06 -0.36 

6.Mental Health 51.01 11.26 50 72 18 90 0.12 0.25 

7.Peer Role Modelling 60.51 9.30 60 71 23 94 1.82 0.15 

8.University Experience 51.27 8.67 51 56 23 79 0.75 -0.14 

9.Media Influence 29.32 7.04 29 40 8 48 -0.35 0.08 

10.Family Cultivatiomn 70.09 9.74 69 56 40 96 -0.17 0.25 

11. Attitude towards Behavior 50.59 8.75 50 44 28 72 -0.67 0.08 

12.Perceived Behavioral Control 59.42 8.73 59 43 41 84 -0.57 0.35 
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Table 2 Summary of Correlation among Variables in the Total Sample (N=622) 

Note: *p<.05, **p<.01 
Variables 1:Buying behavior 2:Supportive behavior 3:Future orientation and self-control 4:Core self-evaluation 5:Materialism 6: Mental health 7: Peer role modelling 8:University experience 9:Media influence 10:Family 
cultivation 11:Attitude toward behavior 12:perceived behavioral control 13:age 14:gender 15:GPA 16:Faculty 17:Father’s education 18:Mother’s education 19:Allowance 20:1st gen 21:Year 22:Only-child  

Variables Mean S.D. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 
1 76.47 9.31                      

2 51.45 7.49 .504**                     

3 78.84 12.23 .449** .471**                    

4 47.71 7.19 .318** .225** .411**                   

5 47.96 10.37 -.294** -.136** -.338** -.301**                  

6 51.01 11.26 .303** .124** .292** .552** -.407**                 

7 60.51 9.30 .325** .311** .261** .153** -.161** .202**                

8 51.27 8.67 0.067 .245** .110** .144** -.153** 0.027 0.032               

9 28.95 6.83 .416** .211** .351** .145** -.420** .289** .351** -0.058              

10 73.93 10.33 .389** .477** .582** .273** -.200** .141** .337** .195** .305**             

11 50.59 8.75 .606** .630** .574** .313** -.312** .328** .333** .102* .437** .462**            

12 73.12 9.84 .624** .613** .579** .347** -.257** .294** .347** .149** .413** .467** .747**           

13 1.48 0.50 -0.012 0.027 0.057 0.069 -0.044 0.012 -0.007 .210** -0.065 0.022 -0.032 0.026          

14 1.76 0.43 0.010 .140** .209** .100* -.093* 0.015 .086* 0.053 .127** .130** .097* .091* .091*         

15 1.46 0.50 .116** 0.019 .209** .119** -0.021 .080* 0.049 -0.066 .118** .087* .110** .105** -.096* 0.058        

16 2.05 0.89 -0.028 -.079* -.115** -0.057 0.072 -0.062 -0.053 0.040 -0.072 -0.072 -.097* -.101* .113** .100* .199**       

17 1.50 0.50 .083* 0.077 .097* -0.026 0.055 0.007 0.064 -.162** 0.031 .090* .085* .102* -.172** -.093* .144** -.112**      

18 1.51 0.50 .107** 0.041 0.021 -0.026 0.050 0.031 .084* -.205** 0.053 0.070 0.065 .082* -.186** -.134** 0.066 -.131** .620**     

19 1.40 0.49 -0.034 -0.047 0.021 -0.044 .178** -0.028 0.029 -.195** -.084* -0.010 0.004 0.034 -.125** -.148** 0.030 -.105** .155** .192**    

20 1.37 0.48 .113** 0.065 0.076 -0.042 .088* 0.031 .117** -.248** 0.078 0.071 .135** .103* -.268** -.160** .093* -.108** .390** .395** .246**   

21 1.37 0.48 0.023 0.079 .094* .112** 0.014 0.005 -0.050 0.030 -0.059 0.031 0.069 0.058 .171** -0.028 -0.075 -0.077 0.007 -0.044 -0.049 0.041  

22 1.79 0.41 0.048 -0.035 0.035 0.024 0.007 0.032 0.012 -0.076 0.002 0.023 0.046 -0.014 0.020 -0.028 -0.003 -0.052 .097* 0.016 -0.001 0.059 0.044 
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Table 3 Summary of Correlation among Variables in the Young Students (N = 321) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Note: *p<.05, **p<.01 
Variables 1:Buying behavior 2:Supportive behavior 3:Future orientation and self-control 4:Core self-evaluation 5:Materialism 6: Mental health 7: Peer role modelling 8:University experience 9:Media influence 10:Family 
cultivation 11:Attitude toward behavior 12:perceived behavioral control 13:gender14:GPA 15:Faculty 16:Father’s education 17:Mother’s education 18:Allowance 19:first-generation 20:Year 21:Only-child  

Variables Mean S.D. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 

1 76.58 9.35                                         

2 51.26 7.44 .536**                                       

3 78.17 12.12 .473** .533**                                     

4 47.22 7.21 .362** .248** .412**                                   

5 48.40 9.86 -.299** -.127* -.250** -.273**                                 

6 50.87 10.82 .303** 0.078 .254** .563** -.389**                               

7 60.57 8.71 .319** .325** .315** .199** -.203** .227**                             

8 49.51 8.11 0.077 .187** 0.004 0.096 -.152** 0.023 -0.012                           

9 29.38 6.51 .450** .197** .333** .154** -.384** .292** .352** -.126*                         

10 73.71 10.70 .439** .509** .598** .294** -.201** 0.085 .363** .143* .310**                       

11 50.86 8.70 .661** .639** .619** .307** -.308** .282** .408** 0.038 .429** .480**                     

12 72.87 9.89 .652** .618** .607** .354** -.255** .269** .373** .136* .368** .503** .763**                   

13 1.72 0.45 -0.083 .112* .169** 0.036 -0.022 -0.045 0.064 -0.002 0.069 .155** 0.076 0.018                 

14 1.51 0.50 0.077 0.064 .216** .127* 0.027 0.036 0.073 -0.050 0.051 .137* .110* 0.078 0.079               

15 1.95 0.91 -0.001 -0.093 -.143* -0.037 0.087 -0.018 -0.073 0.033 -0.082 -.120* -0.073 -0.073 .167** .266**             

16 1.59 0.49 .148** 0.102 .141* -0.005 0.054 0.001 0.073 -.140* 0.046 .117* .121* .130* -.113* .127* -0.099           

17 1.60 0.49 .207** 0.096 0.108 0.036 -0.016 0.011 .139* -.140* 0.094 .114* .117* .159** -.140* 0.076 -.120* .651**         

18 1.45 0.50 -0.044 -0.012 .114* -0.009 .142* -0.049 0.070 -.193** -0.037 0.003 0.037 0.085 -.112* 0.086 -0.064 .166** .169**       

19 1.50 0.50 .167** 0.067 0.080 -0.039 0.104 0.030 .173** -.214** 0.090 0.054 .118* .125* -.196** 0.097 -0.024 .403** .417** .241**     

20 1.29 0.45 0.005 0.008 0.033 0.041 -0.019 -0.019 -0.050 -0.058 -0.023 -0.020 0.041 0.032 -0.065 0.018 -0.043 0.082 -0.004 -0.012 .126*   

21 1.78 0.41 .122* 0.014 0.061 0.074 0.051 0.048 0.024 -.122* -0.032 0.043 .113* 0.071 -0.045 -0.024 -0.021 0.067 -0.043 0.056 0.045 0.069 
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Table 4 Summary of Correlation among Variables in the Old Students (N = 301)  

Note: *p<.05, **p<.01 
Variables 1:Buying behavior 2:Supportive behavior 3:Future orientation and self-control 4:Core self-evaluation 5:Materialism 6: Mental health 7: Peer role modelling 8:University experience 9:Media influence 10:Family 
cultivation 11:Attitude toward behavior 12:perceived behavioral control 13:gender14:GPA 15:Faculty 16:Father’s education 17:Mother’s education 18:Allowance 19:first-generation 20:Year 21:Only-child  

Variables Mean S.D. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 

1 76.35 9.29                                         

2 51.66 7.55 .471**                                       

3 79.11 11.85 .410** .403**                                     

4 48.22 7.14 .273** .198** .417**                                   

5 47.50 10.89 -.292** -.143* -.406** -.326**                                 

6 51.15 11.73 .303** .168** .309** .544** -.423**                               

7 60.45 9.91 .333** .299** .209** 0.112 -.126* .180**                             

8 53.15 8.86 0.065 .302** .200** .169** -.144* 0.026 0.072                           

9 28.76 7.33 .388** .258** .377** .141* -.451** .283** .346** 0.012                         

10 70.35 9.25 .311** .434** .554** .235** -.179** .184** .302** .261** .294**                       

11 50.30 8.80 .548** .624** .525** .326** -.321** .375** .264** .182** .461** .418**                     

12 59.71 8.77 .599** .636** .517** .305** -.230** .284** .320** .156** .459** .419** .713**                   

13 1.80 0.40 .123* .170** .239** .165** -.163** 0.080 0.112 0.076 .191** 0.090 .130* .175**                 

14 1.41 0.49 .157** -0.024 .204** .126* -0.075 .126* 0.025 -0.043 .162** 0.028 0.105 .139* 0.053               

15 2.16 0.87 -0.057 -0.072 -0.109 -0.098 0.068 -0.111 -0.034 0.000 -0.047 -0.006 -.116* -.154** -0.005 .152**             

16 1.42 0.49 0.006 0.058 0.083 -0.028 0.045 0.016 0.053 -.119* 0.006 0.071 0.036 0.091 -0.045 .130* -0.089           

17 1.42 0.49 0.000 -0.005 -0.042 -0.065 0.100 0.057 0.032 -.205** -0.007 0.049 0.000 0.047 -0.095 0.021 -0.105 .562**         

18 1.33 0.47 -0.026 -0.080 -0.060 -0.065 .209** -0.003 -0.013 -.155** -.128* -0.024 -0.042 -0.025 -.171** -0.060 -.127* 0.107 .179**       

19 1.24 0.43 0.047 0.085 .126* -0.007 0.052 0.043 0.064 -.196** 0.051 .117* .149** .121* -0.066 0.037 -.154** .318** .302** .200**     

20 1.45 0.50 0.045 .140* .135* .162** 0.058 0.021 -0.049 0.040 -0.075 0.069 0.109 0.075 -0.024 -.136* -.155** -0.006 -0.020 -0.045 0.054   

21 1.80 0.40 -0.023 -0.081 0.018 -0.027 -0.038 0.016 0.005 -0.046 0.033 0.004 -0.020 -0.079 0.000 0.030 -0.094 .135* 0.085 -0.071 0.086 0.017 



164 

 

 

Table 5 Summary of Correlation among Variables in the Male Students (N=151) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Note: *p<.05, **p<.01 
Variables 1:Buying behavior 2:Supportive behavior 3:Future orientation and self-control 4:Core self-evaluation 5:Materialism 6: Mental health 7: Peer role modelling 8:University experience 9:Media influence 10:Family 
cultivation 11:Attitude toward behavior 12:perceived behavioral control 13:age 14:GPA 15:Faculty 16:Father’s education 17:Mother’s education 18:Allowance 19:first-generation 20:Year 21:Only-child  

Variables Mean S.D. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 

1 76.31 9.62                                         

2 49.60 6.78 .537**                                       

3 74.32 11.69 .520** .505**                                     

4 46.44 6.97 .371** .224** .386**                                   

5 49.66 9.77 -.369** -0.154 -.373** -.357**                                 

6 50.70 10.87 .337** .163* .315** .627** -.455**                               

7 59.11 8.92 .473** .298** .347** .275** -.204* .315**                             

8 50.46 7.45 -0.063 .165* 0.002 0.068 -0.053 0.069 -0.116                           

9 27.42 6.38 .541** .264** .526** .307** -.434** .387** .443** -0.145                         

10 71.56 9.85 .375** .385** .638** .274** -.252** .242** .380** 0.159 .386**                       

11 49.09 8.67 .648** .592** .656** .357** -.386** .421** .413** 0.010 .489** .529**                     

12 71.54 9.34 .682** .612** .628** .341** -.313** .288** .327** -0.016 .510** .415** .762**                   

13 1.40 0.49 -.190* -0.057 -0.059 -0.065 0.115 -0.107 -0.078 0.151 -.237** 0.061 -0.100 -0.135                 

14 1.41 0.49 .185* 0.127 .289** .250** -0.111 .283** .164* -0.070 .237** 0.151 .211** .265** -0.084               

15 1.89 0.92 -.199* -.224** -.189* -0.094 0.130 -0.067 -.201* .177* -.311** -0.133 -.231** -.245** .241** 0.023             

16 1.59 0.49 0.118 0.124 0.087 -0.023 -0.021 0.049 0.114 -0.128 .257** 0.077 .209** .173* -.218** 0.149 -.227**           

17 1.63 0.48 .182* 0.079 0.104 0.058 -0.111 .194* .173* -.204* .282** 0.065 .222** 0.151 -.206* 0.139 -.252** .641**         

18 1.52 0.50 -0.102 -0.035 0.047 -0.043 0.153 -0.107 0.050 -.223** -0.001 -0.118 -0.078 -0.018 -0.052 0.096 -.239** 0.147 -0.019       

19 1.51 0.50 0.157 0.087 .169* -0.018 -0.099 0.097 .299** -0.125 .328** 0.121 .197* .163* -.354** 0.118 -.271** .447** .454** .205*     

20 1.39 0.49 0.052 0.047 0.046 0.049 -0.007 0.050 -0.045 -0.013 0.051 -0.007 0.074 0.068 0.143 -0.034 -0.070 0.089 0.025 -0.078 -0.002   

21 1.81 0.40 0.102 0.063 0.044 0.079 -0.058 0.061 0.157 0.007 0.038 0.098 0.102 0.047 -0.010 0.031 -0.093 0.072 -0.061 0.006 -0.041 0.046 
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Table 6 Summary of Correlation among Variables in the Female Students (N=471) 
 

 

  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Note: *p<.05, **p<.01 
Variables 1:Buying behavior 2:Supportive behavior 3:Future orientation and self-control 4:Core self-evaluation 5:Materialism 6: Mental health 7: Peer role modelling 8:University experience 9:Media influence 10:Family 
cultivation 11:Attitude toward behavior 12:perceived behavioral control 13:age 14:GPA 15:Faculty 16:Father’s education 17:Mother’s education 18:Allowance 19:first-generation 20:Year 21:Only-chi  

Variables Mean S.D. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 

1 76.52 9.22                                         

2 52.05 7.61 .500**                                       

3 80.29 12.06 .437** .443**                                     

4 48.11 7.22 .301** .212** .406**                                   

5 47.42 10.51 -.272** -.117* -.314** -.277**                                 

6 51.10 11.39 .292** .112* .289** .532** -.394**                               

7 60.97 9.39 .279** .304** .221** .107* -.140** .168**                             

8 51.53 9.02 .103* .259** .126** .158** -.173** 0.015 0.063                           

9 29.44 6.91 .381** .179** .279** 0.084 -.407** .262** .316** -0.045                         

10 74.69 10.37 .396** .490** .553** .261** -.173** .110* .316** .198** .267**                       

11 51.07 8.73 .595** .636** .542** .290** -.283** .300** .301** .120** .413** .433**                     

12 73.62 9.96 .609** .608** .560** .342** -.233** .295** .346** .185** .378** .474** .741**                   

13 1.51 0.50 0.045 0.035 0.068 .099* -0.079 0.046 0.005 .221** -0.031 -0.005 -0.023 0.063                 

14 1.48 0.50 .093* -0.022 .175** 0.073 0.013 0.018 0.008 -0.069 0.076 0.059 0.072 0.052 -.108*               

15 2.10 0.88 0.030 -0.057 -.124** -0.060 0.067 -0.064 -0.018 -0.004 -0.016 -0.071 -0.066 -0.069 0.061 .252**             

16 1.48 0.50 0.069 0.080 .126** -0.017 0.067 -0.005 0.059 -.165** -0.019 .110* 0.058 .091* -.150** .149** -0.063           

17 1.47 0.50 0.086 0.056 0.035 -0.033 0.081 -0.014 0.074 -.200** 0.011 .096* 0.035 0.080 -.167** 0.055 -0.076 .608**         

18 1.35 0.48 -0.008 -0.025 0.055 -0.025 .172** 0.000 0.040 -.181** -0.087 0.050 0.051 0.069 -.134** 0.020 -0.041 .144** .239**       

19 1.33 0.47 .101* 0.090 .095* -0.029 .129** 0.014 0.080 -.278** 0.030 0.086 .138** .106* -.226** .099* -0.030 .361** .358** .237**     

20 1.36 0.48 0.013 .094* .120** .136** 0.017 -0.009 -0.048 0.044 -0.088 0.047 0.072 0.059 .185** -0.086 -0.077 -0.024 -0.071 -0.046 0.051   

21 1.79 0.41 0.039 -0.054 0.047 0.017 0.020 0.024 -0.025 -.098* -0.004 0.008 0.036 -0.022 0.037 -0.009 -0.035 .097* 0.030 -0.014 0.081 0.047 
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Table 7 Summary of Correlation among Variables in the Students with Low GPA (N = 301) 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Note: *p<.05, **p<.01 
Variables 1:Buying behavior 2:Supportive behavior 3:Future orientation and self-control 4:Core self-evaluation 5:Materialism 6: Mental health 7: Peer role modelling 8:University experience 9:Media influence 10:Family 
cultivation 11:Attitude toward behavior 12:perceived behavioral control 13:age 14:GPA 15:Faculty 16:Father’s education 17:Mother’s education 18:Allowance 19:first-generation 20:Year 21:Only-child  

Variables Mean S.D. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 

1 75.47 8.94                     

2 51.33 7.04 .515**                    

3 76.47 12.22 .407** .527**                   

4 46.92 6.76 .337** .294** .378**                  

5 48.16 9.96 -.261** -.113* -.373** -.269**                 

6 50.18 10.45 .260** .116* .289** .418** -.401**                

7 60.10 8.73 .430** .386** .349** .215** -.239** .250**               

8 51.80 8.34 0.012 .215** 0.081 .135* -0.014 -0.081 0.041              

9 28.21 6.94 .372** .185** .308** .115* -.428** .236** .381** -.163**             

10 73.10 10.07 .444** .545** .604** .292** -.206** .122* .499** .109* .294**            

11 49.70 8.54 .585** .614** .562** .277** -.295** .314** .449** 0.061 .466** .528**           

12 72.16 9.62 .554** .581** .553** .325** -.233** .230** .454** 0.094 .416** .504** .758**          

13 1.53 0.50 -0.040 0.074 0.074 0.087 0.002 -0.027 0.018 .213** -.114* 0.083 -0.021 0.007         

14 1.73 0.44 0.043 .209** .244** .172** -.145** .117* .152** 0.066 .177** .166** .151** .168** .109*        

15 1.89 0.90 -0.059 -.122* -.231** -0.065 0.057 -0.051 -.125* 0.048 -.110* -.150** -.155** -.195** .188** 0.007       

16 1.44 0.50 0.044 0.031 0.086 0.013 0.011 0.044 0.059 -.211** 0.025 0.041 .108* .111* -.165** -.108* -.150**      

17 1.48 0.50 .151** 0.051 0.045 0.007 0.027 0.069 0.068 -.227** 0.058 0.093 .122* .133* -.156** -.111* -.172** .618**     

18 1.38 0.49 -0.008 -0.036 -0.007 -.128* .130* 0.004 -0.004 -.222** -0.029 -0.032 0.004 0.020 -0.057 -.125* -.141** .184** .215**    

19 1.33 0.47 .157** 0.017 0.085 -0.047 0.042 0.075 .168** -.248** .145** 0.016 .133* .130* -.237** -.165** -.152** .374** .376** .256**   

20 1.40 0.49 0.022 .140* .178** .124* 0.026 0.019 0.018 .109* -0.068 0.058 0.065 0.093 .234** -0.006 -0.087 -0.034 -0.078 -0.090 0.008  

21 1.79 0.41 0.048 -0.051 0.047 0.027 -0.025 0.038 0.027 -.134* 0.011 0.018 0.033 -0.010 0.000 -0.010 -0.065 0.070 -0.035 0.057 0.003 0.000 
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Table 8 Summary of Correlation among Variables in the Students with High GPA (N = 321) 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Note: *p<.05, **p<.01 
Variables 1:Buying behavior 2:Supportive behavior 3:Future orientation and self-control 4:Core self-evaluation 5:Materialism 6: Mental health 7: Peer role modelling 8:University experience 9:Media influence 10:Family 
cultivation 11:Attitude toward behavior 12:perceived behavioral control 13:age 14:gender 15:Faculty 16:Father’s education 17:Mother’s education 18:Allowance 19:1st gen 20:Year 21:Only-child  

Variables Mean S.D. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 

1 77.63 9.62                                         

2 51.61 8.00 .496**                                       

3 81.61 11.68 .473** .429**                                     

4 48.63 7.57 .281** .161** .423**                                   

5 47.73 10.85 -.326** -.158** -.306** -.332**                                 

6 51.98 12.09 .331** .128* .277** .666** -.413**                               

7 61.00 9.92 .220** .241** .160** 0.087 -0.085 .153**                             

8 50.66 9.02 .138* .278** .179** .171** -.295** .138* 0.029                           

9 29.82 6.62 .450** .240** .371** .153** -.414** .333** .314** 0.077                         

10 74.90 10.56 .319** .413** .550** .240** -.191** .147* .174** .297** .304**                       

11 51.63 8.89 .618** .652** .574** .331** -.330** .331** .212** .160** .388** .380**                     

12 74.24 10.00 .688** .649** .598** .354** -.280** .344** .237** .223** .396** .418** .730**                   

13 1.43 0.50 0.042 -0.017 0.084 0.077 -0.098 0.068 -0.022 .197** 0.019 -0.027 -0.023 0.071                 

14 1.78 0.41 -0.044 0.064 .146* 0.008 -0.031 -0.104 0.008 0.048 0.047 0.078 0.021 -0.014 0.082               

15 2.24 0.85 -0.046 -0.045 -0.078 -0.103 0.101 -0.112 0.000 0.062 -0.083 -0.024 -0.082 -0.043 0.072 .200**             

16 1.58 0.49 0.088 .117* 0.042 -0.107 0.111 -0.055 0.055 -0.091 0.001 .118* 0.026 0.058 -.159** -0.102 -.139*           

17 1.55 0.50 0.045 0.029 -0.039 -0.077 0.079 -0.017 0.094 -.174** 0.031 0.033 -0.014 0.012 -.210** -.172** -.117* .619**         

18 1.41 0.49 -0.068 -0.059 0.041 0.035 .231** -0.065 0.059 -.163** -.161** 0.009 -0.003 0.043 -.200** -.181** -0.081 .120* .163**       

19 1.42 0.49 0.047 0.108 0.026 -0.061 .138* -0.025 0.060 -.240** -0.021 0.115 .119* 0.055 -.289** -.169** -0.103 .395** .408** .233**     

20 1.33 0.47 0.043 0.017 0.029 .121* -0.002 0.002 -0.115 -0.069 -0.028 0.014 0.093 0.036 0.081 -0.049 -0.034 0.080 0.009 0.005 0.096   

21 1.79 0.41 0.061 -0.012 0.034 0.030 0.037 0.027 0.001 -0.018 -0.008 0.033 0.068 -0.008 0.052 -0.042 -0.035 .123* 0.068 -0.078 0.111 0.105 
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Table 9 Summary of Correlation among Variables in the Science Students (N=233) 

Note: *p<.05, **p<.01 

Variables 1:Buying behavior 2:Supportive behavior 3:Future orientation and self-control 4 :Core self-evaluation 5:Materialism 6 : Mental health 7 : Peer role modelling 8:University experience 9 :Media influence 10 :Family 
cultivation 11:Attitude toward behavior 12:perceived behavioral control 13:age 14:gender 15:GPA 16:Father’s education 17:Mother’s education 18:Allowance 19:1st gen 20:Year 21:Only-child  

Variables Mean S.D. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 

1 77.25 9.16                                        

2 51.89 6.95 .440**                                       

3 80.36 11.40 .425** .468**                                     

4 48.21 6.84 .277** .174** .350**                                   

5 46.65 9.48 -.286** -.146* -.339** -.194**                                 

6 52.41 11.30 .271** 0.097 .293** .509** -.341**                               

7 60.96 10.12 .348** .330** .180** 0.070 -0.128 .180**                             

8 50.53 8.30 0.022 .193** 0.050 0.052 -0.070 -0.074 -0.032                           

9 29.69 6.67 .480** .201** .294** 0.096 -.412** .225** .316** -0.120                         

10 74.74 10.14 .436** .484** .526** .238** -.155* .129* .377** 0.115 .307**                       

11 51.48 8.12 .560** .583** .513** .263** -.329** .330** .316** 0.024 .413** .501**                     

12 74.14 9.22 .633** .547** .507** .272** -.245** .238** .306** 0.089 .409** .498** .720**                   

13 1.40 0.49 0.052 0.030 0.082 0.110 -0.019 0.092 -0.013 .155* -0.063 -0.025 0.019 0.079                 

14 1.69 0.46 -0.114 0.075 .186** 0.067 -0.059 0.013 0.006 .129* 0.009 0.095 0.016 0.008 .178**               

15 1.33 0.47 .160* -0.006 .159* .177** -0.127 .142* -0.012 -0.035 .132* 0.061 0.099 0.074 0.065 -0.109             

16 1.57 0.50 0.080 0.017 0.013 0.006 0.030 0.042 0.048 -.259** 0.044 -0.043 0.060 .150* -.135* -.156* 0.119           

17 1.58 0.49 .136* -0.027 -0.070 0.011 0.035 0.034 0.105 -.352** 0.125 0.021 0.065 0.108 -0.122 -.214** -0.010 .587**         

18 1.45 0.50 0.012 -0.053 -0.046 -0.037 .155* 0.023 0.042 -.295** -0.107 -0.002 -0.005 0.043 -0.034 -.250** -0.015 .238** .268**       

19 1.45 0.50 .147* 0.044 -0.008 -0.032 0.030 0.059 .188** -.266** 0.096 0.002 .141* 0.085 -0.105 -.268** 0.058 .360** .355** .236**     

20 1.38 0.49 -0.040 0.083 0.024 0.118 0.096 0.066 -0.094 0.030 -0.080 -0.109 0.000 -0.007 0.128 -0.059 -0.015 0.093 0.037 -0.013 0.076   

21 1.81 0.39 .139* 0.016 0.027 0.070 -0.062 0.067 0.059 -.151* -0.067 0.001 0.018 -0.013 0.084 -0.042 -0.030 0.069 -0.052 -0.030 0.058 0.063 
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Table 10 Summary of Correlation among Variables in the Business Administration Students (N=124) 

Note: *p<.05, **p<.01 
Variables 1:Buying behavior 2:Supportive behavior 3:Future orientation and self-control 4:Core self-evaluation 5:Materialism 6: Mental health 7: Peer role modelling 8:University experience 9:Media influence 10:Family 
cultivation 11:Attitude toward behavior 12:perceived behavioral control 13:age 14:gender 15:GPA 16:Father’s education 17:Mother’s education 18:Allowance 19:1st gen 20:Year 21:Only-child 

 

Variables Mean S.D. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 

1 74.70 8.22                                        

2 52.49 7.79 .596**                                       

3 79.47 12.20 .457** .395**                                     

4 47.65 6.98 .319** .198* .522**                                   

5 49.56 10.90 -.263** -0.076 -.306** -.389**                                 

6 48.89 10.95 .304** 0.160 .377** .613** -.372**                               

7 61.07 8.09 .275** .303** .283** 0.168 -.182* .265**                             

8 52.51 9.50 0.116 .225* .180* .212* -.180* .205* 0.119                           

9 28.39 6.58 .316** .199* .326** 0.058 -.327** .273** .437** -0.052                         

10 74.22 10.46 .456** .508** .621** .417** -.200* .257** .425** .265** .358**                       

11 51.02 8.99 .638** .667** .478** .236** -.222* .275** .238** 0.033 .410** .393**                     

12 73.72 9.42 .588** .606** .508** .252** -.222* .290** .337** .246** .423** .503** .752**                   

13 1.53 0.50 -0.062 -0.003 -0.045 0.120 -.193* 0.024 -0.036 .413** -0.083 0.004 -0.071 0.051                 

14 1.83 0.38 0.165 .200* .396** .292** -.286** 0.155 0.132 0.013 .207* .268** .203* .209* 0.008               

15 1.49 0.50 0.048 -0.002 .198* 0.115 0.080 0.146 0.059 -.280** 0.124 -0.011 0.112 0.002 -.565** 0.143             

16 1.51 0.50 0.049 0.089 0.035 -0.041 0.175 0.053 0.129 -0.123 -0.013 0.134 0.040 0.012 -.276** -0.143 .323**           

17 1.53 0.50 0.098 0.116 0.056 -0.085 0.114 0.047 0.063 -0.131 0.028 0.085 0.096 0.120 -.393** -0.122 .341** .597**         

18 1.44 0.50 -0.173 -.211* -0.014 -0.145 .216* 0.005 0.032 -.241** -0.015 -0.142 -0.116 -0.154 -.285** -0.124 0.144 0.018 0.139       

19 1.33 0.47 0.034 0.048 0.031 -0.159 .266** -0.030 0.124 -.368** 0.110 0.015 0.083 0.074 -.544** -0.140 .269** .314** .350** .247**     

20 1.48 0.50 -0.013 0.062 -0.045 0.139 -0.175 -0.085 -0.059 .225* -0.071 0.013 -0.059 -0.026 .569** 0.086 -.388** -.387** -.401** -.413** -.429**   

21 1.81 0.40 0.037 -0.043 -0.032 -0.081 0.023 -0.011 -0.105 -0.056 0.085 -0.037 -0.008 -0.069 -0.009 -0.058 0.074 0.090 -0.050 0.019 0.084 -0.105 
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Table 11 Summary of Correlation among Variables in the Social Science Students (N = 265 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Note: *p<.05, **p<.01 
Variables 1:Buying behavior 2:Supportive behavior 3:Future orientation and self-control 4:Core self-evaluation 5:Materialism 6: Mental health 7: Peer role modelling 8:University experience 9:Media influence 10:Family 
cultivation 11:Attitude toward behavior 12:perceived behavioral control 13:age 14:gender 15:GPA 16:Father’s education 17:Mother’s education 18:Allowance 19:1st gen 20:Year 21:Only-child  

Variables Mean S.D. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 

1 76.60 9.84                                         

2 50.59 7.73 .538**                                       

3 77.22 12.79 .474** .497**                                     

4 47.29 7.57 .347** .269** .403**                                   

5 48.37 10.77 -.301** -.160** -.346** -.334**                                 

6 50.77 11.24 .312** .136* .252** .564** -.461**                               

7 59.86 9.07 .333** .294** .317** .217** -.182** .201**                             

8 51.35 8.54 0.101 .298** .131* .191** -.225** 0.047 0.053                           

9 28.57 7.06 .398** .223** .395** .208** -.457** .335** .351** 0.002                         

10 73.09 10.40 .331** .453** .601** .233** -.228** 0.093 .260** .233** .274**                       

11 49.60 9.10 .642** .641** .649** .374** -.339** .351** .384** .204** .461** .456**                     

12 71.94 10.46 .645** .657** .647** .430** -.276** .339** .383** .158** .408** .423** .760**                   

13 1.53 0.50 -0.026 0.053 0.111 0.033 -0.021 -0.034 0.023 .138* -0.038 0.089 -0.033 -0.001                 

14 1.78 0.41 0.095 .185** .187** 0.072 -0.078 -0.004 .166** -0.024 .237** .125* .148* .139* 0.006               

15 1.56 0.50 .136* 0.079 .315** 0.109 -0.031 0.040 .128* -0.007 .147* .192** .165** .221** -0.072 .126*             

16 1.45 0.50 0.088 0.095 .157* -0.064 0.039 -0.063 0.038 -0.091 0.021 .163** 0.101 0.076 -.134* 0.007 .139*           

17 1.44 0.50 0.087 0.034 0.042 -0.046 0.052 0.008 0.056 -0.116 -0.014 0.084 0.023 0.019 -0.118 -0.038 0.065 .648**         

18 1.33 0.47 -0.016 0.012 0.062 -0.018 .196** -0.100 -0.003 -0.080 -0.113 0.028 0.044 0.084 -0.110 -0.040 0.062 .126* .121*       

19 1.33 0.47 0.100 0.079 .143* -0.016 0.081 0.007 0.034 -.160** 0.029 .145* .137* 0.112 -.262** -0.025 0.104 .441** .436** .241**     

20 1.30 0.46 0.113 0.054 .196** 0.089 0.038 0.006 -0.020 -0.091 -0.039 .150* .170** .128* 0.024 -0.056 0.055 0.105 0.033 0.077 .240**   

21 1.77 0.42 -0.003 -0.074 0.067 0.037 0.050 0.018 0.012 -0.031 0.016 0.064 0.085 0.005 0.002 0.013 0.009 0.103 0.076 -0.011 0.027 0.093 
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Table 12 Summary of Correlation among Variables in the Students with Low Educated Fatther (N = 308) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Note: *p<.05, **p<.01 
Variables 1:Buying behavior 2:Supportive behavior 3:Future orientation and self-control 4:Core self-evaluation 5:Materialism 6: Mental health 7: Peer role modelling 8:University experience 9:Media influence 10:Family 
cultivation 11:Attitude toward behavior 12:perceived behavioral control 13:age 14:gender 15:GPA 16:Father’s education 17:Mother’s education 18:Allowance 19:1st gen 20:Year 21:Only-child 
  

Variables Mean S.D. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 

1 75.71 9.10                                         

2 50.89 7.49 .482**                                       

3 77.68 12.23 .407** .447**                                     

4 47.91 6.90 .289** .240** .427**                                   

5 47.38 10.75 -.251** -.156** -.385** -.339**                                 

6 50.94 11.46 .273** 0.105 .238** .533** -.408**                               

7 59.92 9.27 .267** .263** .210** 0.105 -.151** .174**                             

8 52.68 8.41 .115* .350** .250** .149** -.190** 0.059 .137*                           

9 28.74 7.15 .367** .235** .370** .147** -.451** .273** .342** 0.038                         

10 73.01 10.04 .359** .498** .575** .303** -.273** .165** .311** .325** .344**                       

11 49.85 8.66 .606** .629** .562** .351** -.333** .301** .272** .227** .463** .454**                     

12 72.13 9.49 .607** .570** .578** .337** -.283** .257** .330** .293** .443** .516** .774**                   

13 1.57 0.50 0.075 0.063 0.110 0.081 -0.031 0.006 0.010 .187** -0.034 0.069 0.024 0.073                 

14 1.80 0.40 0.042 .154** .188** 0.093 -.118* 0.038 0.110 0.065 .230** .118* .170** .133* 0.040               

15 1.39 0.49 0.082 -0.041 .219** .194** -0.080 .127* 0.038 -0.100 .120* 0.034 .140* .120* -0.075 0.069             

16 2.15 0.88 -0.021 -0.112 -.175** -0.029 0.067 -0.008 -0.040 -0.055 -0.055 -.160** -.112* -0.068 0.090 0.004 .209**           

17 1.20 0.40 0.094 0.081 -0.020 0.014 0.017 0.096 0.106 -0.068 0.034 0.108 -0.040 0.032 -0.047 -0.076 -0.030 -.114*         

18 1.32 0.47 0.013 -0.009 0.040 0.016 .235** -0.028 0.046 -0.098 -.129* 0.005 0.004 0.078 -0.070 -.126* 0.040 -0.039 0.080       

19 1.18 0.39 0.085 0.013 0.030 0.012 0.031 0.072 0.085 -.174** 0.021 0.045 0.003 0.035 -.170** -0.078 0.020 -0.110 .315** .238**     

20 1.36 0.48 0.004 0.110 0.105 .142* -0.001 0.007 0.000 0.048 -0.066 0.001 0.084 0.095 .218** 0.026 -.133* -0.092 -0.037 -0.053 -0.006   

21 1.75 0.43 0.099 -0.035 0.012 0.011 -0.007 0.063 -0.048 -0.030 -0.007 -0.071 0.029 -0.035 0.009 -0.025 -0.039 -0.057 -0.036 -0.048 0.075 0.043 
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Table 13 Summary of Correlation among Variables in the Students with High Educated Father (N = 314) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Note: *p<.05, **p<.01 
Variables 1:Buying behavior 2:Supportive behavior 3:Future orientation and self-control 4:Core self-evaluation 5:Materialism 6: Mental health 7: Peer role modelling 8:University experience 9:Media influence 10:Family 
cultivation 11:Attitude toward behavior 12:perceived behavioral control 13:age 14:gender 15:GPA 16:Faculty 17:Mother’s education 18:Allowance 19:1st gen 20:Year 21:Only-child  

Variables Mean S.D. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 

1 77.21 9.48                                         

2 52.01 7.46 .519**                                       

3 79.98 12.15 .481** .488**                                     

4 47.51 7.47 .349** .218** .407**                                   

5 48.54 9.97 -.350** -.125* -.303** -.264**                                 

6 51.08 11.08 .333** .142* .348** .573** -.408**                               

7 61.10 9.31 .373** .350** .303** .200** -.180** .229**                             

8 49.89 8.71 0.050 .178** 0.009 .134* -0.102 -0.002 -0.047                           

9 29.16 6.51 .466** .183** .328** .146** -.389** .306** .359** -.149**                         

10 74.84 10.54 .407** .452** .582** .255** -.139* .117* .355** .111* .264**                       

11 51.32 8.79 .602** .627** .579** .285** -.304** .357** .384** 0.015 .408** .461**                     

12 74.09 10.10 .634** .648** .573** .365** -.247** .331** .356** 0.057 .384** .416** .720**                   

13 1.40 0.49 -0.068 0.019 0.039 0.052 -0.038 0.021 -0.001 .188** -0.090 0.009 -0.060 0.018                 

14 1.72 0.45 -0.003 .144* .249** 0.102 -0.061 -0.004 0.077 0.017 0.036 .158** 0.052 0.075 0.107               

15 1.53 0.50 .128* 0.055 .179** 0.062 0.023 0.032 0.042 0.009 0.109 .114* 0.061 0.068 -0.071 0.076             

16 1.95 0.89 -0.018 -0.033 -0.038 -0.090 0.091 -.117* -0.053 0.095 -0.084 0.027 -0.065 -.112* 0.102 .164** .229**           

17 1.82 0.39 0.054 -0.097 -0.076 -0.033 0.023 -0.030 0.007 -.203** 0.053 -0.067 0.073 0.021 -.157** -.113* -0.028 -0.044         

18 1.47 0.50 -0.099 -0.107 -0.025 -0.087 .111* -0.031 -0.005 -.241** -0.052 -0.050 -0.022 -0.032 -.129* -.142* -0.022 -.135* .163**       

19 1.56 0.50 0.092 0.059 0.054 -0.067 0.107 0.000 .114* -.228** .117* 0.037 .193** 0.096 -.263** -.172** 0.057 -0.040 .132* .181**     

20 1.37 0.48 0.039 0.048 0.082 0.085 0.030 0.002 -0.099 0.016 -0.052 0.058 0.054 0.023 .132* -0.075 -0.022 -0.063 -0.085 -0.049 0.080   

21 1.83 0.38 -0.009 -0.044 0.054 0.053 0.008 -0.005 0.071 -0.102 0.007 .112* 0.055 -0.001 0.078 -0.006 0.012 -0.024 -0.083 0.008 -0.029 0.052 
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Table 14 Summary of Correlation among Variables in the Students with Low Educated Mother (N = 304) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Note: *p<.05, **p<.01 
Variables 1:Buying behavior 2:Supportive behavior 3:Future orientation and self-control 4:Core self-evaluation 5:Materialism 6: Mental health 7: Peer role modelling 8:University experience 9:Media influence 10:Family 
cultivation 11:Attitude toward behavior 12:perceived behavioral control 13:age 14:gender 15:GPA 16:Faculty 17:Father’s education 18:Allowance 19:1st gen 20:Year 21:Only-child  

Variables Mean S.D. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 

1 75.45 9.10                                         

2 51.14 7.52 .499**                                       

3 78.58 12.33 .440** .512**                                     

4 47.89 6.80 .296** .259** .444**                                   

5 47.43 10.61 -.230** -.164** -.390** -.291**                                 

6 50.65 11.12 .257** 0.099 .226** .546** -.389**                               

7 59.72 9.17 .249** .257** .166** 0.066 -.117* 0.095                             

8 53.09 8.12 .144* .367** .271** 0.107 -.186** 0.002 .113*                           

9 28.58 7.04 .387** .257** .369** .123* -.455** .234** .311** 0.046                         

10 73.19 10.42 .360** .479** .562** .291** -.208** .169** .283** .343** .344**                       

11 50.01 8.74 .611** .618** .612** .340** -.336** .319** .246** .222** .486** .454**                     

12 72.29 9.73 .638** .593** .595** .322** -.273** .250** .282** .269** .458** .470** .779**                   

13 1.58 0.49 .117* 0.086 .139* .124* -0.094 -0.006 0.059 .230** -0.006 0.080 0.039 .119*                 

14 1.82 0.39 0.074 .141* .225** .139* -.164** .115* .136* 0.039 .236** 0.112 .186** .126* 0.042               

15 1.43 0.50 .162** 0.024 .247** .175** -0.052 .121* 0.024 -0.075 .125* 0.110 .174** .162** -0.057 0.102             

16 2.17 0.88 0.011 -0.105 -.163** -0.036 0.063 -0.040 -0.018 -0.099 0.000 -0.092 -0.073 -0.056 0.082 -0.014 .179**           

17 1.19 0.39 0.036 .154** .131* 0.010 0.028 0.049 0.065 0.032 -0.011 .145* -0.003 0.067 -0.017 0.011 .130* -0.074         

18 1.30 0.46 0.011 -0.008 -0.023 -0.058 .273** -0.043 -0.007 -.158** -.145* -0.099 0.000 0.053 -0.097 -.245** 0.045 -0.013 -0.001       

19 1.18 0.38 0.090 0.060 0.096 -0.052 0.046 0.018 0.048 -.120* 0.013 0.062 0.067 0.080 -.144* -0.046 0.051 -0.100 .306** .222**     

20 1.39 0.49 -0.002 0.088 0.097 .115* 0.039 -0.012 -0.017 0.015 -0.072 -0.003 0.102 0.110 .173** 0.013 -.115* -0.093 0.067 -0.019 0.107   

21 1.79 0.41 0.086 -0.004 0.035 -0.006 0.013 0.067 0.010 -0.021 -0.007 -0.011 0.034 0.008 -0.037 -0.062 -0.054 -0.110 .128* -0.065 .180** 0.055 
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Table 15 Summary of Correlation among Variables in the Students with High Educated Mother (N = 318) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Note: *p<.05, **p<.01 
Variables 1:Buying behavior 2:Supportive behavior 3:Future orientation and self-control 4:Core self-evaluation 5:Materialism 6: Mental health 7: Peer role modelling 8:University experience 9:Media influence 10:Family 
cultivation 11:Attitude toward behavior 12:perceived behavioral control 13:age 14:gender 15:GPA 16:Faculty 17:Father’s education 18:Allowance 19:1st gen 20:Year 21:Only-child

Variables Mean S.D. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 

1 77.44 9.43                                         

2 51.75 7.46 .507**                                       

3 79.09 12.16 .459** .431**                                     

4 47.53 7.54 .344** .199** .386**                                   

5 48.47 10.14 -.371** -.113* -.288** -.311**                                 

6 51.35 11.40 .341** .145** .353** .561** -.430**                               

7 61.27 9.38 .383** .357** .349** .231** -.214** .296**                             

8 49.53 8.83 0.047 .165** -0.021 .169** -.110* 0.062 -0.004                           

9 29.31 6.62 .440** .161** .331** .169** -.390** .341** .385** -.135*                         

10 74.64 10.21 .408** .473** .602** .264** -.200** 0.110 .381** 0.099 .259**                       

11 51.14 8.74 .598** .641** .537** .294** -.298** .335** .406** 0.026 .383** .465**                     

12 73.91 9.90 .606** .631** .565** .375** -.252** .331** .399** 0.085 .365** .459** .715**                   

13 1.39 0.49 -0.093 -0.014 -0.014 0.015 0.025 0.042 -0.038 .133* -0.108 -0.007 -0.078 -0.030                 

14 1.70 0.46 -0.015 .153** .207** 0.068 -0.023 -0.055 0.069 0.018 0.050 .166** 0.044 0.085 0.089               

15 1.49 0.50 0.062 0.008 .171** 0.075 0.004 0.038 0.061 -0.034 0.105 0.056 0.042 0.043 -.112* 0.040             

16 1.94 0.89 -0.038 -0.046 -0.066 -0.083 0.095 -0.076 -0.066 .112* -.132* -0.036 -0.104 -.125* 0.101 .163** .240**           

17 1.81 0.39 0.001 -0.024 0.077 -0.037 0.035 -0.077 -0.033 -0.110 0.006 -0.027 .112* 0.058 -.131* -0.039 .130* -0.008         

18 1.49 0.50 -.112* -0.098 0.052 -0.025 0.081 -0.028 0.030 -.165** -0.052 0.043 -0.016 -0.011 -0.089 -0.037 -0.007 -.143* 0.092       

19 1.56 0.50 0.069 0.048 0.058 -0.024 0.096 0.023 .125* -.232** 0.103 0.038 .159** 0.076 -.272** -.164** 0.090 -0.034 .131* .168**     

20 1.35 0.48 0.056 0.073 0.093 0.108 -0.007 0.023 -0.074 0.028 -0.042 0.070 0.043 0.016 .159** -0.074 -0.031 -0.075 0.018 -0.061 0.032   

21 1.80 0.40 0.022 -0.061 0.044 0.059 -0.004 -0.002 0.016 -.127* 0.010 0.060 0.061 -0.028 0.089 0.010 0.048 0.008 0.090 0.042 -0.041 0.041 
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Table 16 Summary of Correlation among Variables in the Students with Low Allowance (N = 376) 

Note: *p<.05, **p<.01 
Variables 1:Buying behavior 2:Supportive behavior 3:Future orientation and self-control 4:Core self-evaluation 5:Materialism 6: Mental health 7: Peer role modelling 8:University experience 9:Media influence 10:Family 
cultivation 11:Attitude toward behavior 12:perceived behavioral control 13:age 14:gender 15:GPA 16:Faculty 17:Father’s education 18:Mother’s education 19:1st gen 20:Year 21:Only-child  

Variables Mean S.D. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 

1 76.72 9.30                                         

2 51.74 7.83 .523**                                       

3 78.64 12.31 .481** .456**                                     

4 47.96 7.53 .326** .229** .391**                                   

5 46.47 10.61 -.264** -.110* -.362** -.279**                                 

6 51.26 11.46 .274** .140** .278** .551** -.390**                               

7 60.30 9.59 .281** .308** .219** 0.070 -.113* 0.094                             

8 52.64 8.68 0.079 .307** .183** .188** -.136** 0.072 0.073                           

9 29.42 6.95 .379** .181** .353** .110* -.426** .267** .286** -0.065                         

10 74.02 10.47 .354** .446** .544** .200** -.189** .111* .305** .272** .284**                       

11 50.56 8.81 .626** .660** .560** .309** -.307** .312** .310** .189** .424** .435**                     

12 72.85 9.91 .621** .634** .530** .322** -.211** .241** .319** .226** .391** .418** .753**                   

13 1.53 0.50 -0.023 0.048 .131* 0.084 -0.058 -0.008 0.027 .183** -0.025 0.029 0.000 0.071                 

14 1.81 0.39 -0.032 .118* .194** 0.078 -0.075 -0.028 0.084 0.025 .139** 0.058 0.043 0.055 .101*               

15 1.45 0.50 .142** 0.030 .189** 0.054 -0.070 .108* 0.020 -0.079 .168** 0.070 .112* 0.094 -0.036 0.086             

16 2.13 0.89 -0.018 -.105* -.153** -0.065 0.062 -0.017 -0.034 -0.053 -0.072 -0.085 -.116* -.118* .127* 0.001 .176**           

17 1.44 0.50 .132* .116* .118* 0.019 0.086 0.011 0.078 -0.079 0.007 .112* 0.094 .139** -.137** -0.071 .166** -0.061         

18 1.43 0.50 .165** 0.081 -0.011 -0.029 0.100 0.030 0.064 -.170** 0.028 0.017 0.072 .103* -.174** -.202** 0.083 -0.065 .584**       

19 1.28 0.45 .202** .146** .115* 0.006 0.081 0.054 0.096 -.201** 0.020 0.083 .196** .171** -.234** -.137** 0.099 -0.088 .396** .395**     

20 1.39 0.49 0.026 0.064 .142** .170** 0.036 0.018 -0.034 0.035 -0.084 0.035 0.077 .110* .181** -0.045 -.112* -.119* 0.011 -0.020 -0.014   

21 1.79 0.41 0.055 -.108* 0.018 0.065 0.052 0.033 -0.024 -0.060 -0.023 0.015 -0.026 -.107* 0.075 -0.016 0.054 -0.059 0.072 -0.029 -0.006 0.095 
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Table 17 Summary of Correlation among Variables in the Students with High Allowance (N = 246) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Note: *p<.05, **p<.01 
Variables 1:Buying behavior 2:Supportive behavior 3:Future orientation and self-control 4:Core self-evaluation 5:Materialism 6: Mental health 7: Peer role modelling 8:University experience 9:Media influence 10:Family 
cultivation 11:Attitude toward behavior 12:perceived behavioral control 13:age 14:gender 15:GPA 16:Faculty 17:Father’s education 18:Mother’s education 19:1st gen 20:Year 21:Only-child  

Variables Mean S.D. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 

1 76.08 9.34                                         

2 51.02 6.93 .472**                                       

3 79.15 12.14 .401** .505**                                     

4 47.32 6.63 .302** .214** .452**                                   

5 50.25 9.58 -.343** -.168** -.323** -.336**                                 

6 50.62 10.97 .347** 0.091 .316** .554** -.443**                               

7 60.85 8.85 .402** .320** .331** .313** -.271** .391**                             

8 49.19 8.23 0.034 0.121 0.006 0.047 -0.099 -0.064 -0.023                           

9 28.24 6.60 .473** .259** .355** .200** -.389** .322** .474** -0.094                         

10 73.80 10.13 .443** .534** .644** .405** -.223** .189** .394** 0.071 .340**                       

11 50.63 8.68 .577** .582** .597** .322** -.339** .354** .371** -0.034 .463** .505**                     

12 73.53 9.75 .633** .586** .657** .399** -.365** .383** .393** 0.049 .463** .549** .740**                   

13 1.41 0.49 -0.006 -0.025 -0.052 0.031 0.040 0.036 -0.054 .204** -.162* 0.008 -0.082 -0.032                 

14 1.68 0.47 0.052 .163* .244** 0.122 -0.061 0.064 0.102 0.026 0.086 .228** .174** .152* 0.037               

15 1.48 0.50 0.079 0.003 .240** .236** 0.048 0.036 0.093 -0.033 0.045 0.115 0.107 0.121 -.182** 0.033             

16 1.93 0.88 -0.053 -0.050 -0.052 -0.058 .146* -.145* -0.079 .139* -0.097 -0.056 -0.066 -0.067 0.061 .196** .246**           

17 1.60 0.49 0.017 0.026 0.051 -0.092 -0.069 0.011 0.028 -.226** 0.105 0.058 0.069 0.027 -.189** -0.080 0.100 -.154*         

18 1.63 0.48 0.039 -0.003 0.063 0.003 -.128* 0.049 0.106 -.181** .142* .165** 0.056 0.036 -.154* 0.014 0.028 -.190** .649**       

19 1.52 0.50 0.021 -0.024 0.015 -0.092 -0.007 0.019 .142* -.227** .223** 0.067 0.059 -0.003 -.266** -0.120 0.075 -0.080 .332** .326**     

20 1.34 0.47 0.013 0.099 0.021 0.003 0.000 -0.021 -0.072 -0.002 -0.030 0.022 0.056 -0.020 .145* -0.025 -0.014 -0.025 0.019 -0.059 .152*   

21 1.79 0.41 0.053 0.099 0.075 -0.036 -0.072 0.029 0.078 -0.113 0.043 0.041 .163* .143* -0.056 -0.038 -0.083 -0.041 .131* 0.081 .143* -0.029 
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Table 18 Summary of Correlation among Variables in First generation of Undergraduate Students of the family (N = 332) 

Note: *p<.05, **p<.01 
Variables 1:Buying behavior 2:Supportive behavior 3:Future orientation and self-control 4:Core self-evaluation 5:Materialism 6: Mental health 7: Peer role modelling 8:University experience 9:Media influence 10:Family 
cultivation 11:Attitude toward behavior 12:perceived behavioral control 13:age 14:gender 15:GPA 16:Faculty 17:Father’s education 18:Mother’s education 19:Allowance 20:Year 21:Only-child 
  

Variables Mean S.D. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 

1 75.66 9.14                                         

2 51.08 7.52 .479**                                       

3 78.13 12.46 .447** .464**                                     

4 47.94 6.88 .335** .250** .467**                                   

5 47.26 10.79 -.270** -.127* -.387** -.347**                                 

6 50.74 11.38 .285** .107* .266** .558** -.393**                               

7 59.67 9.13 .328** .300** .247** .184** -.179** .182**                             

8 52.93 8.25 0.094 .314** .199** 0.092 -.119* -0.020 .117*                           

9 28.54 7.15 .404** .196** .354** .147** -.463** .294** .339** -0.012                         

10 73.36 10.10 .350** .487** .581** .310** -.238** .133** .302** .281** .262**                       

11 49.68 8.93 .597** .617** .545** .352** -.310** .326** .317** .161** .437** .443**                     

12 72.34 9.81 .624** .591** .589** .351** -.241** .287** .370** .184** .426** .460** .747**                   

13 1.59 0.49 0.059 0.036 0.062 0.053 -0.009 0.014 0.055 .172** -0.031 0.019 -0.016 0.060                 

14 1.81 0.39 0.047 .134** .226** 0.097 -.152** 0.047 .174** 0.090 .220** .145** .126* .115* 0.006               

15 1.43 0.50 .150** -0.025 .223** .136** -0.065 .114* 0.077 -0.045 .169** 0.043 .101* .126* -0.058 0.073             

16 2.13 0.88 -0.001 -0.090 -.161** -0.068 0.055 -0.037 0.016 -0.020 -0.039 -.119* -0.088 -.107* .144** -0.013 .190**           

17 1.35 0.48 0.6 0.043 0.067 0.014 0.005 0.022 0.018 -0.072 -0.025 0.076 -0.023 0.050 -0.066 -0.011 .111* -.112*         

18 1.36 0.48 0.087 0.027 0.010 -0.023 0.008 0.021 0.023 -0.099 0.000 0.063 -0.008 0.056 -0.067 -0.047 0.026 -.131** .620**       

19 1.30 0.46 0.016 0.010 0.044 0.002 .187** -0.019 -0.010 -.144** -.168** -0.017 0.031 0.083 -0.060 -.123* 0.020 -0.088 .108* .147**     

20 1.35 0.48 0.019 .107* .110* .171** 0.002 0.045 -0.064 0.041 -0.055 0.021 0.072 .105* .213** -0.041 -.112* -.136** -0.039 -0.036 -.122*   

21 1.77 0.42 0.062 -0.075 -0.015 -0.012 0.011 0.017 -0.025 -0.097 -0.019 -0.021 0.012 -0.050 0.023 -0.059 -0.046 -0.036 .118* 0.073 -0.074 0.038 
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Table 19 Summary of Correlation among Variables in the Non-first generation of Undergraduate Students of the Family (N = 290) 

Note: *p<.05, **p<.01 
Variables 1:Buying behavior 2:Supportive behavior 3:Future orientation and self-control 4:Core self-evaluation 5:Materialism 6: Mental health 7: Peer role modelling 8:University experience 9:Media influence 10:Family 
cultivation 11:Attitude toward behavior 12:perceived behavioral control 13:age 14:gender 15:GPA 16:Faculty 17:Father’s education 18:Mother’s education 19:Allowance 20:Year 21:Only-child  

Variables Mean S.D. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 

1 77.83 9.47                                         

2 52.08 7.41 .537**                                       

3 80.05 11.78 .442** .478**                                     

4 47.31 7.68 .311** .197** .339**                                   

5 49.14 9.54 -.378** -.173** -.266** -.223**                                 

6 51.46 11.07 .329** .148* .334** .552** -.450**                               

7 61.93 9.44 .298** .316** .268** 0.122 -.163* .228**                             

8 48.48 8.65 0.105 .201** 0.022 .204** -.169** 0.127 -0.020                           

9 29.65 6.22 .429** .231** .332** .155* -.356** .275** .360** -0.090                         

10 74.89 10.65 .437** .456** .579** .230** -.154* .148* .378** 0.127 .377**                       

11 52.12 8.23 .609** .652** .621** .276** -.367** .330** .332** 0.106 .420** .485**                     

12 74.43 9.79 .613** .645** .554** .359** -.321** .302** .290** .178** .377** .469** .741**                   

13 1.31 0.46 -0.050 0.066 0.115 0.072 -0.045 0.036 -0.024 0.122 -0.077 0.084 0.042 0.050                 

14 1.67 0.47 0.003 .181** .227** 0.092 0.031 -0.017 0.016 -0.087 0.020 .143* 0.117 0.101 0.117               

15 1.52 0.50 0.037 0.076 .171** 0.106 0.038 0.015 -0.025 -0.042 0.002 .141* 0.094 0.048 -0.104 0.076             

16 1.93 0.91 -0.040 -0.045 -0.016 -0.053 .134* -0.097 -.132* 0.067 -0.112 0.019 -0.075 -0.064 -0.007 .216** .247**           

17 1.76 0.43 0.028 0.076 0.077 -0.057 0.063 -0.062 0.020 -0.071 0.054 0.049 .151* 0.093 -0.101 -0.077 0.125 -0.012         

18 1.77 0.42 0.036 -0.002 -0.051 0.013 0.038 0.019 0.074 -.161* 0.077 0.015 0.057 0.026 -.138* -0.128 0.044 -0.033 .404**       

19 1.55 0.50 -.183** -.183** -0.068 -0.084 0.122 -0.065 0.014 -.139* 0.000 -0.045 -.135* -0.106 -0.070 -0.102 -0.013 -0.073 -0.002 0.037     

20 1.39 0.49 0.017 0.025 0.059 0.030 0.026 -0.068 -0.040 0.043 -0.078 0.038 0.051 -0.030 .148* 0.004 -0.026 0.026 0.041 -0.122 0.032   

21 1.82 0.39 0.023 0.039 .135* 0.101 -0.021 0.054 0.066 -0.014 0.035 0.096 0.102 0.051 0.073 0.049 0.065 -0.063 -0.004 -.179** 0.071 0.057 
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Table 20 Summary of Correlation among Variables in the 3rd Year Students (N = 394) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
Note: *p<.05, **p<.01 
Variables 1:Buying behavior 2:Supportive behavior 3:Future orientation and self-control 4:Core self-evaluation 5:Materialism 6: Mental health 7: Peer role modelling 8:University experience 9:Media influence 10:Family 
cultivation 11:Attitude toward behavior 12:perceived behavioral control 13:age 14:gender 15:GPA 16:Faculty 17:Father’s education 18:Mother’s education 19:Allowance 20:1st gen 21: Only-child  

Variables Mean S.D. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 

1 76.31 9.43                                         

2 51.01 7.49 .543**                                       

3 77.97 12.52 .484** .468**                                     

4 47.10 7.01 .303** .220** .434**                                   

5 47.85 10.23 -.276** -.115* -.336** -.312**                                 

6 50.97 10.99 .305** .138** .312** .553** -.368**                               

7 60.87 9.18 .352** .362** .319** .174** -.162** .210**                             

8 51.07 8.31 0.066 .191** 0.052 .122* -.164** 0.046 0.042                           

9 29.26 6.77 .423** .272** .406** .151** -.405** .261** .400** -0.030                         

10 73.69 10.15 .440** .518** .605** .336** -.250** .142** .327** .197** .351**                       

11 50.13 8.74 .614** .651** .571** .270** -.268** .289** .365** .101* .450** .459**                     

12 72.68 10.12 .638** .627** .630** .333** -.224** .279** .406** .109* .459** .499** .731**                   

13 1.42 0.49 -0.030 -0.034 0.005 0.010 -0.077 -0.004 0.002 .180** -0.038 -0.017 -0.069 0.002                 

14 1.77 0.42 0.023 .122* .180** 0.074 -.101* 0.035 0.087 0.036 .171** .113* 0.098 0.090 0.079               

15 1.49 0.50 .108* 0.066 .267** .126* -0.010 0.089 .100* 0.002 .101* .107* .103* .126* -0.029 0.073             

16 2.10 0.91 -0.076 -0.071 -.169** -0.046 0.088 -0.043 -0.086 0.085 -0.089 -.160** -.153** -.143** .163** 0.096 .173**           

17 1.50 0.50 0.066 0.098 .100* -0.010 0.045 0.008 .102* -.156** 0.024 0.068 0.095 .122* -.143** -0.057 .102* -.121*         

18 1.53 0.50 0.085 0.050 0.026 -0.024 0.070 0.018 .105* -.219** 0.038 0.045 0.090 .116* -.176** -.101* 0.032 -.138** .635**       

19 1.41 0.49 -0.028 -0.053 0.068 0.025 .197** -0.014 0.040 -.190** -.109* -0.004 0.015 0.082 -.107* -.158** -0.009 -.142** .155** .206**     

20 1.36 0.48 .110* 0.093 0.091 0.003 0.079 0.075 .111* -.260** 0.086 0.064 .141** .147** -.247** -.176** 0.063 -.161** .362** .420** .190**   

21 1.78 0.42 0.026 -0.029 0.051 -0.015 0.009 -0.006 0.014 -0.057 -0.016 -0.027 0.018 -0.041 0.036 -0.023 -0.037 -0.061 0.090 0.019 0.041 0.045 
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Table 21 Summary of Correlation among Variables in the 4th Year Students (N = 228) 

Note: *p<.05, **p<.01 
Variables 1:Buying behavior 2:Supportive behavior 3:Future orientation and self-control 4:Core self-evaluation 5:Materialism 6: Mental health 7: Peer role modelling 8:University experience 9:Media influence 10:Family 
cultivation 11:Attitude toward behavior 12:perceived behavioral control 13:age 14:gender 15:GPA 16:Faculty 17:Father’s education 18:Mother’s education 19:Allowance 20:1st gen 21: Only-child  

Variables Mean S.D. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 

1 76.75 9.12                                         

2 52.23 7.44 .433**                                       

3 80.35 11.59 .381** .466**                                     

4 48.76 7.38 .341** .217** .356**                                   

5 48.15 10.63 -.327** -.176** -.350** -.293**                                 

6 51.07 11.75 .300** 0.102 .261** .559** -.469**                               

7 59.91 9.50 .284** .238** .175** .137* -.158* .190**                             

8 51.61 9.26 0.067 .328** .201** .170* -.138* -0.002 0.020                           

9 28.42 6.93 .411** 0.124 .273** .154* -.444** .335** .265** -0.096                         

10 74.35 10.64 .300** .409** .543** .171** -0.122 .139* .360** .190** .237**                       

11 51.38 8.72 .593** .589** .573** .370** -.391** .393** .291** 0.099 .431** .465**                     

12 73.87 9.32 .597** .584** .471** .364** -.322** .322** .253** .215** .345** .411** .776**                   

13 1.60 0.49 0.008 0.098 0.111 0.120 0.003 0.037 0.001 .253** -0.087 0.075 -0.004 0.045                 

14 1.74 0.44 -0.012 .177** .273** .152* -0.079 -0.015 0.081 0.082 0.050 .160* 0.102 0.097 0.126               

15 1.41 0.49 .136* -0.049 0.126 .133* -0.036 0.067 -0.047 -.167* .137* 0.060 .137* 0.080 -.183** 0.027             

16 1.96 0.86 0.067 -0.079 0.010 -0.054 0.047 -0.095 -0.006 -0.026 -0.055 0.086 0.021 -0.005 0.066 0.101 .235**           

17 1.51 0.50 0.106 0.034 0.082 -0.059 0.074 0.003 -0.001 -.170* 0.043 0.123 0.064 0.058 -.236** -.160* .217** -0.096         

18 1.48 0.50 .150* 0.035 0.025 -0.015 0.020 0.052 0.042 -.182** 0.071 0.116 0.031 0.027 -.190** -.191** 0.119 -0.129 .598**       

19 1.36 0.48 -0.041 -0.026 -0.055 -.145* .150* -0.050 0.004 -.200** -0.050 -0.016 -0.006 -0.049 -.140* -.136* 0.089 -0.050 .160* .163*     

20 1.40 0.49 0.115 0.009 0.040 -0.128 0.100 -0.038 .134* -.235** 0.073 0.081 0.118 0.017 -.334** -.132* .154* -0.004 .443** .360** .351**   

21 1.82 0.39 0.105 -0.048 0.005 0.091 -0.004 0.097 0.022 -0.118 0.044 0.114 0.098 0.047 -0.022 -0.022 0.076 -0.022 0.099 0.006 -0.087 0.064 
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Table 22 Summary of Correlation among Variables in the Only-Child Students (N = 130) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Note: *p<.05, **p<.01 
Variables 1:Buying behavior 2:Supportive behavior 3:Future orientation and self-control 4:Core self-evaluation 5:Materialism 6: Mental health 7: Peer role modelling 8:University experience 9:Media influence 10:Family 
cultivation 11:Attitude toward behavior 12:perceived behavioral control 13:age 14:gender 15:GPA 16:Faculty 17:Father’s education 18:Mother’s education 19:Allowance 20:1st gen 21:Year   

Variables Mean S.D. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 

1 75.48 9.75                                         

2 51.92 8.11 .587**                                       

3 77.92 12.99 .491** .575**                                     

4 47.34 7.51 .218* .188* .435**                                   

5 47.86 10.01 -0.136 -0.058 -.232** -.222*                                 

6 50.31 10.97 .272** 0.098 .289** .463** -.348**                               

7 60.26 9.42 .313** .374** .325** 0.109 -0.158 0.149                             

8 52.58 8.79 0.096 .242** .218* .249** -0.060 0.050 0.073                           

9 28.89 7.00 .315** .189* .237** -0.032 -.492** .175* .390** -0.074                         

10 73.44 10.60 .473** .573** .644** .270** -.181* 0.154 .452** .276** .314**                       

11 49.76 9.11 .595** .652** .650** .260** -.282** .329** .358** 0.166 .409** .514**                     

12 73.30 10.56 .589** .669** .668** .292** -.247** .308** .393** .284** .368** .612** .766**                   

13 1.46 0.50 0.121 0.114 0.091 0.154 0.044 0.042 0.009 0.150 -0.130 0.058 0.091 .179*                 

14 1.78 0.42 0.065 .212* .192* 0.145 -0.159 0.047 .230** 0.137 0.151 .195* 0.147 0.135 0.051               

15 1.46 0.50 0.095 -0.014 .213* 0.113 -0.085 0.088 0.071 -0.172 0.129 0.071 0.072 0.098 -0.145 0.088             

16 2.14 0.90 0.098 -0.007 -0.144 -0.029 -0.025 -0.015 -0.013 -0.070 -0.139 -0.123 -0.151 -0.113 .185* 0.042 0.168           

17 1.42 0.49 0.165 0.083 0.042 -0.078 0.043 0.069 -0.055 -0.072 0.020 -0.094 0.046 0.065 -.248** -0.111 0.096 -0.131         

18 1.50 0.50 0.159 0.089 0.009 -0.092 0.069 0.100 0.077 -0.096 0.040 -0.001 0.036 0.109 -.309** -.203* -0.031 -.241** .656**       

19 1.40 0.49 -0.031 -.223* -0.029 0.055 .304** -0.023 -0.065 -0.151 -0.147 -0.031 -0.167 -.187* 0.000 -0.128 0.157 -0.127 0.108 0.094     

20 1.32 0.47 0.133 -0.038 -0.067 -0.154 0.118 -0.007 0.025 -.303** 0.030 -0.047 0.044 0.005 -.310** -.262** -0.013 -0.070 .486** .592** 0.107   

21 1.32 0.47 -0.053 0.090 0.124 0.002 0.026 -0.102 -0.058 0.105 -0.110 -0.107 -0.013 -0.023 .218* -0.025 -.178* -0.107 -0.015 -0.033 0.074 0.015 
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Table 23 Summary of Correlation among Variables in the Students with Siblings (N = 492) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Note: *p<.05, **p<.01 
Variables 1: Buying behavior 2: Supportive behavior 3: Future orientation and self-control 4: Core self-evaluation 5:Materialism 6: Mental health 7: Peer role modelling 8:University experience 9:Media influence 
10:Family cultivation 11:Attitude toward behavior 12:perceived behavioral control 13:age 14:gender 15:GPA 16:Faculty 17:Father’s education 18:Mother’s education 19:Allowance 20:1st gen 21:Year  

Variables Mean S.D. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 

1 76.72 9.20                                         

2 51.34 7.33 .482**                                       

3 79.12 12.02 .437** .441**                                     

4 47.84 7.07 .350** .238** .400**                                   

5 47.99 10.49 -.338** -.158** -.368** -.325**                                 

6 51.19 11.35 .310** .133** .292** .580** -.422**                               

7 60.58 9.29 .329** .293** .242** .165** -.162** .215**                             

8 50.92 8.62 0.064 .245** 0.084 .120** -.177** 0.024 0.022                           

9 28.93 6.76 .446** .221** .393** .209** -.404** .319** .342** -0.056                         

10 74.08 10.26 .365** .450** .562** .272** -.205** .137** .305** .177** .308**                       

11 50.81 8.66 .609** .627** .551** .328** -.322** .327** .325** .089* .448** .446**                     

12 73.08 9.66 .638** .595** .552** .364** -.260** .291** .334** .110* .433** .425** .744**                   

13 1.49 0.50 -0.050 0.002 0.044 0.041 -0.066 0.004 -0.011 .230** -0.044 0.010 -0.068 -0.018                 

14 1.75 0.43 -0.004 .120** .218** .092* -0.077 0.008 0.049 0.029 .119** .115* 0.086 0.079 .103*               

15 1.46 0.50 .121** 0.029 .212** .127** -0.004 0.077 0.043 -0.038 .110* .093* .121** .109* -0.081 0.049             

16 2.03 0.89 -0.061 -.102* -.103* -0.059 .097* -0.073 -0.063 0.064 -0.059 -0.055 -0.079 -.097* .099* .112* .206**           

17 1.53 0.50 0.052 0.076 .102* -0.023 0.059 -0.013 .093* -.176** 0.039 .134** .089* .110* -.160** -.089* .158** -.100*         

18 1.52 0.50 .093* 0.027 0.021 -0.012 0.046 0.014 0.085 -.234** 0.062 0.087 0.072 0.074 -.156** -.114* .094* -.099* .613**       

19 1.39 0.49 -0.035 0.005 0.038 -0.066 .147** -0.029 0.054 -.209** -0.074 -0.002 0.052 .100* -.156** -.155** -0.007 -.103* .174** .222**     

20 1.39 0.49 .105* .096* .111* -0.018 0.080 0.039 .140** -.230** .096* .100* .156** .130** -.261** -.133** .122** -.113* .364** .344** .285**   

21 1.38 0.49 0.041 0.077 0.082 .137** 0.011 0.029 -0.049 0.016 -0.043 0.064 0.088 0.080 .157** -0.027 -0.047 -0.066 0.004 -0.049 -0.078 0.043 
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Table 24 Multiple regression analysis on Buying behavior based on critical thinking (BUY) predicted by psychological traits and 

situational factors 
Group No. of 

cases 
Group1:  Psychological trait (1-4) Group 2:  Situational factor (5-8) Group 3: Psychological trait and  

situational factor (1-8) 
% of 

Difference 
%Prediction Predictors Beta value %Prediction Predictors Beta value %Prediction Predictors Beta value 

 

Total 
Young 
Old 
Male 
Female 
Low Gpa 
High Gpa 
Science 
Business Administration 
Social Science 
Low Education(Father) 
High Education(Father) 
Low Education(Mother) 
High Education(Mother) 
Low Allowance 
High Allowance 
First Generation 
Non-First Generation 
3rd Year 
4th Year 
Only Child 
Having Siblings 

622 
321 
301 
151 
471 
335 
287 
233 
124 
265 
308 
314 
304 
318 
376 
246 
390 
232 
394 
228 
130 
492 

24.2 
28.5 
20.9 
31.2 
23.0 
20.7 
28.6 
22.2 
23.3 
26.7 
20.0 
28.6 
21.6 
28.6 
25.7 
23.4 
23.5 
27.3 
26.3 
21.9 
24.7 
25.0 

1,4,3 
1,4,3 
1,4 
1,4,2 
1,4,3 
1,2,3 
1,4,3 
1,4 
1 
1.4 
1.4 
1.4.2 
1.4 
1.4.2 
1.4 
1.4.3 
1.4 
1,3,2 
1,4 
1,2,3 
1 
1,3,2,4 

.36, .15, -.11 

.40, .14, -.14 

.34, .19 

.36, -.17, .16 

.36, .15, -.10 

.27, .20, -.11 

.38, .16, -.13 

.37, .16 

.44 

.41, .21 

.36, .18 

.33, -.21, .15 

.39, .16 

.32, -.23, .14 

.43, .15 

.28, .18, -.16 

.39, .18 

.29, -.26, .14 

.42, .17 

.23, .20. -.18 

.47 

.29, -.14, .12, .09 

26.1 
31.0 
22.2 
38.5 
24.0 
29.9 
22.5 
34.3 
23.7 
23.5 
20.3 
32.1 
21.8 
29.9 
22.7 
31.6 
25.1 
27.1 
29.0 
22.8 
24.6 
27.5 

7,8,5 
7,8,5 
7,5,8 
7,5 
8,7,5 
8,7,5 
7,8 
7,8,5 
8,7 
7,5,8 
7,8,5 
7,8,5,6 
7,8 
7,8,5 
7,8,5 
7,8,5 
7,8,5 
8,7 
8,7,5 
7,8,5 
8,7 
7,8,5 

.29, .23, .14 

.32, .29, .10 

.27, .18, .17 

.42, .29 

.28, .27, .11 

.27, .23, .20 

.37, .18 

.37, .26, .13 

.39, .18 

.28, .19, .18 

.26, .21, .11 

.35, .23, .16, .09 

.32, .23 

.29, .25, .17 

.29, .22, .13 

.29, .26, .16 
 .30, .21, .16 
.31, .29 
.28, .26, .15 
.33, .16, .14 
.38, .20 
.33, .21, .15 

 32.8 
38.4 
28,8 
44.2 
31.4 
34.4 
33.4 
39.4 
29.5 
32.0 
26.6 
39.7 
29.6 
37.2 
33.0 
35.4 
32.2 
36.1 
35.1 
30.5 
33.0 
34.1 

 7,1,5,8,2,4 
7,1,2,8 
1,5,7,4 
7,5,1 
7,1,8,4,2,5 
7,8,2,5 
1,7,4 
7,1,8,5,2 
8,1 
1,7,2,5 
1,7,4,5 
7,1,2,8,5,3 
1,7,2,5 
7,1,3,5,2,8 
1,7,2,5 
7,8,4 
7,1,5,2 
3,8,7,2,1 
1,7,8,4,5 
7,2,1,5 
1,7,8 
7,2,1,5,8,3 

.23, .19, .12, .11, .10, .09 

.30, .20, .18, .16 

.25, .19, .18, .13 

.31, .26, .25 

.22, .20, .15, .10, .10, .09 

.23, .22, .20, .18 

.33, .25, .15 

.33, .17, .15, .14, .12 

.29, .27 

.26, .21, .16, .14 

.28, .20, .13, .12 

.25, .17, .15, .13, .13, -.12 

.26, .25, .13, .12 
 21, .16, -.15, .14, .14, .13 
.29, .23, .17, .14 
.30, .28, .21 
.25, .24, .16, .15 
.22, .21, .20, .14, .13 
.21, .20, .17, .14, .12 
.28, .20, .19, .15 
.30, .20, .19 
.24, .16, .15, .14, .09, -.09 

 6.7 
7.4 
6 

5.7 
7.4 
4.5 
4.8 
5.1 
5.8 
5.3 
6.3 
7.6 
7.8 
7.3 
7.3 
3.8 
7.1 
8.8 
6.1 
7.7 
8.3 
6.6 

Note: All beta values were statistical significance at the level of 0.5; * Difference was at least 5%. 

1 =                Future Orientation and Self Control 4 = Mental Health 7 = Media Influence 
2 = 
3 =    

Core self-evaluation 
Materialism 

5 = 
6 = 

Peer Role Modelling 
University Experience  

8 = Family Cultivation 



184 

 

 

Table 25 Multiple regression analysis on Supportive Behavior predicted by psychological traits and situational factors  
Group No. of 

cases 
Group1:  Psychological trait (1-4) Group 2:  Situational factor (5-8) Group 3: Psychological trait and  

situational factor (1-8) 
% of 

Difference 
%Prediction Predictors Beta value %Prediction Predictors Beta value %Prediction Predictors Beta value 

Total 
Young 
Old 
Male 
Female 
Low Gpa 
High Gpa 
Science 
Business Administration 
Social Science 
Low Education(Father) 
High Education(Father) 
Low Education(Mother) 
High Education(Mother) 
Low Allowance 
High Allowance 
First Generation 
Non-First Generation 
3rd Year 
4th Year 
Only Child 
Having Siblings 

622 
321 
301 
151 
471 
335 
287 
233 
124 
265 
308 
314 
304 
318 
376 
246 
390 
232 
394 
228 
130 
492 

22.7 
30.2 
16.6 
26.3 
20.1 
29.3 
19.6 
22.4 
16.6 
25.4 
20.7 
23.8 
26.2 
19.6 
21.3 
27.1 
22.1 
23.9 
22.8 
22.1 
35.2 
20.2 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

1,2,3 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

.47 

.54 

.40 

.51 

.44 
.51, .12, .10 

.44 

.47 

.40 

.49 

.45 

.48 

.50 

.44 

.45 

.51 

.46 

.48 

.47 

.46 

.58 

.44 

28.0 
29.5 
26.9 
20.6 
29.0 
34.1 
22.9 
28.2 
28.7 
27.7 
29.9 
26.4 
30.0 
27.0 
27.5 
30.0 
29.5 
25.6 
31.8 
24.8 
34.1 
26.1 

8,5,6 
8,5,6 
8,6,5,7 
8,5 
8,5,6 
8,5,6 
8,5,6 
8,5,6 
8 
8,6,5 
8,6,5 
8,5,6 
8,6,7,5 
8,5,6 
8,6,5 
8,5 
8,6,5 
8,5,6 
8,5,6 
8,6,5 
8 
8,6,5,7 

.38, .18, .16 

.42, .17, .12 

.29, .21, .15, .11 

.31, .17 

.39, .17, .16 

.44, .16, .16 

.32, .18, .17 

.38, .18, .15 

.52 

.34, .20, .19 

.38, .20, .12 

.34, .23, .15 

.33, .23, .11, .10 

.36, .21, .12 

.33, .20, .19 

.47, .14 

.37, .18, .16 

.36, .18, .15 

.42, .22, .09 

.31, .26, .12 

.55 

.33, .18, .16, .08 

33.4 
38.8 
29.7 
31.2 
33.3 
40.9 
28.5 
35.2 
30.5 
34.4 
33.7 
33.7 
37.1 
30.8 
33.5 
35.9 
34.3 
33.0 
36.1 
31.2 
43.8 
30.8 

1,8,6,5 
1,8,6,5 
8,1,6,5 
1,6,5 
8,1,5,6 
1,8,5,6,3 
1,6,8,5 
1,8,5,6 
8 
1,6,8,5 
8,1,6,5 
1,5,8,6 
1,8,6,5 
1,8,5,6 
1,8,6,5 
8,1,5 
1,8,6,5 
1,8,6,5 
8,1,5,6,3 
1,6,8,5 
1,8 
1,8,6,5 

.28, .22, .16, .16 

.37, .21, .15, .14 

.22, .21, .19, .18 

.45, .17, .16 

.27, .24, .16, .15 

.32, .27, .16, .15, .09 

.29, .17, .16, .16 

.31, .22, .19, .16 

.52 

.32, .20, .16, .14 

.26, .22, .18, .11 

.33, .20, .17, .16 

.32, .20, .19, .13 

.23, .23, .19, .14 

.20, .19, .19, .18 

.30, .29, .11 

.25, .24, .17, .15 

.33, .18, .17, .17 

.28, .26, .20, .12, .09 

.31, .22, .15, .12 

.38, .31 

.26, .21, .17, .16 

 5.4 
8.6 
2.8 
4.9 
4.3 
6.8 
5.6 
7.0 
1.8 
6.7 
3.8 
7.3 
7.1 
3.8 
6.0 
5.9 
4.8 
7.4 
4.3 
6.4 
8.6 
4.7 

Note: All beta values were statistical significance at the level of 0.5; * Difference was at least 5%. 
1 =                Future Orientation and Self Control 4 = Mental Health 7 = Media Influence 
2 = 
3 =    

Core self-evaluation 
Materialism 

5 = 
6 = 

Peer Role Modelling 
University Experience  

8 = Family Cultivation 
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Table 26 Result of Comparing Average Score of Buying Behavior by Field of 

Study 

Field of study n Mean Code 3 2 

Science 
233 78.105 

1 
2.031* 4.213* 

Social Science 
265 76.074 

3 
 2.182* 

Business Administration 
124 73.894 

2   

Note: * p < .05 

 

Table 27 Result of Comparing Average Score of Supportive Behavior by Field of 

Study 

Field of study n Mean Code 2 3 

Science 
233 51.680 

1 
0.485 1.983* 

Business Administration 
124 51.195 

2 
 1.498* 

Social Science 
265 49.697 

3   

Note: * p < .05 

 

Table 28 Result of Comparing Average Score of Attitude towards Behavior by 

Field of Study 

Field of study n Mean Code 2 3 

Science 233 51.672 1 2.295* 2.899* 

Business Administration 124 49.377 2  0.604 

Social Science 265 48.773 3   

Note: * p < .05 
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Table 29 Result of Comparing Average Score of Perceived Behavioral Control 

by Field of Study 

Field of study n Mean Code 2 3 

Science 233 60.505 1 1.927* 3.025* 

Business Administration 124 58.578 2  1.098 

Social Science 265 57.480 3   

Note: * p < .05 

 

Table 30 Result of Comparing Average Score of Future Orientation and Self-

Control by Field of Study 

Field of study n Mean Code 2 3 

Science 233 79.536 1 4.158* 4.371* 

Business Administration 124 75.378 2  0.213 

Social Science 265 75.165 3   

Note: * p < .05 

 

Table 31 Result of Comparing Average Score of Core Self-Evaluation by Field of 

Study 

Field of study n Mean Code 3 2 

Science 233 48.414 1 1.448* 2.301* 

Social Science 265 46.966 3  0.853 

Business Administration 124 46.113 2   

Note: * p < .05 

Table 32 Result of Comparing Average Score of Materialism by Field of Study 

Field of study n Mean Code 3 1 

Business Administration 
124 51.795 

2 
2.931* 5.329* 

Social Sciences 
265 48.864 

3 
 2.398* 

Science 
233 46.466 

1   

Note: * p < .05 
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Table 33 Result of Comparing Average Score of Mental Health by Field of Study 

Field of study n Mean Code 3 2 

Science 233 52.833 1 1.818 4.926* 

Social Science 265 51.015 3  3.108* 

Business Administration 124 47.907 2   

Note: * p < .05 

 

Table 34 Result of Comparing Average Score of Media Influence by Field of 

Study 

Field of study n Mean Code 2 3 

Science 233 30.273 1 1.966* 2.520* 

Business Administration 124 28.307 2  0.554 

Social Science 265 27.753 3   

Note: * p < .05 

Table 35 Result of Comparing Average Score of Perceived Behavioral 

Control by GPA and Field of Study 

GPA Field of Study n Mean Code 22 23 12 11 13 

High Science 78 61.46 21 
1.18 1.25 1.53 1.60 5.70* 

High 
Business 

Administration 
61 60.27 22 

 0.06 0.34 0.41 4.52* 

High Social Science 148 60.21 23 
  0.28 0.35 4.46* 

Low 
Business 

Administration 
63 59.93 12 

   0.07 4.18* 

Low Science 155 59.89 11 
    4.10* 

Low Social Science 117 55.76 13    
  

Note: * p < .05 

 

 

 

 



188 

 

 

Table 36 Result of Comparing Average Score of Mental Health by Gender and 

GPA  

Gender GPA     N Mean Code 22 21 11 

Male High 62 54.37 12 
3.06* 3.46* 6.23* 

Female High 225 51.310 22 
 0.40 3.17* 

Female Low 246 50.91 21 
  2.77 

Male Low 89 48.14 11 
   

Note: * p < .05 

 

Table 37 Result of Comparing Average Score of Peer Role Modelling by Gender 

and GPA  

Gender GPA     N Mean Code 21 12 11 

Female High 225 61.04 22 
0.15 0.19 3.16* 

Female Low 246 60.89 21 
 0.04 3.01* 

Male High 62 60.85 12 
  2.97* 

Male Low 89 57.88 11 
   

Note: * p < .05 

 

Table 38 Result of Comparing Average Score of Media Influence by Gender 

and Field of Study 

Gender Field of Study n Mean Code 21 23 22 12 13 

Male Science 73 30.01 11 
0.02 0.29 0.37 3.92* 4.33* 

Female Science 160 29.99 21 
 0.27 0.35 3.90* 4.31* 

Female Social Science 208 29.72 23 
  0.08 3.63* 4.04* 

Female 
Business 

Administration 
103 29.64 22 

   3.55* 3.96* 

Male 
Business 

Administration 
21 26.09 12 

    0.41 

Male Social Science 57 25.68 13    
  

Note: * p < .05 
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   Table 39 Result of Comparing Average Score of Buying Behavior based on 

Critical Thinking by Age and Mother’s Educational Background  

Age Mother     N Mean Code 21 22 11 

Young High 193 78.15 12 
1.80 1.80 3.95* 

Old Low 176 76.35 21 
 0.00 2.25* 

Old High 125 76.30 22 
  2.15* 

Young Low 128 74.20 11 
   

Note: * p < .05 

 

Table 40 Result of Comparing Average Score of Materialism by Mother’s 

Educational Background and Allowance 

Mother Allowance     N Mean Code 22 21 11 

Low Ed High 91 51.84 12 
2.53* 4.17* 6.30* 

High Ed High 155 49.31 22 
 1.64 3.77* 

High Ed Low 163 47.67 21 
    2.13 

Low Ed Low 213 45.54 11 
   

Note: * p < .05 

 

Table 41 Result of Comparing Average Score of Attitude towards Behavior 

 by First Generation and Father Educational Background  

Generation Father    N Mean Code 21 11 12 

Non-first High Ed 175 52.87 22 
2.96* 3.04* 3.48 

Non-first Low Ed 58 49.91 21 
 0.08 0.52 

First-Gen Low Ed 252 49.83 11 
  0.44 

First-Gen High Ed 138 49.39 12 
   

Note: * p < .05 
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APPENDIX C 

Results of Path Model 
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Mplus VERSION 7.3 

MUTHEN & MUTHEN 

03/02/2019  11:16 AM 

 

INPUT INSTRUCTIONS 

 

  TITLE: 

  DATA: 

    FILE IS "C:\Users\Admin\Desktop\pa-jan\pa psyt.txt"; 

    TYPE IS CORRELATION MEANS STDEVIATIONS; 

    NGROUPS = 1; 

    NOBSERVATIONS = 622; 

 

  VARIABLE: 

    NAMES ARE fs cse mat mh peer ue media fam att pbc buy sbb; 

    USEVARIABLES ARE fs cse mat mh peer ue media fam att pbc buy sbb; 

 

  ANALYSIS: 

    TYPE IS GENERAL; 

    ESTIMATOR IS ML; 

    ITERATIONS = 1000; 

    CONVERGENCE = 0.00005; 

 

  Model: 

 

  trait by fs cse mat mh; 

  sit by peer ue media fam; 

  state by att pbc; 

  beh by buy sbb;beh@.05; 

 

  beh on state sit trait@.095; 

  state on sit trait; 

  sit on trait; 

 

  MH       WITH CSE;FAM      WITH FS  ;MEDIA    WITH MAT; 

  MEDIA    WITH UE ;MH       WITH MAT ;SBB      WITH MEDIA ; 

  SBB      WITH UE ;MEDIA    WITH CSE;UE       WITH MAT; 

  ATT      WITH MH;FAM      WITH MEDIA;SBB      WITH MAT ; 

  PBC      WITH MAT;BUY      WITH MH ;PEER     WITH MH; 

  MEDIA    WITH MH ;UE       WITH CSE ;BUY      WITH CSE; 

  MAT      WITH FS;FAM      WITH CSE; 

  FAM      WITH UE  ;PBC      WITH MEDIA ; 

 

  model indirect: 

  beh ind trait; 

  beh ind sit; 

  state ind trait; 
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OUTPUT:   MODINDICES (5) stdyx tech1 tech4; 

 

INPUT READING TERMINATED NORMALLY 

 

SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS 

 

Number of groups                                                         1 

Number of observations                                              622 

 

Number of dependent variables                                   12 

Number of independent variables                                  0 

Number of continuous latent variables                          4 

 

Observed dependent variables 

 

  Continuous 

   FS          CSE         MAT         MH          PEER        UE 

   MEDIA       FAM         ATT         PBC         BUY         SBB 

 

Continuous latent variables 

   TRAIT       SIT         STATE       BEH 

 

 

Estimator                                                       ML 

Information matrix                                        EXPECTED 

Maximum number of iterations                                  1000 

Convergence criterion                                    0.500D-04 

Maximum number of steepest descent iterations                   20 

 

Input data file(s) 

  C:\Users\Admin\Desktop\pa-jan\pa psyt.txt 

 

Input data format  FREE 

 

THE MODEL ESTIMATION TERMINATED NORMALLY 

 

MODEL FIT INFORMATION 

 

Number of Free Parameters                       62 

 

Loglikelihood 

 

          H0 Value                      -25570.951 

          H1 Value                      -25550.432 

Information Criteria 

 

          Akaike (AIC)                   51265.901 
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          Bayesian (BIC)                          51540.744 

          Sample-Size Adjusted BIC       51343.903 

            (n* = (n + 2) / 24) 

 

Chi-Square Test of Model Fit 

 

          Value                                       41.037 

          Degrees of Freedom                    28 

          P-Value                                    0.0533 

 

RMSEA (Root Mean Square Error Of Approximation) 

 

          Estimate                               0.027 

          90 Percent C.I.                    0.000  0.044 

          Probability RMSEA <= .05           0.988 

 

CFI/TLI 

 

          CFI                                0.995 

          TLI                                0.989 

 

Chi-Square Test of Model Fit for the Baseline Model 

 

          Value                           2909.868 

          Degrees of Freedom                    66 

          P-Value                           0.0000 

 

SRMR (Standardized Root Mean Square Residual) 

 

          Value                              0.020 

 

MODEL RESULTS 

 

                                                    Two-Tailed 

                    Estimate       S.E.  Est./S.E.    P-Value 

 

 TRAIT    BY 

    FS                 1.000      0.000    999.000    999.000 

    CSE                0.356      0.035     10.100      0.000 

    MAT               -0.531      0.054     -9.770      0.000 

    MH                 0.374      0.053      7.131      0.000 

 

 SIT      BY 

    PEER               1.000      0.000    999.000    999.000 

    UE                 0.269      0.095      2.837      0.005 

    MEDIA              0.997      0.107      9.299      0.000 

    FAM                1.390      0.143      9.699      0.000 
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 STATE    BY 

    ATT                1.000      0.000    999.000    999.000 

    PBC                1.011      0.040     25.130      0.000 

 

 BEH      BY 

    BUY                1.000      0.000    999.000    999.000 

    SBB                0.834      0.048     17.480      0.000 

 

 BEH      ON 

    STATE              0.508      0.086      5.930      0.000 

    SIT                0.535      0.141      3.806      0.000 

    TRAIT              0.095      0.000    999.000    999.000 

 

 STATE    ON 

    SIT                0.901      0.123      7.313      0.000 

    TRAIT              0.338      0.052      6.481      0.000 

 

 

 SIT      ON 

    TRAIT              0.260      0.038      6.915      0.000 

 

 MH       WITH 

    CSE               30.076      2.908     10.343      0.000 

    MAT              -24.440      3.796     -6.439      0.000 

 

 FAM      WITH 

    FS                29.033      3.453      8.407      0.000 

    MEDIA             -8.343      2.625     -3.178      0.001 

    CSE                5.624      1.925      2.921      0.003 

    UE                 6.459      2.741      2.356      0.018 

 

 MEDIA    WITH 

    MAT              -15.645      2.447     -6.393      0.000 

    UE                -9.882      2.238     -4.416      0.000 

    CSE               -3.114      1.541     -2.021      0.043 

    MH                 9.711      2.671      3.635      0.000 

 

 SBB      WITH 

    MEDIA            -11.323      1.463     -7.741      0.000 

    UE                 8.616      1.905      4.522      0.000 

    MAT               10.672      2.142      4.982      0.000 

 

 UE       WITH 

    MAT               -9.552      3.136     -3.045      0.002 

    CSE                5.480      1.897      2.889      0.004 
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 ATT      WITH 

    MH                10.710      2.053      5.218      0.000 

 

 PBC      WITH 

    MAT               10.937      2.204      4.961      0.000 

    MEDIA             -3.641      1.462     -2.491      0.013 

 

 BUY      WITH 

    MH                11.657      2.910      4.006      0.000 

    CSE                4.109      1.813      2.267      0.023 

 

 PEER     WITH 

    MH                 9.662      3.015      3.204      0.001 

 

 MAT      WITH 

    FS                14.425      5.134      2.809      0.005 

 

 Intercepts 

FS                78.283      0.471    166.069      0.000 

CSE               47.707      0.288    165.918      0.000 

MAT               47.961      0.414    115.967      0.000 

MH                51.006      0.448    113.856      0.000 

PEER              60.514      0.373    162.443      0.000 

UE                51.272      0.347    147.874      0.000 

MEDIA             29.322      0.282    104.034      0.000 

FAM               70.095      0.389    180.058      0.000 

ATT               50.588      0.350    144.574      0.000 

PBC               59.424      0.349    170.163      0.000 

BUY               76.468      0.375    203.809      0.000 

SBB               51.455      0.299    171.890      0.000 

 

Variances 

TRAIT            100.023     10.587      9.448      0.000 

 

 Residual Variances 

    FS                38.189      7.928      4.817         0.000 

    CSE               38.758      2.386     16.243       0.000 

    MAT               78.197      5.906     13.240      0.000 

    MH               110.809      6.321     17.531      0.000 

    PEER              65.463      3.968     16.500      0.000 

    UE                73.271      4.192     17.481         0.000 

    MEDIA             28.666      2.581     11.105      0.000 

    FAM               53.995      4.652     11.606      0.000 

    ATT               21.258      1.787     11.893      0.000 

    PBC               19.718      1.763     11.182      0.000 

    BUY               43.352      2.698     16.071      0.000 

    SBB               25.020      1.689     14.817      0.000 
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    SIT               14.095      2.467      5.714      0.000 

    STATE             10.732      2.591      4.142      0.000 

    BEH                0.050      0.000    999.000    999.000 

 

STANDARDIZED MODEL RESULTS 

 

STDYX Standardization 

 

                                                    Two-Tailed 

                    Estimate       S.E.  Est./S.E.    P-Value 

 

 TRAIT    BY 

    FS                 0.851      0.034     24.951      0.000 

    CSE                0.496      0.035     14.094      0.000 

    MAT               -0.515      0.046    -11.123      0.000 

    MH                 0.335      0.040      8.388      0.000 

 

 SIT      BY 

    PEER               0.492      0.035     14.221      0.000 

    UE                 0.142      0.048      2.928      0.003 

    MEDIA              0.648      0.039     16.669      0.000 

    FAM                0.654      0.036     17.943      0.000 

 

 STATE    BY 

    ATT                0.849      0.015     56.143      0.000 

    PBC                0.860      0.015     58.290      0.000 

 

 BEH      BY 

    BUY                0.711      0.022     32.739      0.000 

    SBB                0.742      0.021     35.200      0.000 

 

 BEH      ON 

    STATE              0.566      0.089      6.339      0.000 

    SIT                0.367      0.091      4.036      0.000 

    TRAIT              0.143      0.010     14.966      0.000 

 

 STATE    ON 

    SIT                0.556      0.061      9.161      0.000 

    TRAIT              0.456      0.058      7.892      0.000 

 

 SIT      ON 

    TRAIT              0.569      0.050     11.416      0.000 

 

 MH       WITH 

    CSE                0.459      0.031     14.784      0.000 

    MAT               -0.263      0.037     -7.141      0.000 
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 FAM      WITH 

    FS                 0.639      0.093      6.897      0.000 

    MEDIA             -0.212      0.076     -2.805      0.005 

    CSE                0.123      0.042      2.947      0.003 

    UE                 0.103      0.042      2.420      0.016 

 

 MEDIA    WITH 

    MAT               -0.330      0.046     -7.135      0.000 

    UE                -0.216      0.048     -4.465      0.000 

    CSE               -0.093      0.046     -2.039      0.041 

    MH                 0.172      0.047      3.668      0.000 

 

 SBB      WITH 

    MEDIA             -0.423      0.056     -7.571      0.000 

    UE                 0.201      0.042      4.815      0.000 

    MAT                0.241      0.049      4.929      0.000 

 

 UE       WITH 

    MAT               -0.126      0.041     -3.106      0.002 

    CSE                0.103      0.035      2.929      0.003 

 

 ATT      WITH 

    MH                 0.221      0.040      5.493      0.000 

 

 PBC      WITH 

    MAT                0.279      0.058      4.794      0.000 

    MEDIA             -0.153      0.064     -2.401      0.016 

 

 BUY     WITH 

    MH                 0.168      0.041      4.146      0.000 

    CSE                0.100      0.043      2.314      0.021 

 

 PEER     WITH 

    MH                 0.113      0.035      3.257      0.001 

 

 MAT      WITH 

    FS                 0.264      0.117      2.257      0.024 

 

 Intercepts 

    FS                 6.659      0.192     34.638      0.000 

    CSE                6.653      0.192     34.663      0.000 

    MAT                4.650      0.137     33.923      0.000 

    MH                 4.565      0.134     34.025      0.000 

    PEER               6.513      0.189     34.501      0.000 

    UE                 5.929      0.173     34.346      0.000 

    MEDIA              4.171      0.124     33.604      0.000 

    FAM                7.220      0.208     34.697      0.000 
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    ATT                5.797      0.169     34.352      0.000 

    PBC                6.823      0.197     34.569      0.000 

    BUY                8.172      0.235     34.842      0.000 

    SBB                6.892      0.199     34.624      0.000 

 

 Variances 

    TRAIT              1.000      0.000    999.000    999.000 

 

 Residual Variances 

    FS                 0.276      0.058      4.763      0.000 

    CSE                0.754      0.035     21.564      0.000 

    MAT                0.735      0.048     15.426      0.000 

    MH                 0.888      0.027     33.141      0.000 

    PEER               0.758      0.034     22.319      0.000 

    UE                 0.980      0.014     71.257      0.000 

    MEDIA              0.580      0.050     11.517      0.000 

    FAM                0.573      0.048     12.030      0.000 

    ATT                0.279      0.026     10.870      0.000 

    PBC                0.260      0.025     10.237      0.000 

    BUY                0.495      0.031     16.053      0.000 

    SBB                0.449      0.031     14.335      0.000 

    SIT                0.676      0.057     11.904      0.000 

    STATE              0.195      0.045      4.307      0.000 

    BEH                0.001      0.000      9.962      0.000 

 

R-SQUARE 

 

    Observed                                        Two-Tailed 

    Variable        Estimate       S.E.  Est./S.E.    P-Value 

 

    FS                 0.724      0.058     12.476      0.000 

    CSE                0.246      0.035      7.047      0.000 

    MAT                0.265      0.048      5.561      0.000 

    MH                 0.112      0.027      4.194      0.000 

    PEER               0.242      0.034      7.110      0.000 

    UE                 0.020      0.014      1.464      0.143 

    MEDIA              0.420      0.050      8.334      0.000 

    FAM                0.427      0.048      8.972      0.000 

    ATT                0.721      0.026     28.072      0.000 

    PBC                0.740      0.025     29.145      0.000 

    BUY                0.505      0.031     16.369      0.000 

    SBB                0.551      0.031     17.600      0.000 

 

     Latent                                         Two-Tailed 

    Variable        Estimate       S.E.  Est./S.E.    P-Value 

 

    SIT                0.324      0.057      5.708      0.000 
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    STATE              0.805      0.045     17.725      0.000 

    BEH                0.999      0.000   8797.955      0.000 

 

QUALITY OF NUMERICAL RESULTS 

 

     Condition Number for the Information Matrix              0.295E-04 

       (ratio of smallest to largest eigenvalue) 

 

 

TOTAL, TOTAL INDIRECT, SPECIFIC INDIRECT, AND DIRECT EFFECTS 

 

                                                    Two-Tailed 

                    Estimate       S.E.  Est./S.E.    P-Value 

 

Effects from TRAIT to BEH 

 

  Total                0.524      0.046     11.291      0.000 

  Total indirect       0.429      0.046      9.245      0.000 

 

  Specific indirect 

 

    BEH 

    SIT 

    TRAIT              0.139      0.039      3.541      0.000 

 

    BEH 

    STATE 

    TRAIT              0.171      0.045      3.777      0.000 

 

    BEH 

    STATE 

    SIT 

    TRAIT              0.119      0.021      5.617       0.000 

 

  Direct 

    BEH 

    TRAIT              0.095      0.000    999.000      0.000 

 

Effects from SIT to BEH 

 

  Total                0.992      0.127      7.841          0.000 

  Total indirect       0.458      0.081      5.682      0.000 

 

  Specific indirect 

 

    BEH 

    STATE 
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    SIT                0.458      0.081      5.682          0.000 

 

  Direct 

    BEH 

    SIT                0.535      0.141      3.806           0.000 

Effects from TRAIT to STATE 

 

  Total                0.572      0.051     11.266         0.000 

  Total indirect       0.234      0.034      6.882      0.000 

  Specific indirect 

 

    STATE 

    SIT 

    TRAIT              0.234      0.034      6.882       0.000 

  Direct 

    STATE 

    TRAIT              0.338      0.052      6.481       0.000 

 

STANDARDIZED TOTAL, TOTAL INDIRECT, SPECIFIC INDIRECT, AND 

DIRECT EFFECTS 

 

STDYX Standardization 

                                                    Two-Tailed 

                    Estimate       S.E.  Est./S.E.    P-Value 

 

Effects from TRAIT to BEH 

 

  Total                0.789      0.031     25.095          0.000 

  Total indirect       0.646      0.036     18.046      0.000 

 

  Specific indirect 

 

    BEH 

    SIT 

    TRAIT              0.209      0.058      3.634      0.000 

 

    BEH 

    STATE 

    TRAIT              0.258      0.062      4.167      0.000 

 

    BEH 

    STATE 

    SIT 

    TRAIT              0.179      0.027      6.559      0.000 

 

  Direct 

    BEH 
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    TRAIT              0.143      0.010     14.966      0.000 

 

Effects from SIT to BEH 

 

  Total                0.682      0.062     11.064          0.000 

  Total indirect       0.314      0.047      6.684       0.000 

 

  Specific indirect 

 

    BEH 

    STATE 

    SIT                0.314      0.047      6.684          0.000 

 

  Direct 

    BEH 

    SIT                0.367      0.091      4.036           0.000 

 

Effects from TRAIT to STATE 

 

  Total                0.772      0.036     21.463           0.000 

  Total indirect       0.316      0.043      7.382        0.000 

 

  Specific indirect 

    STATE 

    SIT 

    TRAIT              0.316      0.043      7.382      0.000 

 

  Direct 

    STATE 

    TRAIT              0.456      0.058      7.892      0.000 

 

MODEL MODIFICATION INDICES 

 

NOTE:  Modification indices for direct effects of observed dependent variables 

regressed on covariates may not be included.  To include these, request 

MODINDICES (ALL). 

 

Minimum M.I. value for printing the modification index     5.000 

 

                                   M.I.     E.P.C.  Std E.P.C.  StdYX E.P.C. 

BY Statements 

TRAIT    BY FS                    14.557     2.241     22.410        1.906 

TRAIT    BY UE                     5.573     0.142      1.422        0.164 

TRAIT    BY SBB                    9.558    -0.152     -1.522       -0.204 

SIT      BY BUY                    6.908    -0.697     -3.183       -0.340 

SIT      BY SBB                    6.880     0.580      2.648        0.355 

STATE    BY FS                     7.201     0.867      6.425        0.547 
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STATE    BY UE                     5.089     0.403      2.983        0.345 

BEH      BY FS                     5.496     0.779      5.180        0.441 

BEH      BY UE                     6.078     0.601      3.995        0.462 

BEH      BY BUY                   14.606    -2.232    -14.843       -1.586 

ON/BY Statements 

 

STATE    ON BEH      / 

BEH      BY STATE                 14.084   133.135    119.470      119.470 

BEH      ON TRAIT    / 

TRAIT    BY BEH                   14.561    -0.213     -0.320       -0.320 

BEH      ON BEH      / 

BEH      BY BEH                   14.595    -2.232     -2.232       -2.232 

WITH Statements 

 

PBC      WITH MH                   5.033     5.285      5.285        0.113 

PBC      WITH ATT                 12.849   -10.838    -10.838       -0.529 

SBB      WITH FAM                  5.679     4.519      4.519        0.123 

BEH      WITH TRAIT               14.561   -21.295     -9.522       -9.522 

BEH      WITH SIT                 14.528    11.531     13.735       13.735 

BEH      WITH STATE               14.605     6.779      9.254        9.254 

 

TECHNICAL 1 OUTPUT 

 

     PARAMETER SPECIFICATION 

 

           NU 

              FS            CSE           MAT           MH            PEER 

              ________      ________      ________      ________      ________ 

      1           1             2             3             4             5 

 

           NU 

              UE            MEDIA         FAM           ATT           PBC 

              ________      ________      ________      ________      ________ 

      1           6             7             8             9            10 

 

           NU 

              BUY           SBB 

              ________      ________ 

      1          11            12 

 

           LAMBDA 

              TRAIT         SIT           STATE         BEH 

              ________      ________      ________      ________ 

 FS                 0             0             0             0 

 CSE               13             0             0             0 

 MAT               14             0             0             0 

 MH                15             0             0             0 
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 PEER               0             0             0             0 

 UE                 0            16             0             0 

 MEDIA              0            17             0             0 

 FAM                0            18             0             0 

 ATT                0             0             0             0 

 PBC                0             0            19             0 

 BUY                0             0             0             0 

 SBB                0             0             0            20 

 

           THETA 

              FS            CSE           MAT           MH            PEER 

              ________      ________      ________      ________      ________ 

 FS                21 

 CSE                0            22 

 MAT               23             0            24 

 MH                 0            25            26            27 

 PEER               0             0             0            28            29 

 UE                 0            30            31             0             0 

 MEDIA              0            33            34            35             0 

 FAM               38            39             0             0             0 

 ATT                0             0             0            43             0 

 PBC                0             0            45             0             0 

 BUY                0            48             0            49             0 

 SBB                0             0            51             0             0 

 

           THETA 

              UE            MEDIA         FAM           ATT           PBC 

              ________      ________      ________      ________      ________ 

 UE                32 

 MEDIA             36            37 

 FAM               40            41            42 

 ATT                0             0             0            44 

 PBC                0            46             0             0            47 

 BUY                0             0             0             0             0 

 SBB               52            53             0             0             0 

 

           THETA 

              BUY           SBB 

              ________      ________ 

 BUY               50 

 SBB                0            54 

 

           ALPHA 

              TRAIT         SIT           STATE         BEH 

              ________      ________      ________      ________ 

      1           0             0             0             0 
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           BETA 

              TRAIT         SIT           STATE         BEH 

              ________      ________      ________      ________ 

 TRAIT              0             0             0             0 

 SIT               55             0             0             0 

 STATE             56            57             0             0 

 BEH                0            58            59             0 

 

           PSI 

              TRAIT         SIT           STATE         BEH 

              ________      ________      ________      ________ 

 TRAIT             60 

 SIT                0            61 

 STATE              0             0            62 

 BEH                0             0             0             0 

 

     STARTING VALUES 

 

           NU 

              FS            CSE           MAT           MH            PEER 

              ________      ________      ________      ________      ________ 

      1        78.283        47.707        47.961        51.006        60.514 

 

           NU 

              UE            MEDIA         FAM           ATT           PBC 

              ________      ________      ________      ________      ________ 

      1        51.272        29.322        70.095        50.588        59.424 

 

           NU 

              BUY           SBB 

              ________      ________ 

      1        76.468        51.455 

 

           LAMBDA 

              TRAIT         SIT           STATE         BEH 

              ________      ________      ________      ________ 

 FS             1.000         0.000         0.000         0.000 

 CSE            1.000         0.000         0.000         0.000 

 MAT            1.000         0.000         0.000         0.000 

 MH             1.000         0.000         0.000         0.000 

 PEER           0.000         1.000         0.000         0.000 

 UE             0.000         1.000         0.000         0.000 

 MEDIA          0.000         1.000         0.000         0.000 

 FAM            0.000         1.000         0.000         0.000 

 ATT            0.000         0.000         1.000         0.000 

 PBC            0.000         0.000         1.000         0.000 

 BUY            0.000         0.000         0.000         1.000 
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 SBB            0.000         0.000         0.000         1.000 

 

           THETA 

              FS            CSE           MAT           MH            PEER 

              ________      ________      ________      ________      ________ 

 FS            69.526 

 CSE            0.000        25.826 

 MAT            0.000         0.000        53.800 

 MH             0.000         0.000         0.000        63.416 

 PEER           0.000         0.000         0.000         0.000        43.273 

 UE             0.000         0.000         0.000         0.000         0.000 

 MEDIA          0.000         0.000         0.000         0.000         0.000 

 FAM            0.000         0.000         0.000         0.000         0.000 

 ATT            0.000         0.000         0.000         0.000         0.000 

 PBC            0.000         0.000         0.000         0.000         0.000 

 BUY            0.000         0.000         0.000         0.000         0.000 

 SBB            0.000         0.000         0.000         0.000         0.000 

 

 

           THETA 

              UE            MEDIA         FAM           ATT           PBC 

              ________      ________      ________      ________      ________ 

 UE            37.567 

 MEDIA          0.000        24.809 

 FAM            0.000         0.000        47.434 

 ATT            0.000         0.000         0.000        38.281 

 PBC            0.000         0.000         0.000         0.000        38.089 

 BUY            0.000         0.000         0.000         0.000         0.000 

 SBB            0.000         0.000         0.000         0.000         0.000 

 

 

           THETA 

              BUY           SBB 

              ________      ________ 

 BUY           43.385 

 SBB            0.000        28.043 

 

           ALPHA 

              TRAIT         SIT           STATE         BEH 

              ________      ________      ________      ________ 

      1         0.000         0.000         0.000         0.000 

 

           BETA 

              TRAIT         SIT           STATE         BEH 

              ________      ________      ________      ________ 

 TRAIT          0.000         0.000         0.000         0.000 

 SIT            0.000         0.000         0.000         0.000 
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 STATE          0.000         0.000         0.000         0.000 

 BEH            0.095         0.000         0.000         0.000 

 

           PSI 

              TRAIT         SIT           STATE         BEH 

              ________      ________      ________      ________ 

 TRAIT          0.050 

 SIT            0.000         0.050 

 STATE          0.000         0.000         0.050 

 BEH            0.000         0.000         0.000         0.050 

 

TECHNICAL 4 OUTPUT 

 

     ESTIMATES DERIVED FROM THE MODEL 

 

 

           ESTIMATED MEANS FOR THE LATENT VARIABLES 

              TRAIT         SIT           STATE         BEH 

              ________      ________      ________      ________ 

      1         0.000         0.000         0.000         0.000 

 

 

           ESTIMATED COVARIANCE MATRIX FOR THE LATENT VARIABLES 

              TRAIT         SIT           STATE         BEH 

              ________      ________      ________      ________ 

 TRAIT        100.023 

 SIT           26.001        20.855 

 STATE         57.202        27.576        54.899 

 BEH           52.453        27.624        48.057        44.207 

 

 

           ESTIMATED CORRELATION MATRIX FOR THE LATENT VARIABLES 

              TRAIT         SIT           STATE         BEH 

              ________      ________      ________      ________ 

 TRAIT          1.000 

 SIT            0.569         1.000 

 STATE          0.772         0.815         1.000 

 BEH            0.789         0.910         0.976         1.000 

 

 

     ESTIMATES DERIVED FROM THE MODEL 

 

 

           S.E. FOR ESTIMATED MEANS FOR THE LATENT VARIABLES 

              TRAIT         SIT           STATE         BEH 

              ________      ________      ________      ________ 

      1         0.000         0.000         0.000         0.000 
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           EST./S.E. FOR ESTIMATED MEANS FOR THE LATENT VARIABLES 

              TRAIT         SIT           STATE         BEH 

              ________      ________      ________      ________ 

      1         0.000         0.000         0.000         0.000 

 

 

           TWO-TAILED P-VALUE FOR ESTIMATED MEANS FOR THE LATENT 

VARIABLES 

              TRAIT         SIT           STATE         BEH 

              ________      ________      ________      ________ 

      1         1.000         1.000         1.000         1.000 

 

 

           S.E. FOR ESTIMATED COVARIANCE MATRIX FOR THE LATENT 

VARIABLES 

              TRAIT         SIT           STATE         BEH 

              ________      ________      ________      ________ 

 TRAIT         10.587 

 SIT            3.527         3.479 

 STATE          4.546         3.111         4.339 

 BEH            4.444         3.124         3.684         4.438 

 

 

           EST./S.E. FOR ESTIMATED COVARIANCE MATRIX FOR THE LATENT 

VARIABLES 

              TRAIT         SIT           STATE         BEH 

              ________      ________      ________      ________ 

 TRAIT          9.448 

 SIT            7.373         5.994 

 STATE         12.583         8.864        12.654 

 BEH           11.804         8.842        13.045         9.962 

 

 

           TWO-TAILED P-VALUE FOR ESTIMATED COVARIANCE MATRIX 

FOR THE LATENT VARIABLES 

              TRAIT         SIT           STATE         BEH 

              ________      ________      ________      ________ 

 TRAIT          0.000 

 SIT            0.000         0.000 

 STATE          0.000         0.000         0.000 

 BEH            0.000         0.000         0.000         0.000 

 

 

           S.E. FOR ESTIMATED CORRELATION MATRIX FOR THE LATENT 

VARIABLES 
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              TRAIT         SIT           STATE         BEH 

              ________      ________      ________      ________ 

 TRAIT          0.000 

 SIT            0.050         0.000 

 STATE          0.036         0.038         0.000 

 BEH            0.031         0.032         0.011         0.000 

 

 

           EST./S.E. FOR ESTIMATED CORRELATION MATRIX FOR THE 

LATENT VARIABLES 

              TRAIT         SIT           STATE         BEH 

              ________      ________      ________      ________ 

 TRAIT        999.000 

 SIT           11.416       999.000 

 STATE         21.463        21.583       999.000 

 BEH           25.095        28.298        89.733       999.000 

 

           TWO-TAILED P-VALUE FOR ESTIMATED CORRELATION MATRIX 

FOR THE LATENT VARIABLES 

              TRAIT         SIT           STATE         BEH 

              ________      ________      ________      ________ 

 TRAIT          0.000 

 SIT            0.000         0.000 

 STATE          0.000         0.000         0.000 

 BEH            0.000         0.000         0.000         0.000 

 

DIAGRAM INFORMATION 

 

  Use View Diagram under the Diagram menu in the Mplus Editor to view the 

diagram. 

  If running Mplus from the Mplus Diagrammer, the diagram opens automatically. 

 

  Diagram output 

    c:\users\admin\desktop\new model\model 1.dgm 

     Beginning Time:  11:16:01 

        Ending Time:  11:16:02 

       Elapsed Time:  00:00:01 
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Tel: (310) 391-9971 
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Support: Support@StatModel.com 
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