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The Confirmatory Factor Analysis Model of Herbs Extracted Acceptance

in Broiler Farming
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This research aimed to study the acceptance of herbs extracted in broiler farming by employing the

concept of a Technology Acceptance Model (TAM) combined with confirmatory factor analysis model for

measuring subjective responses. The survey data was collected from Lopburi, Saraburi, and Kanchanaburi

province includes 100 observations among small, medium, and large-scale farm. The result showed that

“perceived usefulness” and “perceived ease of use” dimensions have a statistically significant positive

effect on the acceptance. Moreover, “effectiveness equivalent to antibiotic” was an outstanding effect in

a perceived usefulness dimension, and “cost less than antibiotic” was also outstanding effect in perceived

ease of use dimension. Based on the results, researchers would suggest that the corresponding agencies

should promote the proper use of herbal extract in the animal production industry not only to reduce

chemical residue but also improve exporting standards in the future.
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Table 1 Representing change in Thai’s export value (agricultural sector)

Lists 2016 2017 2018 2019
Fresh chicken 6.99 6.41 2.50 2.93
Frozen chicken 22.66 13.24 12.42 10.49
Frozen shrimp 49.56 -1.94 -26.26 -8.90
Frozen squid 1.11 17.19 -9.75 -11.52
Frozen fish fillet 0.28 -14.91 -2.13 -6.15
Fresh fishes -1.59 11.49 -13.12 -11.75
Dried fishes 14.11 -16.96 -16.77 -17.20
Live fishes -1.58 0.21 9.66 -1.73
Frozen pork 0.18 12.20 58.71 95.50
Eges -38.08 -0.72 131.06 -24.72
Frozen duck 15.69 24.41 7.20 -9.48
Dried squid 3.73 -7.63 32.48 -59.31

Source: Ministry of Commerce (2019)
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Figure 1 Representing the impact of perception on behavior changing
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Table 2 Representing descriptive statistic on farm characteristics

Variables

Farm size

Small (n=15)

Medium (n=63) Large (n=22)

Herbs Adoption

Adopted (%) 3(20) 32 (50.79) 17 (77.27)

Non-adopted (%) 12 (80) 31 (49.21) 5(22.73)
Sale

Own sale (%) 5(33.33) 3 (4.76) 1(4.55)

Via agency (%) 10 (66.67) 60 (95.24) 21 (95.45)
Experience: Year (S.D.) 8.87 (5.28) 10.73 (6.09) 10.18 (4.16)
Total labor: Person (S.D.) 1.93 (0.70) 2.92 (1.48) 9 (3.84)
Yield/Year: Time (S.D.) 4.40 (0.81) 4.32(0.62) 4.45 (0.49)
Seminar/Year: Time (S.D.) 0.33(0.49) 0.79 (2.02) 1.09 (0.87)

Chicken: Unit (S.D.)
Chicken house: Unit (S.D.)

7,755 (2,656)
1.27 (0.59)

28,660 (18,294) 250,593 (133,906)

2.29 (1.87) 10.45 (4.12)

Source: Author calculation
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Model standard criteria

Before adjusted After adjusted

Stats  Outcome Stats  Outcome
Chi-squared 167.055 48.917
Degree of Freedom Prob > 0.05 43 Failed 36 Passed
Probability 0.000 0.074
Relative Chi-squared Less than 2 3.885 Failed 1.359 Passed
RMSEA Less than 0.05 0.170 Failed 0.046 Passed
SRMR Less than 0.06 0.063 Failed 0.060 Passed

Source: Author calculation
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e iuarmielding (PEOUL)” mud iy Beid
mssuiusrlenivoaneluladfignasneduiliamom
i 59v09FIMUTIRA (Construct Reliability: Po) iy
0.920 A0 svesANNIUTUTILT g nardm (Average
Variance Exacted: Pv) Wi1fiu 0.670

LN HHANIATINABUALLA T UYIUUY
7 gnad1ad uwansliiiurins¥us vszlevidvos
wealulad (PU) waziin1ssus audiglunisldau
wiAlulad (PEOU) dwalgsuinsionseeusumalulad
voshiudedla e wiinnasgiuminiu 0.820
wazd od A yn19ad #7 s2dU 0.01 (Table 4 and

Figure 2)

Table 4 Representing confirmatory factor analysis output

CFA : Acceptance model Standardized z S.E. R? P. P,
loading
Perceived Usefulness (PU)
Increasing productivity (PU1) 0.800 - - 0.640 0910 0.640
Prevention of diseases (PU2) 0.696 7.650 0.108  0.485
Effectiveness equivalent to antibiotic (PU3) 0.922 10.990  0.089  0.850
Increasing efficiency = (PU4) 0.852 7970 0.108 0.727
Non-chemical residue (PU5) 0.906 10.640  0.088  0.820
Demonstrate the result in short time (PU6) 0.564 5940 0.118 0.318
Perceived Ease of Use (PEOU)

Easy to find (PEOU1) 0.846 - - 0.716 0920 0.670
Easy to learn (PEOU2) 0.825 14.600  0.068  0.680
Cost less than antibiotic (PEOU3) 0.893 11.230  0.091  0.798
Easy to use (PEOU4) 0.885 9570 0.114 0.784
Non-affect the production contract (PEOU5) 0.741 8540 0.118  0.550

Overall 0.994 0960 0.670

Standardized Z S.E. Rejected - null
Model hypothesis
loading hypothesis
“PU <> PEOU” 0.820 522  0.684

Source: Author calculation

103



5ANTIVYLATFULASUITINITNYAT 38(1): 95-107

Figure 2 Representing confirmatory factor analysis structure
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