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A Causal Model Development of Factors Affecting Competitive Advantage of

Ceramic Business in Lampang province
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Abstract

This study is aimed to 1) study the factors which are potentially affected the
competitiveness in ceramics businesses and study a causal relationship characteristics on how
they made a competitive advantage 2) study the appropriateness of a causal relationship model
which made a competitive advantage in ceramic businesses 3) study a causal relationship model
and how they cohere with the empirical data. This quantitative study used Structural Equation
Modeling of 121 ceramic SME’s managers in Lampang Province as a target population. A
developed casual relationship model comprises of 9 latent variables and 25 empirical variables
and analyzed them by special package for social science program and the conclusion shown as
followed;

1) A reputation of the organization, brand reputation, human capital, administrative
skills, trustworthiness, corporate communication and organization behavior are the factor affected
the competitive advantage

2) A causal relationship which affected the competitive advantage of Lampang ceramic
SME businesses have 7 variables and cohere with the empirical data. A Chi-square equals to
367.99, p-value equals to 0.0000, degree of freedom equals to 230, RMSEA equals to 0.071, GFI
equals to 0.93 and AGFI equals to 0.87.

From a structural equation modeling sorted by a path coefficient emphasis reported a
human capital factor (5.61), brand reputation (3.50), administrative skills (3.24), organization
behavior (1.26), corporate communication (0.74), and reputation of the organization (0.08) are the
factors which affected the competitive advantage of Lampang ceramic SME businesses. A
prediction ratio is 79 per cent and can answer the first objective, in the same time, the competitive
advantage of Lampang ceramic SME businesses affect a direct business operation by path
coefficient ration equals to 0.90 and can be predicted by 76 per cent.

By a consideration of a developed causal factor and structural equation modeling, we can
find a factor loading of each variables sorted by numerical order as follow;

1) Staffs capability (1.02), imitativeness (0.45), and staffs attitude (0.41) can answer the

human capital by a statistical significance.



2) Buyer honesty (.057), buyer relationship (0.52) can answer a confidence relationship
by a statistical significance.

3) Quality understands (0.49) can answer a brand reputation by a statistical significance.

4) Smart (0.51), social skill (0.50), and thinking skill (0.41) can answer administrative
skills by a statistical significance.

5) Understanding of working standard (0.50), Capability in innovative (0.48), team work
(0.48), understanding in administrative standard (0.47) and management participation (0.46) can
answer organization behavior by a statistical significance.

6) Decrease operational capital (0.44), and increase product quality (0.44) can answer
competitive advantage by a statistical significance.

7) Return on asset (0.48), profit increased (0.46), return on investment (0.45), and sales
increased (0.42) can answer business operation by a statistical significance.

From the study, it can be concluded that organization reputation, brand reputation, human
capital, administrative skills, trustworthiness, corporate communication and organization behavior
have a direct influence with the competitive advantage and competitive advantage have a direct

influence with operational outcomes.
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