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ABSTRACT 

 
The objective of dissertation were (1) to study the factors affected the success 

business management model of the rise in residential real estate economy Regression of 

Bangkok by the customer (2) to study the factors affected the success business management 

model of the rise in residential real estate economy Regression of Bangkok by employee 

and (3) to propose a model of the rise in residential real estate economy Regression of 

Bangkok. The researchers used the technique to study Mixed Method Research by 

quantitative research. The sample in this study were customer with real estate sector 400 

samples and 400 employees results have been used in the discussion. 

The results showed that (1) the success of the success business management model 

of the rise in residential real estate economy Regression of Bangkok by customers Influenced 

by the positive overall. The factors of distribution channels ( = 0.70), the factors of 

marketing (  = 0.56), the factors of promotion (  = 0.23) and The factors of product (  = 

0.19) was statistically significant. While the factors of price were total positive influence with 

the factors of distribution channels (  = 0.65), the factors of promotion (  = 0.12) and the 

factors of product (  = 0.11) was statistically significant. (2) The success business 

management model of the rise in residential real estate economy Regression of Bangkok by 

employee the results showed that positive overall. The factors of leadership (  = 0.75), the 

factor of member in the organization (  = 0.44) and the factors of cultural organization (  = 

0.34) was statistically significant. While the membership in the organization of the residential 

real estate sector rise in the recession of Bangkok Influenced by the overall positive the 
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factors of leadership (  = 0.86) and the factors of Cultural Organization (  = 0.42) was 

statistically significant. 

(3) The success business management model of the rise in residential real estate 

economy Regression of Bangkok must be accepted by the customer. If appropriate use to 

the marketing strategy mix factors. It contributes to the success of the business.   The Real 

estate investments were much less likely to crash. The selection criteria buy land or invest a 

few variables it all depends on location. So that is the key factor in the marketing mix 

factors include distribution channel. This can be a competitive advantage driving to work in 

the real estate sector, housing flat were requires efforts to work. Executive Leadership may 

be driven to success but success will not happen if they are not accepted by their followers. 

In a competitive real estate brokering. Violence has been on the efforts. The work a good 

organization and a culture that are the main factor that influence success business 

management model of the rise in residential real estate economy regression of Bangkok. 

 
Keywords: The success business, residential real estate, economy regression 
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4) .  ( ) 5) .   ( ) 6) .  ( )          
7) .   ( ) 8) .   ( ) 9) .   

 ( )  10) .   ( ) 
   

 (Methodological triangulation)   
  

  
    

 (Content Analysis)   
   

 
 1.  (content validity) 

  
   3    

 
 2.  (content validity) 

 (reliability)   (try-out)   40  
 (alpha-coefficient)   

(Cronbach’s alpha: )    0.70 
     0.72-0.88 

 
  

  
  

  (Content analysis)  
 

   (Descriptive Statistics)   
  (percentage)    (Mean) 

 (SD.)  

  (Structural Model) 
  (LISREL 

Version 8.52)  (Goodness of Fit)   
 ( 2/df) (RMSEA) 

 (Relative Fix Index)  Normed Fit Index (NFI)  Comparative Fit Index (CFI)  
(SRMR)  

   ( 2 ) 
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     (Path analysis) 
   (Linear  Structural  Relationship Model  or 

LISREL Model)  (SEM)  LISREL 
 (Direct Effect)  (Indirect Effect)  (Total Effect) 

 

4.  
  8   

 4.1    
 (  55.25)  46-55   (  36.50) 

    (  46.75)  2 -3   (  78.25)  
  (  59.25)   (  35.50) 

 15,000-30,000  (  52.50) 
 4.2  

     
 (  36.75)  

 (  48.00)     (  27.25) 
 (  92.50) 

  (  36.50) 
4.3             

   
  (Mean = 3.75) 

  (Mean = 3.87)   
(Mean = 3.85)   (Mean = 3.83)     

 (Mean = 3.88)   
  (Mean = 4.01)   (Mean = 3.97)  
 (Mean = 3.89)     

 (Mean = 3.88)  
  (Mean = 4.31)       (Mean = 3.71)  

  (Mean = 3.64)    
 (Mean = 3.86)   

 (Mean = 4.00)   (Mean = 3.98) 
 ( )  (Mean = 3.98)  

    
 (Mean = 4.11)   
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 (Mean = 4.20)  (Mean = 4.16) 

  (Mean = 4.09)  

 4.4  
  

 
 (Pearson’s Product Moment Correlation)  

  
  

 0 . 80   
(Multicollineartiry)  
 

 1    ( ) 
  Product Price Place Promotion SUCCESS 
Product  1 0.524** 0.698** 0.524** 0.546** 
Price  1 0.560** 0.585** 0.686** 
Place  1 0.606** 0.500** 
Promotion  1 0.576** 
SUCCESS  1 

   
 

   Maximum Likelihood  LISREL 8.52 
   

 Chi-square/df, CFI GFI, AGFI, RMSEA  SRMR   
 

 2 
   

        
Chi-square/df 

CFI 
GFI 
AGFI 

RMSEA 
SRMR 

< 3.00 
 0.95 
 0.95 
 0.90 

< 0.05 
< 0.05 

1.67 
0.98 
0.96 
0.91 
0.039 
0.037 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 

  2  
 6     Chi-square  = 976.93,              

Chi-square/df. = 1.67, CFI = 0.98,  GFI = 0.96, AGFI = 0.91, RMSEA = 0.039  SRMR = 0.037 
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 2  

  
 

 3  
  

    
(RR2

==0.56))  ((R22
=0.665)  

  DE  IE  TE  DE  IE  TE  

 0.11 - 0.11 0.13 0.06 0.19 

t-value 1.98* - 1.98* 2.62** 1.14 - 

 0.65 - 0.65 0.34 0.36 0.70 

t-value 7.84**  7.84** 5.18** 6.01** - 

 0.12 - 0.12 0.16 0.07 0.23 

t-value 2.10*  2.10* 2.74** 1.19 - 

    0.56 - 0.56 

t-value    6.72** - 6.72** 

DE = Direct Effect, IE = Indirect Effect, TE = Total Effect, * p <0.05, ** p<0.01 
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 (  = 0.70)  (  = 0.56)  (  = 0.23)     
(  = 0.19)  

    
      (  = 0.65)       

 (  = 0.12)  (  = 0.11)  
4.5    

 (  58.50)  31-40   (  42.00) 

  (  44.50)     (  55.00)  

 15,000  (  31.25) 
    4.6   

    
    (Mean = 3.70)  

     (Mean = 3.82)   
    (Mean = 3.76)  

      
(Mean = 3.94) 

    
 (Mean = 3.74)     
 (Mean = 3.98)     

 (Mean = 3.92)  

    
 (Mean = 3.83) 

     (Mean = 3.67)  
     (Mean 

= 3.79)      
 (Mean = 3.47)   

    (Mean = 3.73)  

 
   

(Mean = 3.85)   
  (Mean = 4.02)  (Mean = 3.91) 

  (Mean = 3.77)  
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    4.7  
    

 
    

 

 
 3  

  ( ) 
 

4 
   ( ) 

        
Chi-square/df 

CFI 
GFI 
AGFI 

RMSEA 
SRMR 

< 3.00 
 0.95 
 0.95 
 0.90 

< 0.05 
< 0.05 

1.61 
0.98 
0.96 
0.92 
0.044 
0.042 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 

  4   
 6    Chi-square  = 102.88, Chi-square/df. = 1.61, 

CFI = 0.98,  GFI = 0.96, AGFI = 0.92, RMSEA = 0.044  SRMR = 0.042 
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 5  
  

 

  
 ((R22

=0.770)   ((R22
=0.556)  

  DE  IE  TE  DE  IE  TE  

 0.42 - 0.42 0.16 0.18 0.34 

t-value 10.26**  10.26** 2.37** - - 

 0.86 - 0.86 0.37 0.38 0.75 

t-value 15.12**  15.12** 4.22** - - 

    0.44 - 0.44 

t-value    10.72**  10.72** 

DE = Direct Effect, IE = Indirect Effect, TE = Total Effect, * p <0.05, ** p<0.01 

  
    

 (  = 0.75)  (  = 0.44)  (  = 0.34) 
 

  
    (  =0.86)  

  (  =0.42)  
     4.8   
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 2  
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Moore (1989 : 213)      

  
    George 

and Jones (1999 : 93)   
  

Smith, Organ,  and Near (1983 : 653)    (2557) 
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