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Chapter I

THE PROBLEM AND ITS BACKGROUND

Background of the study

In the old days, men were given the role of work orientation, whereas women
were responsible for the family orientation such as nurturance of children and the
maintenance of the family dwelling. The gender roles pertain to all aspects of life. The
gender role stereotype tends to lead to gender inequality against women. History,
culture, religion, and economics have tended to obscure the value of gender.
Everyone has been brought up in a culture where religion, economics, and
socialization have played an important part in our development and thinking
(Matusak, 2001 ).
The promotion of the women's movement addressing the issue of equal
treatment of both genders in society during the past decades has brought about some
changes in society. These changes include increasing employment rate for women in
business along with educational attainment (NSO, 1998). Women are increasingly
entering the workforce, which was considered to be a male-dominated world.
Nevertheless, very few women occupy leadership positions in the workplace (Nieva
and Guter,1982). This is reflected by a smaller percentage of women than men in
management positions (ILO, 1998).
Tharenou (1994) also observed that women seem to advance less than men do.
There might be reasons related to women themselves and to structures of opportunity
and power that cause comparably qualified women not to hold as highly rank as men.
For example, women may apply less often for promotions than men (Tharenou, 1994).
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There are various related barriers that hinder women from pursuing leadership roles
such as reconciliation between work and family, gender discrimination and sex
stereotyping (Tarazi,1990; ILO report, 1998;Weiler ,1997). Tarazi (1990) believed
that gender role stereotyping is one factor that discourages women from pursuing
leadership positions. Misconceptions that women lack career orientation, leadership
potential, are undependable and are emotionally less stable still persistant. There is
evidence to suggest that a major source of discrimination stems from strongly held
attitudes towards women's and men's social roles and behavior. Hence, the pressures
that female leaders have to handle do not come from male-role reaction but from
woman-to-woman attitudes. These kinds of environmental factors have contributed to
women's low self-confidence in achievement settings. Nieva and Guter (1982)
insisted that internal factors such as low self-confidence in taking leadership roles
make women their "own worst enemies" in achievement situations.
Despite the aforementioned barriers some women have made progress m
achieving leadership positions. According to the recent International Labour
Organization (ILO) publication (1998), women hold 1 to 3 percent of top executive
jobs in the largest corporations around the world.

In Thailand, the gender statistics

report (1998) shows that the rate of women who participated in the labour force was
59.9 per cent. Still, women's employment status is relatively lower than that of men.
Fifty-four percent of working women is concentrated in officer position, there are
only twenty-two percent women who have achieved occupational advancement in the
executive level. Hence, there are about seventy-nine percent working women in
managerial positions.
The above statistical report reveals that the overall position of Thai women in
the workplace is still subordinate to that of men. Thai women have been and continue
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to be second class citizens. Thai cultural values socialize women to be shy and
unassertive. Such socialization limiting; it does not adequately equip women to
undertake positions of leadership. This cultural stereotype is transmitted through
socialization, and influences not only the characteristics that women themselves
embody, but also the attitudes that others hold about them (Matusak, 2001).
Consequently, subordination is evident in several forms: the overrepresentation of
women in low-paid, low status jobs, and the concentration of women in mainly lower
and middle management positions (Arttachariya, 1997).
Dickerson & Taylor (2000) observed that women may lack the confidence in
their ability to successfully complete nontraditional tasks such as assuming leadership
positions or in roles that involve authority because of their negative socialization. This
lack of confidence may have far reaching consequences because individuals who
believe they lack the skills to master certain tasks may avoid these and turn to less
challenging tasks. In organizational settings, such negative beliefs about abilities or
low self-efficacy could damage a female's career advancement. Etter (1996)
suggested that building self-efficacy appears to be a significant factor for women in
relation to management level attainment.

Self-efficacy is described as an individual's confidence in their ability to
control their thoughts, feelings, and actions and therefore influence an outcome
(Bandura, 1997). In short, it is a person's belief concerning his/her ability to
successfully perform a given task or behavior (Betz&Havkett, 1998). Thus, selfefficacy influences actions. In the organizational setting, it is refereed to as a
judgment that employees form of themselves that has been shown to have significant
organizational implications (Gardner & Pierce, 2000 ). Low self-efficacy expectations
regarding a behavioral or behavioral domain lead to an avoidance behavior. These
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beliefs affect their feelings of control in certain situations and their choice of behavior
such as their career.
Assertiveness has been considered an important element in leadership. For
example, Stogdill (1981) points out strong associations of assertiveness with the
emergence of leadership (Chung, 1998). According to Doherty (2001), selfassertiveness is the active process of obtaining personal goals and rights as an
individual in a positive and personally effective manner. It is a style of acting that
allows one to reach personal goals and defend one's rights while causing as little
anger and hurt feelings as possible. Assertive behavior shows respect to others and
oneself, and, in turn, elicits respect from others. It also promotes self-confidence, selfcontrol, and a feeling of positive self-worth. In addition, assertiveness is the most
effective means for solving interpersonal problems. Zuker (1983) noted that assertive
people try to govern their personal and professional lives so they do not hurt others or
allow others to hurt them. They stand up for legitimate personal rights in such a way
that the rights of others are not violated. Assertive behavior is largely determined by
self-concept. Women are believed to shy away from assertive behavior because it
contradicts traditional beliefs that women should be cooperative and considerate
(Sharpe, 2002). Moreover, assertiveness is often perceived to be associated with male
characteristics. This can damage women's career opportunity because one's
colleague, boss or subordinate will not take her seriously (Jarboe, 2001). People often
view the concept of assertiveness in relation to the gender issue. The Leader's Edge
Research recently conducted a nationwide study of Fortune 500 and other executives
in order to develop a profile of senior executive women. The research reported that
senior executive women are less assertive than their male counterpart. Women at all
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levels have a less assertive communication style in meetings than men and women are
dramatically less confrontational at the highest levels.
Leadership behavior in this study is divided into two main characteristics,
namely, initiating structure and consideration. Initiating structure is when the leader
clearly defines the leader-subordinate, establishes formal lines of communication, and
determines how tasks are to be performed. Consideration behavior is when the leader
shows concern for subordinates and attempts to establish a warm, friendly, and
supportive climate (Williams, 1999).
This study attempts to measure the level of self-efficacy and self-assertiveness
of women in the work force and to examine the leadership behaviors of women
officers. Both self-efficacy and self-assertiveness are part of self-perception, and are
both related to self-confidence. Self-efficacy is how one feels one could perform new
tasks based on prior experience whereas self-assertiveness is concerned with one's
confidence in expressing oneself when handling difficult situations. These two factors
are important to the overall confidence of women confidence to perform

nontraditional roles. Self-efficacy and self-assertiveness are built on the success and
failures that we have experienced in the past. It could be used as an indicator of our
future behavior. Therefore, this study investigates the effect of self-efficacy and selfassertiveness in determining leadership behavior.
This study will help us realize how certain expectations and past experiences
influence and affect present behavior. It also provides a useful means for examining
why some females may lack confidence in their ability to pursue nontraditional roles
such as leadership.
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Objectives of the Study
1. To find the level of self-efficacy and self-assertiveness among women managers
in two state enterprises.
2. To study the leadership behavior of women managers in two state enterprises.
3. To find a correlation between demographic variables such as age, marital status,
educational attainment, position, tenure, income level and leadership behavior
among women managers in two state enterprises.
4. To compare self-efficacy and self-assertiveness in predicting leadership behavior.

Statement of the Problem
This study attempted to examme the level of self-efficacy and selfassertiveness as predictors of leadership behavior of women managers in two state
enterprises in Bangkok metropolis. This research sought the answers to the following
questions.
1. What is the level of self-efficacy of women managers in two state enterprises ?
2. What is the level of self-assertiveness of women managers in two state
enterprises?
3. What is the nature of leadership behavior of women managers in two state
enterprises?
4. What is the relationship between self-efficacy and leadership behavior of women
managers in two state enterprises?
5. What is the relationship between self-assertiveness and leadership behavior of
women managers in two state enterprises?
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6. What is the difference between the demographic variables of age, marital status,
educational attainment, position, tenure, income level and leadership behavior of
women managers in two state enterprises?
7. What is difference between self-efficacy and self-assertiveness in predicting
leadership behavior of women managers in selected state-enterprises?

Hypothesis

In reference to the objectives and the problem statement, the null hypothesis
(Ho) are stated as follows :
Ho 1 : There is no significant relationship between self-efficacy and the
leadership behavior of women managers in two state enterprises .
Ho 2 : There is no significant relationship between self-assertiveness and the
leadership behavior of women managers in two state enterprises.
Ho 3 : There is no significant difference between the demographic variables
such as age, marital status, educational attainment, position, tenure , income level and
the leadership behavior of women managers in two state enterprises.
Ho 4 : There is no significant difference between self-efficacy and selfassertiveness in predicting leadership behavior of women managers in two state
enterprises.

Variables

The variables in this study are composed of three independent variables and a
dependent variable. The independent variables are the self-efficacy, self-assertiveness,
and demographic variables such as age, marital status, education attainment, position,
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tenure and income level. The dependent variable is leadership behavior which is
divided into two categories such as initiating structure and consideration.

Significance of the Study
The findings of this study will be useful for women in many ways. Firstly, the
study can be a big boost to women who would like to see the effects of self-efficacy
and self-assertiveness on the overall personality of women. Secondly, this study can
create status improvement for women in different fields of endeavor. Thirdly, this
study can help women to realize how certain self-perceptions have influenced their
choices, such as pursuing non-traditional career role. This study can also help women
be aware of their assertive rights and how cultural values acquired through their
socialization affect their confidence levels and approaches to communicate in
organizational settings.
This study has a significant implication to the organizations operating in
competitive atmospheres where there is an increasing recognition of leadership at all
levels of operation. The information presented on self-efficacy and self-assertive will
be helpful in understanding the motivational forces behind leadership behavior needed
to improve work performance. This study also has a significant implication on human
resources management. For modem organizations, there is an increasing recognition
of employees who take initiative action and generate ideas that help to improve the
work process. In addition, the information presented of self-efficacy and selfassertiveness in this study will be helpful in developing a training program to build or
increase the level of self-efficacy and self-assertiveness of women managers.
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Finally, this study will help us realize that our confidence, or the beliefs we
hold about our abilities, together with our socialization process may have a big impact
on our lives.

Scope and Limitations
The study is focused on women managers of two state enterprises located in
Bangkok metropolis. The two state enterprises are Thai Airways International Public
Company and Asset Management Corporation.
The population of this study is composed of 8,512 which represents 35.41 % of
the total workforce of Thai Airways International Public Company Limited and 259
representing 52 % of the total workforce of Asset Management Corporation.
The researcher selected 348 working women in mid-level positions as the
sample. There were 212 women in managerial positions from Passenger Handling
Department at Thai Airway International Public Company Limited and 136 women in
managerial position at Asset Management Corporation. All these managers were
involved in this study.
The job levels m the companies are varied. The researcher chose to
concentrate on mid-level position such as supervisor, senior supervisor, assistant
manager, manager, senior manager or head of department. Working women at the
CEO level, such as a member of the board of directors did not participate in this
study. Therefore, the conclusions from this study cannot be generalized to all
positions of working women.
For married women workers, the researcher was not interested to find out if
they had any dependents.
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One of the weaknesses of this study is the use of self-report questionnaires.
The limiting factor is that conclusions will be based on self-perceptions of the subjects
in this study.
Another limitation is from the sample and nature of business involved in this
study. The study was conducted in only two selected state enterprises. The conclusion
may not represent the general population of all working women in different types of
organizations.

Definition of Terms

Consideration - is the way a leader looks out for the welfare of his
subordinates (Halpin, 1957 cited in Williams, 1999).

General Self-Efficacy - is a measure of a person's conviction that she can
successfully carry out a range of actions (Sherer, et al., 1982 Cited in Jones, 1994).

Initiating Structure - is the way a leader structures his or her role and the
role of others within the organization to ensure that formal goals are met (Halpin,
1957; Yuki, 1989 cited in Williams, 1999).

Leadership Behavior - will be measured by the Leadership Behavior
Descriptive Questionnaire-Self. Leadership Behavior is divided into two styles,
namely, Initiating Structure and Consideration (Halpin, 1957; Yuki, 1989 cited in
Williams, 1999).

MSCP
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Self - Assertiveness - refers to a behavior in which one's own feelings are
expressed in an effective and balanced manner that is respectful both of self and
others (Alberti & Emmons, 1995). Self-assertiveness will be measured by the Rathus
Assertiveness Schedule (Rathus, 1983).

Self-Efficacy - is people's judgments of their capabilities to organize and
execute courses of action required to attain designated types of performances.
(Bandura, 1986 cited in Pajares, 2001). Self-efficacy will be measured by the General
Self-Efficacy Scale by Sherer. It is divided into two subscales, the general selfefficacy and social self-efficacy scales(Sherer, et al.,1982 Cited in Jones, 1994) ..

Social Self-Efficacy - is the belief of a person's ability to interact with other
people successfully (Sherer, et al.,1982 Cited in Jones, 1994).

Two state enterprises - included in this study are Thai Airways International
Public Company Limited, and Asset Management Corporation.

Women Managers - women working in middle management of the two state
enterprises. Their job titles may be that of supervisor, senior supervisor, assistant
manager, deputy manager, manager or head of a section or department.

St. Gabriel's Library, Au
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Conceptual Framework

Women Officers

Demographic Variables

•
•
•
•
•
•

l
Self-Efficacy

Age
Marital Status
Education
Position
Tenure
Income

l
Self-Assertiveness

Leadership Behavior (LBDQ-self)
1. Initiating Structure
2. Consideration
Figure 1 Conceptual Framework for the Study

The conceptual framework of this study could be classified into 3 parts. First,
this study aimed to investigate the nature and level of the self-efficacy, selfassertiveness and leadership behavior of the women managers of two state enterprises.
Second, the study examined the significant relationship between self-efficacy, selfassertiveness, leadership behavior and the demographic. Third, the study investigated
the significant difference between self-efficacy and self-assertiveness in predicting
leadership behavior.

St. G~4brid's Library, Au
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Chapter II

Review of Related Literature

Working women

Overview of working women

Appold (1998) stated that a key indicator of equity in society is the proportion
of women in higher positions. However, the fact remains that the number of women
participating in managerial jobs is lower than that of men (NSO, 1998). Colwill
(1993) insisted that women continue to experience wage discrimination, be excluded
from the most powerful executive positions or work experience, and are included in
fewer networks and exert less authority (Colwill,1993 cited in Carli,1999; Nir,1999).
110 (1997) reported that women hold from 1 to 5 per cent of executive
positions. In the United States, women constitute around 46 per cent of the workforce,
but they were shown by a 1996 survey (Fortune 500) to hold only 2.4 per cent of
executive positions and form a merel.9 per cent of top earners among the largest
companies. By 1999, these figures had improved, with 5.1 per cent of executive
management positions being held by women, while only 3.3 per cent of the highestpaid officers and directors were women.

Barriers

Many researchers have stated that men do not even know that many of the
barriers that women seeking leadership positions must confront even exist. Some
theorists suggest that these barriers are created on an attitudinal basis. For example,
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there are beliefs that women are too emotional, males resent working with females,
women lack leadership potential, and are undependable and less emotionaly stable
(Tarazi, 1990). After the myths are dispelled, the glass ceiling barrier that limits
women from achieving high-ranking position must be overcome. "Glass ceiling"
refers to the barrier that prevents qualified women from advancing upward in their
organization into the top management level positions (IL0,1997; Jones,1994).
Society's attitude toward appropriate male and female roles , and the pressure
to reconcile family demands and work commitment are other obstacles that
discourage women from climbing the corporate ladder (ILO, 1997).
The aforementioned barriers could hinder women from pursuing leadership
responsibilities. Moreover, it could affect women psychologically in that they may
internalize these negative beliefs, causing them to lack confidence in their abilities to
perform challenging tasks that require leadership skills.
Parhizgar (1985 cited inTarazi,1990) observed that regardless of what social
barriers may or may not exist in regard to women achieving a more important role in
today's rapidly changing world, it is possible that women's own attitudes are part of
the problem.
Henning and Jardim (1977, cited in Nir,1999) argued that women are at a
disadvantage in the work place because their socialization and their learned behavioral
strategies are less valued than those of men in organizational settings. In addition, as a
result of their socialization, women place a greater emphasis on their family roles than
do men (Dodd-McCue & Wright, 1996, cited in Nir,1999). This in turn may lead to
different orientations and may affect the role and importance of work (Ave n, Parker,
& McEvoy, 1993, cited in Nir,1999).
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Moreover, women receive little or no encouragement to seek leadership
positions, while men are encouraged. Women also lack formal and informal social
networks, which results in the lack of recognition that often leads to advancement. In
addition, there also exists a lack of role models and mentors due to the fact that there
are few women in leadership positions. (Growe & Montgomery,2000 ;ILO, 1997;
Tazari 1990; Ojeda ,1985; Lyness & Thompson 2000; Kerka,1993).
Betz and Fitzgerald (1987) suggested two categories of facilitative factors in
the career development of women: individual factors and background factors.
Individual factors include high self-esteem, strong academic background, high selfconcept, high ability, and liberal gender-role values. The background factors are
working mother, supportive father, highly educated parents, female role models and
work experience (Moya,2000).

Working women in Thailand
The National Statistics Office (NSO; 1998) gender statistics reported that
Thailand ranks 18th in the world population and 4th in South East Asia of
working women. In 1999, women accounted for 50.2 percent of the total
population.
Women, in Thailand, are now participating in economic activities more than in
the past. The supply of women's labor in Thailand is crucial because the shift from an
agricultural society to an industrial society entails a dramatic increased need for
managers and skilled technical professionals. Although women's contribution in
national socio-economic development is crucial for Thai society, women remain
unequal partners and gain unequal benefits from the development process. This is so
mainly because there is inadequate gender awareness in the policy and planning
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process for national development as women's roles are always stereotyped by social
values. Thus, Thai women who account for half of the country's human resources are
unavoidably devalued and overlooked (NSO, 1998).
According to the NSO gender statistics report (1988), the rate of female labor
force participation in Thailand is relatively high. The proportion of women in
employment stands at 59.9 per cent. However, women's employment status is
relatively lower than that of men. The average monthly pay per capita by level of
working status found that men received more than women.
Although

some

well·educated

women

have

achieved

considerable

occupational advancement, many women remain concentrated in traditional and
relatively low status work. More men than women work in Director, Department
Manager and Supervisor roles, whereas far more women than men are employed at
the level of Officer. Women have limited opportunities for promotion to higher level
positions. Women officers are mostly concentrated in the lower levels, whereas a very
high proportion of positions at the higher management and executive levels are
occupied by men (NSO, 1998).

Gender Gap and Gender-based models
Growe & Montgomery (2000) observed that one reason few women were
hired for administrative positions is the gender gap. Even though effective leadership
is more behaviorally derived than gender based, gender remains an obstacle to
women seeking and obtaining leadership positions (Getskow,1996 cited in Growe &
Montogemery, 2000) .
Grawe & Montgomery (2000) observed that there are three models that have
been used to explain the under representation of women in leadership position .

17

The first model is the meritocracy model or individual perspective model from
Estler (1975) and Schmuck (1980). Both are psychological orientations. Tallerico &
Burstyn (1966) suggested that the model looks to women for cause: personal traits,
characteristics, abilities or qualities. Individual attitudes such as self-image and
confidence, motivation, and aspirations also fall into this domain. The belief
associated with this model is that women are not assertive enough, don't want the
power, lack self-confidence, don't aspire for line positions, are unwilling to play the
game or work the system, and they do not apply for the jobs (Growe & Montgomery
2000). Conner (1992, cited in Growe & Montgomery (2000) stated that the belief
concerning women's lack of desire for power may not be related to their lack of desire
to obtain power, but how power is perceived. This is quite different from men. Also,
the method in which women employ the power they have is different. Women
exercise power to empower others. They base this on the notion that power is not
finite but rather expands as it is shared.
The second model is the organizational or the discrimination model. The focus
of this model is the educational system. The differences between career aspirations
and achievements of men and women, as an effect of the limited opportunities for
women that accompany systematic gender bias , are described. This second model
explains how organizational structures and practices in education discriminate against
women. Men seem to advance to higher levels because they are favored in promotion
practices and women cannot advance even if they choose to do so.
The third model is identified as the woman's place or the social perspective
model. This model emphasizes cultural and social norms that encourage
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discriminatory practices. These social norms channel women and men into different
areas of work and differential pay and status level (Growe & Montgomery, 2000).

Self-efficacy

What is self-efficacy?
The concept of self-efficacy is primarily developed in the discipline of social
psychology (Kear, 2000). Self-efficacy has been discussed extensively in social
psychology literature to explain motivation and learning theory. One author, Albert
Bandura, was found to predominate in the development and testing of this concept.
According to Bandura (1975), self-efficacy is the belief in people's judgments
of their capabilities to organize and execute courses of action required to attain
designated types of performances (Pajares, 2002). Zeldine (2000) observed that selfbeliefs are a critical components of more modem theories of human motivation. Selfefficacy has its theoretical foundation in Bandura's (1986) social cognitive theory.

Overview of Social Cognitive Theory
Bandura (1986) explained human functioning in terms of a model of triadic
reciprocality in which behavior, cognitive and other personal factors, and
environmental events all influence each other interdependently. From this theoretical
perspective, human functioning is viewed as the product of a dynamic interplay of
personal, behavioral, and environmental influences. For example, how people
interpret the results of their own behavior informs and alters their environments and
the personal factors they possess. In tum this informs and alters subsequent behavior.
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This is the foundation of Bandura conception of reciprocal determinism, the view
that (a) personal factors in the form of cognition, affect, and biological events, (b)
behavior, and (c) environmental influences all create interactions that result in a
triadic reciprocality ( see figure 2 ) (Pajares,2002; Sabaiying, 1999;Pompairin, 1998;).

Fig. 2 Reciprocal Determinism

BEHAVIOR

PERSONAL FACTORS .,.·-------)•ENVIRONMENTAL
(Cognitive, Affective, biological events)
FACTORS
Sources : Bandura 1986, cited in Pajares (2002), overview of social cognitive theory
and of self-efficacy
Pajares (2002) agreed that individuals are proactively engaged in their own ,
development and can make things happen by their actions. Thus, individuals are
viewed both as products and as producers of their own environments and of their
social systems.
Since this theory emphasizes the dynamic interactions between people and
their environments, social cognitive theory provides a way to view career
development contextually. As one of the most prominent cognitive mechanisms of
personal agency, self-efficacy beliefs may be especially explanatory when attempting
to understand the complexities of individual career development and selection
(Zeldine, 2000). Pintrich & Schmuk (1996) also observed that social cognitive theory
has gained widespread acceptance as a framework for analyzing behavior in
organizations. Extant research has investigated the determinants of self efficacy, the
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belief in one's ability to master a task, and its mediating and moderating role in the
relationship between certain organizational antecedents and their related outcomes.

Self-efficacy and Outcome Expectancies

According to Pajares (2002), self-efficacy beliefs provide the foundation for
human motivation, well being, and personal accomplishment. This is because unless
people believe their actions can produce the outcomes they desire, they have little
incentive to act or to persevere in the face of difficulties. The causal relationship
between beliefs of personal efficacy and outcome expectations is depicted in Figure 2.
Figure 3 : The conditional relationship between efficacy beliefs and outcome
expectancies.
BEHAVIOR

PERSON

Efficacy Beliefs
- Level
- Strength
- Generality

OUTCOME

Outcome
Expectancies
- Physical
- Social

- Self.evaluative
Source: Bandura (1997).
In a given domain of functioning, efficacy beliefs vary in level, strength and
generality. The outcomes that flow from a given course of action can take the form of
positive or negative physical, social and self-evaluation effects. As conventionally
defined, a performance is an accomplishment; an outcome is something that follows
from it. Hence, an outcome is the consequence of a performance. Similarly, the
outcome people anticipated depend largely on their judgements of how well they will
be able to perform in a given situation (Bandura, 1997).
Pajares (2002) noted that individuals interpret the results of their attainments,
however, just as they make judgments about the quality of the knowledge and skills
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they possess. Bandura's (1997) key contentions as regards the role of self-efficacy
beliefs in human functioning is that "people's level of motivation, affective states, and
actions are based more on what they believe than on what is objectively true". For
this reason, how people behave can often be better predicted by the beliefs they hold
about their capabilities than by what they are actually capable of accomplishing. Selfefficacy perceptions help determine what individuals do with the knowledge and skills
they have. This helps explain why people's behaviors are sometimes disjoined from
their actual capabilities and why their behavior may differ widely even when they
have similar knowledge and skills. Belief and reality are seldom matched, and
individuals are typically guided by their beliefs when they engage the world. As a
consequence, people's accomplishments are generally better predicted by their selfefficacy beliefs than by their previous attainments, knowledge, or skills. Of course, no
amount of confidence or self-appreciation can produce success when requisite skills
and knowledge are absent (Pajares , 2002).
Pajares (2002) insisted that people's self-efficacy beliefs should not be
confused with their judgments of the consequences that their behavior will produce.
Typically, self-efficacy beliefs help determine the outcomes one expects. Confident
individuals anticipate successful outcomes. The opposite is true of those who lack
confidence. Efficacy and outcome judgments are sometimes inconsistent. A high
sense of efficacy may not result in behavior consistent with that belief, however, if the
individual also believes that the outcome of engaging in that behavior will have
undesired effects. Low self-efficacy and positive outcome expectations are also
possible. Because individuals operate collectively as well as individually, self-efficacy
is both a personal and a social construct. Collective systems develop a sense of
collective efficacy. A group's shared belief in its capability to attain goals and
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accomplish desired tasks. Organizations with a strong sense of collective efficacy
exercise empowering and vitalizing influences on their constituents, and these effects
are palpable and evident (Pajares, 2002).

How Self-Efficacy Beliefs Influence Human behavior
According to Pajares (2002), self-efficacy beliefs can enhance human
accomplishments and well being in countless ways. They influence the choices people
make and the courses of action they pursue. Individuals tend to select tasks and
activities in which they feel competent and confident and avoid those in which they
do not. Unless people believe that their actions will have the desired consequences,
they have little incentive to engage in those actions. How far will an interest in
architecture take a student who feels hopeless in geometry? Whatever factors operate
to influence behavior, they are rooted in the core belief that one has the capability to
accomplish that behavior.
Self-efficacy beliefs also help determine how much effort people will expend
on an activity, how long they will persevere when confronting obstacles, and how

resilient they will be in the face of adverse situations. The higher the sense of
efficacy, the greater the effort, persistence, and resilience. People with a strong sense
of personal competence approach difficult tasks as challenges to be mastered rather
than as threats to be avoided. They have greater intrinsic interest and deep
engrossment in activities, set themselves challenging goals and maintain strong
commitments to them, and heighten and sustain their efforts in the face of failure.
Moreover, they more quickly recover their sense of efficacy after failures or setbacks,
and attribute failure to insufficient effort or deficient knowledge and skills that are
acquirable.
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Self-efficacy beliefs also influence an individual's thought patterns and

emotional reactions. High self-efficacy helps create feelings of serenity in
approaching difficult tasks and activities. Conversely, people with low self-efficacy
may believe that things are tougher than they really are, a belief that fosters anxiety,
stress, depression, and a narrow vision of how best to solve a problem. As a
consequence,

self-efficacy

beliefs

can powerfully

influence

the

level

of

accomplishment that one ultimately achieves. This function of self-beliefs can also
create the type of self-fulfilling prophecy in which one accomplishes what one
believes one can accomplish. That is, the perseverance associated with high selfefficacy is likely to lead to increased performance, which, in turn, raises one's sense of
efficacy and spirit Conversely, the giving-in associated with low self-efficacy helps
ensure the very failure that further lowers confidence and morale.
Bandura ( 1997) stated that strong self-efficacy beliefs are generally the
product of time and multiple experiences, they are highly resistant and predictable.
Weak self-efficacy beliefs, however, require constant reappraisal if they are to serve
as predictors. Both, of course, are susceptible to a powerful experience or
consequence. (see also Decker, 1998).

Sources of Self-efficacy Beliefs
According to Bandura (1997), people form their self-efficacy perceptions by
interpreting information from four sources: (Zeldin, 2000)
1. Authentic mastery experiences or performance accomplishment. It is the

most influential source of self-efficacy beliefs. Individuals gauge their effects of their
actions and their interpretations of these effects help create their efficacy beliefs.
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Outcomes interpreted as successful raise self efficacy; those interpreted as failures
lower it (Pajares, 1996; Lankard, 1999).
2. Vicarious experience. Vicarious learnings are often acquired through
observation, such as role models, and through interpretation. By observing the success
and failure of others, people gather the information necessary to make judgments
about their own capabilities. The models that individuals observe exercise the greatest
influence when they are perceived to be similar to the observer, especially in
situations in which the observer has little experience. This source of information is
weaker than the interpreted results of mastery experiences, but when people are
uncertain about their own abilities or have limited prior experience, they become more
sensitive to it. Part of one vicarious experience also involves the social comparisons
made with other individuals. These comparisons, along with peer modeling, can be
powerful influences on developing self-perceptions of competence. (Pajares, 1996;
Zeldin, 2000; Lankard, 1999).

3. Social or verbal persuasion. The third source is verbal persuasions
individuals receive from others. These persuasions involve exposure to the verbal
judgements that others provide. Coaching and giving evaluation feedback on
performance are common types of social persuasion. Social persuasion is considered
to be a weaker source of efficacy information than mastery or vicarious experiences,
but persuaders can play an important part in the development of an individual's selfbeliefs (Pajares, 1996). According to Bandura (1986), social messages can encourage
people to exert extra effort to succeed, resulting in development skills and personal
efficacy. However, these persuasions can also work to undermine efficacy beliefs
when used to convince people that they lack capabilities. (Zeldin, 2000)
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4. Physiological states. According to Pajares (1996), physiological states such
as anxiety, stress, arousal, fatigue, and mood stated also provide information about
efficacy beliefs. Because individuals have the capability to alter their own thinking,
self-efficacy beliefs, in turn, also powerfully influence the physiological states
themselves. Zeldin (2000) observes that a powerful emotional arousal, such as
anxiety, can effectively alter individuals' beliefs about their capabilities. Signs of
stress and tension may be interpreted as indicators of susceptibility to failure. The
significance of an individual's perceptions and interpretations of physical signals is
important. People may view a state of arousal as an energizing factor that can
contribute to a successful performance, or they may view arousal as completely
disabling.
Nevertheless, Pajares (1996) claims that these 4 sources of efficacy are not
directly translated into judgements of competence. Individuals interpret the results of
events, and these interpretations provide the information on which judgments are
based. The types of information people . attend to and use to make efficacy
judgements, and the rules they employ to weigh and integrate them, form the basis for
such interpretations. Thus, the selection, integration, interpretation, and recollection of
information influence judgements of self-efficacy.

Confidence in personal

competence influences the individual's decision to attempt or to persevere in a new
activity. The acquired skills and self-confidence that succeed an action are a reflection
of the person's perception of self-efficacy. Evaluation of a high level of self-efficacy
leads to a desire and willingness to act, to risk trying a new behavior. Gist (1989) and
Gist & Mitchell (1992 cited in Sabaiying , 1999) note self efficacy as the basis for
choosing what to do, sustaining amount of effort needed for attainment, and
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preserving experiences (Pajares, 1996; Zeldin, 2000;Decker, 1998). (See Figure. 4 for
the interaction between sources of self-efficacy and behavior)

Figure 4 : The interaction between sources of self-efficacy and behavior
Behavior

4 sources of self-efficacy

Effort,
Self-Efficacy

Perseverance and
Resilient

reactions
Sources: Betz (1992), cited in Sabaiying's thesis (1999).

Individual Differences
Appelbaum & Hare (1996) noted that self-efficacy judgements are influenced
greatly by information from the environment and the effect that the environment in
question has on the beliefs held by person. However, other determinants of selfefficacy beliefs, related to relatively stable characteristics of person's abilities, need to
be considered. These aspects include the level of ability, person's general state of
perceived efficaciousness and general beliefs, and the individual state of attribution
regarding internal versus external loci of control. A person's knowledge or skill
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relating to a specific task places a limit on the ability to succeed : no amount of effort
or motivation will substitute for insufficient development of prerequisite attainments.
If an assigned task requires ability beyond the person's attained level, a low self-

efficacy judgement for that task can be realistically expected.
People vary greatly in their overall sense of efficaciousness. Persuasive
psychological conditions including depressive tendencies and high stress levels can
have a strong influence on judgements of self-efficacy, as can an individual's
subjective assessment of his or her overall experience with success and failure itself.
Hence, highly efficacious individuals visualize success scenarios that provide a
positive guide for performance, whereas those who judge themselves inefficacious are
more inclined to visualize failure scenarios that undermine performance. For instance,
highly efficacious individuals have a tendency to attribute failure to a lack of effort,
whereas those who consider themselves to be inefficacious attribute failure to a lack
of ability.
A perceived locus of control that is considered a personality attribute is also
thought to influence the development of self-efficacy. The implication of this theory
in terms of human resource management application is important. Internally and
externally orientated individuals differ in the kinds of rewards they prefer. Externally
- oriented individuals prefer intrinsic rewards such as pay and job security. In
contrast, internally oriented individuals prefer intrinsic rewards such as feelings of
accomplishment or achievement (Appelbaum & Hare, 1996).

Levels of self-efficacy

According to Maurer (2000), self efficacy can be categorized into 3 levels.
1. Task Specific Efficacy. It is self-efficacy for performance of a specific task.
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2. Domain Efficacy. It is more general and is for performance within an entire
definable domain task. Although there may be differences in self-efficacy across
tasks within the domain, overall there is a more global belief in one's efficacy
within that domain.
3. General Self-Efficacy (GSE) : is one's overall self-confidence for dealing with
multiple domains in life or it can be defined as a broad and stable sense of
personal competence to cope efficiently with a variety of unfamiliar or stressful
situations (Stajkovic, 1998). Because this general self-efficacy is relatively stable
and enduring over time and situations, personality theorists regard this concept as
a personality trait. Generalized self-efficacy can be assumed to encompass an
individual's judgement of one's capabilities to mobilize the motivation, cognitive
resources, and course of action needed to exercise general control over many key
events in one's life and deal specifically with life's challenges. Therefore,
generalized self-efficacy should be associated with an increased likelihood of
dealing with work and career related. difficulties. Some researchers such as
Schwarzer, 1998 and Sherer et al., 1983 have conceptualized a generalized selfefficacy based on the notion that self-efficacy can be generalized beyond the
target behavior in a specific domain . The concept of general self-efficacy (GSE)
is based on domain specific self-efficacy, but general self-efficacy is concerned
with a broader range of situations. Therefore, this concept can also be regarded as
optimistic belief about one's competence to cope efficiently with general lifetime
events. For this reason, many theorists regard GSE as a personality trait.
Therefore, the items consisting of GSE is not specific to a certain activity. It must
cover whole life situations. (Sue,1999; Schwarzwer & Scholz, 2000)
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Characteristics of self-efficacy

There are two characteristics of self-efficacy, namely, high self-efficacy and
low self-efficacy.
Pajares (1996) stated that the characteristics of high and low self-efficacy are
as follows.
People with a strong sense of personal competence approach difficult tasks as
challenges to be mastered rather than as threats to be avoided, have greater intrinsic
interest and deep engrossment in activities, set for themselves challenging goals and
maintain a strong commitment to them, heighten and sustain their efforts in the face of
failure, recover more quickly after failures or setbacks, and attribute failure to
insufficient effort or deficient knowledge and skills which are acquirable.
People with low self-efficacy may believe that things are tougher than they
really are, a belief that fosters stress, depression, and a narrow vision of how best to
solve a problem. Conversely, high self-efficacy helps create feelings of serenity in
approaching difficult tasks and activities. As a result of these influences, self-efficacy
beliefs are strong determinants and predictors of the level of accomplishment that
individuals finally attain (Pajares, 1996).

Self-efficacy and career development

As mentioned earlier, self-efficacy beliefs may be especially explanatory when
attempting to understand the complexities of individual career development and
selection. According to Hackett (1995), "there is now persuasive empirical evidence
for the role of cognitive mechanisms, perceived self-efficacy in particular, in career
choice and development" (Zeldine,2000).
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Recall that self-efficacy beliefs influence the choice of activities that people
select. Zeldin (2000) suggests that the idea that people actively select or eliminate
future activities through their own cognitive mechanisms has provided a heuristic
model toward understanding career decisions.
Hackett and Betz (1981) first applied the self-efficacy construct in the area of career
choice and adjustment. They postulated that self-efficacy beliefs played an important
role in the gender differences typically found in career-related behaviors and
occupational goals. Specifically, they suggested. that women and men develop
different efficacy expectations about themselves through the varied ways in which
they experience the four antecedents of self-efficacy. For example, when considering
performance accomplishments as a significant source of self-efficacy development,
Hackett and Betz suggested that boys were more likely to gain experiences in a wide
variety of areas outside the home, whereas girls traditionally gained experiences
inside the home. Experience with tasks of a mechanical, scientific, and technical
nature were typically characteristic of the early experiences of boys, leading them to
develop stronger self efficacy toward careers that require those skills (Zeldin, 2000).
Zeldin and Pajares (2000) explore the way in which self efficacy beliefs
influence academic and career choices of women who choose to excel in careers in
the areas of mathematics, science, and technology. They found that vicarious
experiences and verbal persuasions were critical sources of the women's self-efficacy
beliefs. These findings suggest that the perceived importance of these sources of self
efficacy may be stronger for women in male oriented domains than for the majority of
individuals operating in traditional settings. This conclusion contradicts Bandura' s
previous findings that past performance accomplishments were the most significant
source for developing self efficacy. It also likely that men and women have different
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sex typed experiences in childhood that limits women's exposure to the sources of
information necessary to develop strong efficacy perceptions in traditionally male
arenas. Thus, self-efficacy beliefs are thought to play an important role in the actual
career decisions and behavioral choices of women. The implication of this research is
that it is critical that others have confidence in women and express that confidence to
women so those women developed confidence in them.
This is similar to Bandura's suggestion in that self-affirming beliefs of others
promote development of skills and a sense of personal efficacy. Bandura (1997) has
observed that parents, teachers, and peers play vital roles in the development of selfefficacy beliefs and are enabling influences in helping one develop resilience to
adversity. It was concluded that self-efficacy perceptions resulted from the
perseverance and resilience required overcoming personal, social, academic, and
career obstacles. (Zeldin & Pajares, 2000)

Career self-efficacy
According to Betz and Hackett (1997), self-efficacy, when viewed in relation
to careers, refers to a person's beliefs regarding career-related behaviors, educational
and occupational choice, and performance and persistence in the implementation of
those choices. They are reflected in an individual's perception about his/her ability to
perform a given task or behavior (efficacy expectation) and his/her belief about the
consequences of behavior or performance (outcome expectation) (Lankard,1999).
The Social Cognitive Career Theory (SCCT) developed by Lent, Hackett and
Brown (1996) draws upon Bandura's self-efficacy theory of women's career
development. It offers a framework for career development, explaining the interplay
between educational and vocational interests, career-related choices, and performance.
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The Social Cognitive Career Theory highlights the relationship among social
cognitive variables, namely, self-efficacy and their relationship with other variables in
the individual socio-contextual environment such as gender, race/culture, family,
community, and political components.
Hackett and Betz (1981) suggest that low efficacy beliefs of women are
thought to reflect the limited and disadvantaged position women have in the
workplace and the limited range of career options presented to them. Women's
socialization provides them with less exposure to information that allows individuals
to develop self-efficacy, for traditionally male occupations. Thus, it could be
postulated that low self-efficacy expectations with regard to behaviors required for the
successful pursuit and performance in male oriented occupations may be a major
factor that restricts women's career options (see also Gist, 1987; Gist, 1989; Lankard
,1999).

Self-efficacy impacts on women's advancement
According to Dickerson (2000), women, in general,

are more likely to

evaluate their own performance less favorably than men and are more prone to use
good luck as an explanation for superior performance. Therefore, negative beliefa
about one's capabilities may result in reduced willingness to take risks, reduced desire
to be visible, and negative self-presentation, which hinders career progress. This
lowered self-efficacy may lead one to avoid activities that could further one's career.
The negative beliefs in organizational settings about abilities or low self-efficacy
could damage a female's chances of career advancement (Heilman, 1983; Rizzo &
Mendez, 1990; Klonoff & Landrine, 1995 cited in Dickerson, 2000)
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Dickerson (2000) explained that self-efficacy can predict actual performance
in a broad range of settings. Thus, raising self-efficacy has practical consequences for
the productivity of individuals in organization. For example, it may encourage women
to attempt intimidating managerial tasks that women believe incorporate central
leadership characteristics, such as directing others, coordinating group activities, and
focusing group efforts. If women do not believe that they can effectively lead others,
they will not attempt to do so. Building self-efficacy may prevent self-selection out of
leadership roles.
Dickerson (2000) concluded that in addition to enhancing self-efficacy,
supportive environments that allow women to develop feelings of control over
outcomes is important. It could significantly alter a women's leadership performance
(Eagly et al., 1995 cited in Dickerson, 2000). In a supportive organizational
environment, women with low self-efficacy may have the opportunity to change
damaging beliefs that may restrict their career progress. Fostering more favorable
levels of self~efficacy may encourage these ·women to take on the challenging tasks
that are so important to career progression (Dickerson, 2000).

Self-Assertiveness

What is assertiveness ?
According to Towned (1991) assertion is a behavior in which one's own
feelings, such as anger, are expressed in an effective and balanced manner that is
respectful both of self and of others. It is a direct, honest, situationally appropriate
expression of one's feelings, opinions or beliefs. It shows consideration, but not
deference for others. It is not intended to intimidate others, but rather to express and

34

assert one's own feelings or rights. Assertive behavior is a middle ground of effective
coping, that neither violates the rights of others nor sacrifices one's own dignity
(Towned, 1991 cited in Khin Nyo Win, 1996).
Alberti and Emmons (1995) insist that assertive behavior promotes equality in
human relationships, enabling us to act in our own best interest, to stand up for
ourselves without undue anxiety, to expressed feelings honestly and comfortably and
to exercise personal rights without denying the right of others. Hence, assertive
behavior is a positive self-affirmation, which also values other people. It contributes
both to your personal life satisfaction and to the quality of your relationship with
others.
. From the above definitions of assertiveness, the key qualities of assertive
behavior can be summarized by Alberti and Emmons (1995)as follows:
1. Self-expressive
2. Respectful of the rights of others
3. Honest
4. Direct and firm
5. Equalizing, benefit both parties in a relationship
6. Verbal, including the content of the message (feelings, rights,opinions,
requests, limits)
7. Nonverbal, including the style of the message (eye contact, voice, posture,
facial expression, gestures, distance, timing, fluency, listening)
8. Appropriate for the person and situation, not universal
9. Socially responsible and
10. Learned, not innate.
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Assertiveness as Your Perfect Right

Alberti and Emmons (1995) believed that every individual has the same
fundamental human rights as every other, regardless of gender, age, ethnicity, role or
title. Unfortunately, society often evaluates human being on scales that rank some
people as more important than others.
A number of factors have combined to help women achieve along overdue
gains in recognition of their individual rights. The popularity of assertiveness training
for women, including specialized workshops in management and other fields, is one
hopeful sign. Women of all social viewpoints, ethnic and socio-economic
backgrounds, educational and professional involvements have made phenomenal
gains in expressing assertiveness. Society has recognized the inadequacy of an "ideal"
which identifies women as characteristically "passive, sweet, and submissive." At
long last, the assertive women is valued.
Some of these changes are being .felt worldwide. This is

evidence that

suggests the assertive women are valued by society, by men, and by other women. For
example: in Japan, a survey reported in 1990 by a major bank showed that 28 percent
of employees would welcome a female boss; the figure a decade earlier had been 12
percent. Now, the assertive woman is capable of choosing her own lifestyle, free of
the dictates of tradition, government, husband, children, social groups or bosses.
The goal of assertive training is equality and foster better communication.
Open and honest communication - mutual, cooperative, affirming- is the process, by
which the desired outcome of equality can be achieved. These days, however, as the
world grows smaller that goal may be more challenging than ever before. Global
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economic, political, and personal changes have led to more awareness of and direct
contact with people of different cultural backgrounds.

Culture differences in Self-Assertiveness

While the desire for self-expression may be a basic human need, assertive
behavior in interpersonal relationships is primarily a characteristic of western cultures.
In oriental cultures, for example, "face" is extremely important. How others
see one is more important to an individual than is self-concept. The idea of
assertiveness in the Western sense of self-expression is almost inappropriate for
members of most Asian Cultures. Another example of oriental cultures that fosters
non-assertive behavior is power distance, which is described as one of the cultural
characteristics of Thailand. Power distance is the degree of inequality in power
between the less powerful individual (I) and a more powerful other (0) in which I and
0 belong to the same social system. Arttachariya (1997) reported that Thai society is
characterized by a rigid, hierarchical ordering of all social relations such as parentchild relations, politics, religion, and economics, where the same superordinatesubordinate pattern applies. In all cases, people of lower status are expected to pay
deference to those of higher status. In such a situation, people learn to behave
submissively in the presence of superiors (Arttachariya, 1997). People from high
power distance tend to accept power and authority as a fact of life. Subordinates in
high power distance cultures tend to communicate more respect and deference and
may appear to be less assertive toward their superiors (Chung, 2000).
Latin and Hispanic societies have emphasized the notion of "machismo" to the
point that assertiveness - as we have defined it- seems rather tame, especially for
men. In those cultures, a greater display of strength is the norm for self-expression.
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Yet people from those cultures where self-expression traditionally has not
been valued may be just those who most need its benefits. North Americans are
generally very assertive. People of other lands tend to express themselves in ways,
that might be considered non-assertive or non-aggressive. While for some cultures
those styles represent thousands of year's tradition, it may be that current and future
international relations require more open and direct communication and a greater
sense of equality expressed from both sides of the table.
The socio-cultural context must be taken into account in classifying behavior
as assertive or aggressive or nonassertive. A culture, for example, which regards
honoring one's elders as one of its ultimate values may view the request as clearly out
of line and aggressive, regardless of the behavior, response, or intent
(Alberti&Emmons, 1995).

Three kinds of expression
Zuker (1983) stated that the best way to explain assertive behavior is to
distinguish it from two other behavioral styles : nonassertive behavior and aggressive
behavior.
Non assertive behavior is passive and indirect. It usually arises from the belief
that "I don't matter my feelings, rights, opinions, and ideas aren't important". It
permits others to violate one's rights and shows a lack of respect of one's own needs.
It communicates a message of inferiority. Non assertive people don't come to the
point. They beat around the bush and are afraid to say "No" (Zuker, 1983). The
characteristics of the communication of non-assertive behavior are emotionally
dishonest, indirect, and self-denying (Christiansen,M., Cochran, S., & Corkery,J.
,2000). Unassertive behavior is characterized by deference, meekness, and timidity
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(MacNeilage & Adams,1982). People who behave non-assertively often feel hurt and
anxious since they allow others to choose for them. They seldom achieve their own
desired goals (Alberti & Emmons, 1995).
Aggressive behavior is self-enhancing at the expense of others. It is
dominating and controlling. It involves expressing thoughts, feelings, and beliefs in a
way that is inappropriate and violates the rights of others. Aggressive people are
usually unconcerned with the feelings, ideas, opinions or attitudes of people around
them. Aggressive behavior disregards the rights of others. It can be punishing or
threatening. It can be either active or passive, but no matter which, it communicates
an impression of disrespect (Zuker , 1983). Aggressive behavior may achieve goals
that may also generate bitterness and frustration, which may later return as vengeance.
Aggressive behavior that takes the form of passive, non-confrontation action is called
indirect aggressive behavior. Such actions are sneaky or sly, other times they may
simply be double entendre. Characteristics of this style is the smiling, friendly,
agreeable behavior which hides a back-stabbing or undermining action (Alberti &
Emmons, 1995).
Assertive behavior is standing up for oneself in such a way that one does not
violate the basic rights of another person. It's a form of interpersonal behavior
consisting of open, direct, honest, and appropriate expression of one's feelings and
opinions that indicates consideration and respect for the other persons. Assertive is the
middle road between non-assertive and aggressive behavior (Zuker,1983; MacNeilage
& Adams, 1982).

Assertive philosophies and rights
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Zuker (1983) suggested that assertiveness begin with a positive, humanistic
philosophy. Assertive people approach the world from the position that they are
worthwhile and have certain rights while acknowledging that other people are
worthwhile and have rights too. An important factor to be able to becoming assertive
is to develop the ability to accept one's assertive right. To accept one rights and act
taking them into account, in a responsibly assertive manner, it means that one ask for
the consideration and courteous treatment that one deserve. And, it also means that
one act in a manner that tends to balance the power without oppressing others.
Back & Back (1992 cited in Christiansen, et al., 2000) observed that many
books and articles describe or list assertive rights. However, these assertive rights
were written with regard to interpersonal relationships in general. Applying these
assertive rights in work environment could result in problems. For example, if many
employers would question one's right to say" I don't care". However, if the surface is
peeled back and the underlying sentiment identified, then the true vales can be
transferred to the work environment. Benefits can be realized from the integration of
these values into the work place through an open management style. Back & Back
(1992) suggested the assertive rights at work are as follows.
1. The right to be clear on what is expected of me.
2. The right to know how my manager see my performance.
3. The right to get on with my jobs in my own way once objectives and
constraints have been agreed.
4. The right to make mistakes from time to time.
5. The right to expect work of a certain standard from my staff.
6. The right to criticize the performance of staff when it falls below the
required standard.

40
7. The right to be consulted about decisions that affect me.
8. The right to take decisions about matters that affect my department or area
of work.
9. The right to refuse certain requests.

Assertiveness and self-concept.

According to Zuker (1983), the level of assertiveness is determined largely by
self-concept, that is, how one views one's strengths and weaknesses and how one
believe other people respond and react to oneself. This image, in turn, forms the basis
for our self-esteem that is the degree to which we appreciate our own value. Selfimage is formed by the experiences one gather as one go through life and get feedback
either negative or positive from people around. Parents, siblings, teachers, friends.
Classmates, lovers, spouses and business associates all give direct or indirect feedback
on which behaviors are desirable and appropriate. Growing up, one internalize the
labels and opinions of other people and incorporate them into one picture of oneself self-image. Self-image is also built on the success and failures that one has
experienced in the past. Nonassertive people have a selective memory and remember
only the failure. As a result, they have a large inventory of negative self - image.
These statements, through repetition, become imprinted on their consciousness, and
they act as if the statements were true. A strong indicator of self-image is the way a
person accepts a compliment. People with a low self-image often discount anything
positive said about them. Many people with a low self-image are low achievers. They
are willing to tolerate the mistakes and setbacks that inevitably occur in the learning
process. So they play it safe, forgoing the bigger challenges in order to keep their
shaky self-image intact.

People with healthy self-image do not feel hostile or
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resentful towards others, do not feel that other people's good fortune threatens their
own, and aren't out to prove anything (Zuker, 1983).
Studies show that, as a direct result of gains in self-expressiveness, individuals
have improved their self-esteem, reduced their anxiety, overcome depression, gained
greater respect from others, accomplished more in terms of their life goals, increased
their level of self-understanding, and improved their capacity to communicate more
effectively with others. (Alberti & Emmons, 1995)

Cause of non-assertive behavior
Assertiveness is a learned skill. If one was not encouraged to be assertive as a
child,. within one family or at school, then one will not have the required skills to help
one as an adult. As children grow up many pressures on them to behave in nonassertive ways. Non-assertive people fear appearing selfish by expressing their own
needs. Sometimes there is a fear of losing control (and of blushing, stammering or
trembling as· a consequence). Others are unsure about dealing with an angry or
negative response, or fear becoming angry themselves. There can also be a fear of
rejection or criticism, probably related to past negative, uncomfortable or distressing
experiences. Therefore it may seem safer to act in a submissive way. Such encounters
are rarely satisfying. Over time resentment and worry builds up, further eroding selfesteem. All these fears are natural if one haven't had opportunities to learn other ways
of behaving in the past (Branden, 1995).
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The assertive life position
The person who has a positive attitude about herself or himself, and also a
positive attitude towards others and her or his environment can be said to have a
healthy life position.
Life positions are sometimes known as "attitude of the moment". It is the basic
attitude people have chosen towards themselves and others, either positive or
negative. These positions are constantly changed depending on the situation they are
in and kind of thoughts and feelings they are experiencing at the time. According to
Transactional Analysis, there are four life positions.
1. I'm not OK - You're OK.
. 2. I'm not OK - You're not OK.
3. I'm OK - You're not OK.
4. I'm OK - You're OK.
The only healthy life position is "I'm OK - You're OK" and it is this position
which underlies the assertive attitude and behavior.(Towned,1991 cited in Khin Nyo
Win, 1996)

Review of related study on assertive
Rodriquez (2001) reviewed the literature on issues in aging, marital status,
ethnicity, birth order, academic classification on women's assertiveness. Rodriquez
(2001) reported that assertiveness might decrease with age. Elderly women may lack
assertiveness because they feel powerless in their position. At an earlier age, they may
feel in control of their lives, energized, and experience economic stability. However,
in the process of aging, women may have acquired losses in many of these areas
(Corby,1978 cited in Rodriquez,2001). Rodriquez (2001) found no significant
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relationship between assertiveness and marital status, ethnic background, and birth
order. However, Rodriquez (2001) suggested that the level of assertiveness tend to
increase as one become more educated.

Assertive management styles

According to Blake & Mounton (1978 cited in MacNeilage & Adams, 1982),
managerial behavior is described as operating along essentially two dimensions,
production and people concern. The production dimension refers to behaviors directed
toward the goal of getting the job done. The people dimension refers to concerns
about staff satisfaction and well-being, making sure morale is high, staff complaints
are attended. Differences in managerial style are determined by the degree to which
production and people concerns are reflected in the manager's behavior. The most
prevalent style is the one that has about the same degree for productions as one does
for people.
MacNeilage & Adams (1982) stated that assertive managers closely resemble
the high production-high people managers. They are able to work out an effective
balance between organizational priorities, personal needs and concern of staff without
sacrificing any one of these to any other. The assertive model of management styles
explores management from the personal perspective of the manager as well as from
the perspective of production and people concerns. Good managers are self-aware,
they recognize and are comfortable with both personal needs for power and for
affiliation with others. Because the assertive manager is able to be open about these
personal characteristics, he or she will not be threatened or intimidated when these
issues surface in relationship with others. Thus, the assertive manager does not need
to be pushy and authoritarian with aggressive management tactics in order to gain
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credibility or exert influence. Nor does he or she have to cope with conflict by pitting
people against each other, or by resorting to deceit and subterfuge, which are indirect
aggressive tactics. And unlike the unassertive manager who retreats from power
politic and become the pawn of others, the assertive manager is able to set limits and
exert his or her authority openly. (See table 4 explores the impact of assertive and
nonassertive managerial styles across a variety of dimensions affecting organizational
functioning.)

Leadership

Defining Leadership
The definition of leadership is as numerous as the theorists who try to define
the term (Depree,1989 cited in williams,1999). Jones (1994) observed that although
leaders or a form of leadership have existed in all cultures, there is no single clear
definition or clear cut understanding of leadership that is universally applicable.
Theorists studying different aspects of leadership and studying leadership in vastly
diverse setting develop their own definitions to best meet their needs (Williams,1999;
Jones, 1994).

Leadership Theories
Williams (1999) said that research seemed to group findings on leadership into
different categories such as trait, behavior and situational approach. These categories
allow one to look at the vast amount of information regarding leadership with
structure and organization. There have been four main streams of leadership theory,
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namely, trait theories, behavioral theories, Situational theories and transformational I
transactional theories.
Trait Model of Leadership : Leaders versus followers. According to

Thompson (2000), from the beginning of the twentieth century to the late 1940s,
research on leadership was concentrated primarily on the characteristics of the
individual. The assumption behind the trait approach was that some leaders are natural
leaders. Leaders are considered to be individuals endowed with certain personality
traits such as intelligence, birth order, socioeconomic status, and child-rearing
practices. Stogdill (1974) identified six categories of personal factors associated with
leadership: capacity, achievement, responsibility, participation, status, and situation.
However, Stogdill concluded that a person did not become a leader based on a
combination of traits. Still, there may be some relevance to leader traits(Williams,
1999). Nevertheless, it has been difficult to find consistent results in the differences
between leaders and followers or in the differences between an effective leader and an
ineffective one across trait studies (Shirakashi, 1996). Therefore, it has led to the
conclusions that no single characteristics can distinguish leaders from non-leaders.
Behavioral Theories. According to Thompson (2000), during 1950s and

1960s the research mainly focused on the behavior of leaders, with an emphasis on the
most effective leadership style. Different patterns of behavior are grouped together
and labeled as styles. There are four main styles such as concern for task, concern for
people, directive leadership and participative leadership. These behaviors are
categorized along two common dimensions: initiating structures (Concern for
organization tasks) and consideration (concern for individuals and interpersonal
relations). Initiating structures include activities such as planning, organizing, and
defining the tasks and work of people such as how work gets done in an organization.
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Consideration addresses the social, emotional needs of individuals such as their
recognition, work satisfaction and self-esteem influencing their performance. The
focus on leadership behavior or styles brought about the identification of different
dimensions of leadership with an examination of distinguishable behavior, leadership
training, reward and punishment, charismatic, and transformational leadership
behaviors.
Situational leadership : Impact of the setting on Leaders. The situational

leadership approach contains an underlying assumption that different situations
require different types of leadership. Studies in the late 1960s through the latter half of
the 1970s attempted to identify "distinctive characteristics of the setting to which the
leader's success could be attributed. Hersey (1984) reviewed leadership theories and
noted that the situation approach maintains that leadership is determined not so much
by the characters of the individuals as by the requirements of the social situation.
According to this research focus, a person could be a follower or a leader depending
upon circumstances. Attempts were made. to identify specific characteristics of a
situation that affected leader's performance or contingency approach. The central
idea was that effective leadership was dependent on a mix factors (Doyle &
Smith,2000).
Transformationalffransactional Leadership. Transformational theory has

also been labeled charismatic or inspirational leadership. Bums (1978) introduced the
concept of transformational leadership, describing it as not a set of specific behaviors
but rather a process by which "leaders and followers raise one another to higher levels
of morality and motivation" . He stated that transformational leaders are individuals
that appeal to higher ideals and moral values such as justice and equality and can be
found at various levels of an organization (Morse, 1992). In short, leaders inspire their
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followers to look beyond their own interests, and look toward a more focused or
central purpose. A theory often associated with transformational is transactional
theory. Transactional is often used as a comparison to transformational in that with
transactional,

leaders offer their followers

rewards for their performance

(Farris&Burns). Bums (1978) contrasted transformational leaders from transactional
leaders which he described as leaders who motivated by appealing to followers' self
interest. Bass (1985) asserts that these leaders motivate followers by appealing to
strong emotions regardless of the ultimate effects on the followers and do not
necessary attend to positive moral values (Morse, 1992).

Leadership Styles
Leadership style is the pattern of behavior used by a leader in attempting to
influence group members and make decision regarding the mission, strategy, and
operations of group activities (Scholl,2000, cited in Breen,2002). The following are
the example of the leadership styles that the leadership or behavioral styles have been
stated in terms of two extremes. These styles are employee centered (considerate,
general or democratic) and production centered (structuring, close or authoritarian)
(Breen,2002;Milton, 1981 ).
The Michigan studies identified two styles of leader behavior, namely,
production centered behavior, when leaders pay close attention to the work of
subordinates such as explaining work procedures, and employee centered behavior,
when leaders are interested in developing a cohesive work group. These two styles of
leader behavior were believed to lie at the ends of a single continuum.
Other leadership styles such as autocratic and democratic was introduced by
Lewin and Lippit in 1938. They mentioned the dimensions of autocratic and
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democratic decision-making. Acting democratically excludes being autocratic at the
same time, but leaders may use both styles depending on the particular situational
contingency of both the task structure and subordinate characteristics. Sometimes,
another style, laissez-faire is added, representing an avoidance of leader behavior.
(Engen & Willemsen, 2000).
Initiating structure and consideration styles were identified by the the Ohio
State University study on an examination of leaders behavior. The study concluded
that effective leadership behaviors could be classified into two groups : consideration
(people or employee oriented or participative) and initiating structure (task oriented
style or production-centered behavior).
Initiating structure behavior is when the leader clearly defined the leadersubordinates, establishes formal lines of communication, and determines how tasks
are to be performed. Structure, task-oriented leaders believe that they get results by
keeping people constantly busy and urging them to produce.
Consideration behavior is when the leader shows concern for subordinates and
attempts to establish a warm, friendly and supportive climate. They try to build
teamwork and help employees with their problems.
However, these two behaviors were not viewed as opposite ends of a
continuum, but as independent variables. Thus the leader can exhibit varying degrees
of both initiating structure and consideration at the same time (Williams, 1999). A
manager who becomes more considerate does not necessarily becomes less structured.
A manager may have both orientations in varying degrees (Davis, 1981 ). Overall,
high consideration has generally been found to be associated with employee
satisfaction, low turnover, and low absenteeism, but the relationship to productivity
was mixed or negligible. High initiating structure frequently has been found related
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with higher productivity and lower employer satisfaction. Other studies, however,
have obtained results in the opposite directions. Such apparent contradictions have
raised the possibility that crucial situational variables remain unexplored. Numerous
studies have indicated that groups with leaders who score high on both dimensions
are higher in overall effectiveness. Group members generally want the leader to be
high on consideration, while superiors want him or her to be high on initiating
structure. The successful leader must balance the expectations of both for his or her
group to be evaluated outstanding by both evaluators (Milton , 1981 ).

Gender and Leadership roles
According to role theory, leadership is considered to be an aspect of role
differentiation (Jones, 1994). As a leader, the individual is expected to play a defined
role within the group. Norms and expectations define the roles. The particular
characteristics and traits that leaders express on the leadership position reflect their
leadership style.
Eagly and Johnson (1990) explored that gender has an effect on leadership
roles in organizations, because women are regard as "female" leaders as opposed to
"leaders" without attendant expectations associated with gender. This perception has
been attributed to gender-role spillover (Jones, 1994). There are clear research
findings that support the idea that people's expectations about managerial behavior
depend to some extent on a manager's gender. Moreover, the idea that leaders are
perceived simultaneously in terms of their gender and their organizational role is
consistent with the more general concept of gender-role spillover, which is a
carryover into the workplace of gender-based expectations for behavior.
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Gender-role spillover is also assumed to have different consequences for
women than men. Importantly, people's expectations about the behaviors appropriate
for leaders and managers match their expectations about men more closely than their
expectations about women. Thus, women in leadership roles are faced with an
ongoing dilemma, resulting in their devaluation relative to men, with equivalent
leadership behavior perceived as less competent, and women judged as having less
ability and effectiveness as a leader (Wilson, 2001 ).

Gender and Leadership Styles
Engen and Willemsen (2000) said that leadership styles either emphasize
maintenance of tasks (e.g., autocratic, task oriented, initiating structure or
transactional styles) or on nurturing of interpersonal relationships (e.g., democratic,
interpersonally oriented, consideration or transformational styles). Hence, they relate
to gender because they reflect the femininity/masculinity dimensions of existing sex
stereotypes. In general, the content of sex stereotypes is that men are considered
instrumental, competent, rational and assertive (masculinity) and women sensitive,
warm, tactful and expressive (femininity). Similarly, the task oriented and
interpersonally oriented styles closely match constructs like communion and agency
or intimacy and independence that refer to respectively feminine and masculine
modes of relating to others. The feminine modes are characterized by strivings for
intimacy and union reflected in agreeable behaviors, whereas the masculine modes
imply striving for mastery and dominance.
Jones (1994) insisted that men have been considered more task-oriented than
women, focusing on organizing activities, meeting goals, and performing assigned
tasks. Women, on the other hand, are deemed to be more interpersonally oriented than
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men, focusing on the socioemotional and attending to the well being of others.
Women are more perceived to act in a more participative way (democratic) while men
rely on autocratic (directive) behavior. These perceptions have led researchers to
question the presence of gender stereotypes in leadership styles (Jones, 1994).
Cann and Siegfried (1990) in the gender stereotypes and dimensions of
effective leader behavior found that masculine traits were considered consistent with
structuring, whereas feminine characteristics were considered consistent with
consideration (Engen and Willemsen,2000). Engen and Willemsen (2000) concluded
that task oriented leadership can be called a stereotypically masculine style and
interpersonally oriented leadership a stereotypically feminine style (Engen and
Willemsen, 2000). Lewis (1998) also insisted that there are definite behavioral and
psychological differences between men and women that lead them to attain distinct
and unique managerial and leadership styles. Men have traditionally been perceived to
possess characteristics such as aggressiveness, high self-confidence and low
emotionality~

termed initiating structure behavior, while women have been assigned

characteristics such as emotionality, kindness and nurturance, termed consideration
behavior (Powell, 1988; Schein, 1973, Stogdill & Coons, 1973,cited in Lewis,1998).
Thus, women are predicted to engage in more consideration leadership behaviors than
men, while men are predicted to engage in more task-oriented leadership behaviors
than women.
Research that has compared the behavior of male and female leaders has
generally found a lack of significant differences in initiating structure and
consideration behaviors between male and female managers. (Bass & Stogdill, 1990;
Day and Stogdill, 1972; Dobbins and Platz, 1986; Donnell and Hall, 1980 cited in
Lewis, 1998). Despite the very mixed results from psychological and management
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research, strong and widely held perceptions of the existence of gender differences in
leadership style continue (Mednick, 1989 cited in Lewis,1998). For instance, the
standards for an effective manager have been perceived to be more associated with
descriptions of men than with descriptions of women (Heilman, Block, Martell &
Simon, 1989; Brenner, Tomkiewicz & Schein, 1989; Schein, 1973, 1975 cited in
Lewis, 1998). These characteristics include task orientation, need for power,
assertiveness and risk taking. These stereotypes were found to somewhat diminish
when male and female managers were described as "successful.".

The study of sex differences in Leadership

Are women and men different leaders? Jones (1994) noted that in the past,
theories and research focused mostly on male leaders because the number of women
in the workforce was not significant. After the promotion of Equal Employment
Opportunity and feminism, a large number of women entering the workforce were
factors that have promoted interest in the study of leadership style as a function of
gender challenging belief in female leader stereotypes. There has been a flood of
analyses of sex differences in leadership. However, there is a wide divergence of
opinion about differences in style as a function and disagreement about what cause
those differences. Generally, women are thought to exhibit different leadership styles
than men (Eagly&Johnson, 1990 cited in Jones, 1994).
Moss (1995) stated that there has been a controversial proposition that men
and women bring systematic differences to their leadership styles. It has been argued
that because of their early socialization process, women have developed values and
characteristics that result in leadership behaviors that are different from the traditional
aggressive,

competitive,

controlling

leadership

behaviors

of

men.
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(Helgesin,1990;Loden,1985;Rosener,1989;Schwartz,1989;Shakeshaft,1989 cited in
Moss 1995) Women typically bring to administrative position an approach to
leadership that is consistent with developmental, collaborative, relationship-oriented
behaviors. Other theorists and researchers such as Bass,1990;Eagly&Johnson,1990;
Wrolstad, Hazucha, Huff&halperin, 1992, believe that there is no systematic genderrelated difference in the leadership behaviors of men and women They argued that
given equivalent levels of responsibility within an organization, women and men
exhibit the same leadership behaviors. Any gender-related differences in leadership
behaviors that might have been found by researchers are ascribed either to rater bias
or to the use of gender-biased instrument.
Engen & Willemsen (2000) also noted that there are two opposing positions
on this issue. The first one supported that men and women differ fundamentally in
how they lead others. The second one stated that all things considered, men and
women lead in similar ways. Empirical evidence for both positions accumulated
through the years, contributing to the confusion in the field. In 1990, Eagly and
Johnson published a meta-analysis on gender differences in leadership styles based on
studies done between 1961 and 1987. Its major conclusion was that, in organizational
studies, female and male leaders did not differ in interpersonally oriented style and
task oriented style. In two other types of studies, laboratory and assessment studies,
men were found to be more task oriented and women more interpersonally oriented.
Also, women tended to adopt a more democratic or participative style and a less
autocratic style than men in all three types of studies do (Eagly and Johnson, 1990
cited in Engen & Willemsen, 2000).
Engen & Willemsen (2000) reasoned that the findings on sex differences in
leadership styles in organizational studies on male and female managers were selected
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on the same managerial criteria. Gender-specific expectations were not supported in
the organizational studies, while female and male leaders did not differ in taskoriented behaviors. This is due to the expectation that people in the organization
develop specific expectations of appropriate roles for leaders. Gender expectations
become less noticeable in these circumstances. Leaders, regardless of gender, must
fulfill organizational role expectations to be considered effective (Engen& Willemsen ,
2000; Jones,1994). In laboratory studies, findings are generally based on students,
who can take their refuge in gender role behavior more easily than in leader role
behavior, of which they have little of no work experience. They are not selected for
leadership roles and typically exhibited gender stereotypic behavior.
Eagle and Johnson (1990) suggested that gender differences vary according to
the extent of gender congeniality. Gender congeniality is described as the "fit between
gender roles and particular leadership roles". It reflects an individual's interest in a
specific leadership role and appraisal of their competence to perform that role. In
some organizations, such as in the military, leadership positions are defined in more
masculine terms than feminine. Thus, leadership positions in these organizations
would be described as congenial to men. In others, such as education and nursing,
leadership is defined in more feminine ways and therefore could be described as
congenial to women. Therefore, in organizations that were dominated by females
where leadership was defined in feminine terms, women are more likely to adopt a
task-oriented leadership style compared to men. Similarly, when leadership roles were
considered congenial to males, men are more likely to be task oriented than women in
gender congenial roles. In addition, female leaders were less likely to be
interpersonally oriented and democratic than male leaders if males dominated the
position (Eagly & Johnson, 1990; Eagly et al., 1995 cited in Carless, 1998).
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Chapter III

Research Methodology

Research Design
The research is a descriptive research design. The subjects were selected
according to their gender and position level. Only women officers in middle
management level of the organization were included in this study.
This study is made to find the relationship among self-efficacy, selfassertiveness, and leadership behavior. The second part of the study is to find out if
there. is any difference between self-efficacy and self-assertiveness in predicting
leadership behavior of women managers in the two selected state enterprises in
Bangkok metropolis.

Population
The population of this study are women managers from 2 state enterprises,
namely, Thai Airways International Public Company and Asset Management
Corporation. Thai Airways International Public Company has 8,512 women officers,
which represents 35.41 % of the total workforce of the organization. And, women
officers at Asset Management Corporation were 259, which represented 52.00% of
the total workforce of the organization. Both state-enterprises were in different
business sectors but located in the Bangkok metropolis. Thai Airways International
Public Company is in the service sector but Asset Management Corporation is in the
financial sector.
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Sample
This study was interested in women officers whose positions were in middle
management level at two state enterprises. The samples can be identified by their
position title such as supervisor, senior supervisor, manager and head of section or
department.
The samples were selected from 348 women officers whose positions were in
the middle management level of organization. There were 212 women in managerial
position from Passenger Handling Department at Thai Airways International
Company Limited and 136 women in managerial position at Asset Management
Corporation. All these managers were involved in this study.

Research Procedures
1. The topic was selected and information was gathered from libraries and Internet
sources. Review of relevant literature was also done.
2. The Self-Efficacy Scale (SES) , Rathus Assertiveness Schedule (RAS) and
Leadership Behavior Description Questionnaire-self (LBDQ-self) in Thai
Translation were tested for its reliability and validity. To ensure cross-cultural
validity, all questionnaires were approved by 2 out of 3 bilingual experts.
3. A pilot study for reliability testing of the GSE, RAS and LBDQ-self was
conducted by using 30 sample of working women who were studying at MBE's
evening program as respondent. The researcher used alpha coefficient for
reliability testing. The result was 0.86, 0.88 and 0.87 respectively which were
considered reliable.
4. Data gathering and encoding of raw data of the three questionnaires and the
demographic variables from sample was done.
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5. The Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) program was used to
calculate the mean, standard deviation, percentage, median, One-Way ANOVA,
Pearson correlation, and Multiple regression.

Research Instruments

In this study, there would be three psychological questionnaires used in the
survey, namely, Self-Efficacy Scales (SES), Rathus Assertiveness Schedule (RAS)
and Leadership Behavior Description Questionnaire-self (LBDQ-self) and one
demographic questionnaire. This set of questionnaire were administered at the same
time to a sample.

1. Self Efficacy Scale (SES)
The Self-Efficacy Scale is used to measure general expectations of selfefficacy and is based on extensive research developed by Bandura and others. This
instrument is self-administered and takes approximately 15 minutes to complete.
The assumptions underlying the development of scale are, one, personal
expectations of mastery are a major determinant of behavioral change and, two
individual differences in past experiences and attributions of success lead to different
levels of generalized self-efficacy expectations (Sherer ,et al.,1982 cited in Jones
1994)
The Self-Efficacy test consists of 30 items scored on a Likert-type scale. The
scaling on the items involve a five point scale with a 1 indicating "disagree strongly"
and 5 "agree strongly". Sherer, et al (1982) in their explanation of the scoring on the
instrument, indicated that 13 of the items were negatively worded and the responses
from the participants had to be recoded before determining the degree of self-efficacy.
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Seven of the items were filler items and were excluded from the scoring. Higher
scores on the self-efficacy scale provided evidence of higher self-efficacy
expectations with low scores providing evidence of lower self-efficacy expectations.
The self-efficacy scale had established reliability and validity. The instrument
had been used in previous psychological testing and had been shown to be sufficiently
reliable and valid. (Bandura & Adams,1977; Sherer et al., 1982; cited in Jones1994).
Two subscales and a total score were developed from the scale, namely,
general self-efficacy scale and social self-efficacy s.cale. General self-efficacy is the
general feeling one had about his or her ability to perform a task. Social Self-Efficacy
refers to the belief of a person's ability to interact with other people successfully. The
examination of both subscales is important as general self-efficacy measured how the
individual felt she could perform new tasks based on their prior experiences while
social self-efficacy is perception of the ability to handle social situations. Both of
these elements are important to women. Filler items were included to draw the testtaker' s attentfon away from the purpose of the test and this reducing the possibility of
responding without reading the items. These items were not scored or evaluated in
arriving the at the test-taker's final result.

Reliability and validity
The SES has internal consistency with alphas of .86 for the general subscale
and .71 for the social subscale. No test-retest data has been reported to date. Criterion
validity has been determined by accurately predicting that people with higher selfefficacy would have greater success than those scored low in self-efficacy in past
vocational, educational, and monetary goals ( Bandura, 1989; Lanier & Sedlak, 1989
cited in Jones 1994). The SES also demonstrated construct validity by correlating
significantly in predicted directions with a number of measures such as Ego Strength
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Scale, Interpersonal Competency Scale, and Rosenberg Self-esteem scale (Sherer et
al.,1982 cited in Jones 1994).
Scoring of SES
Participants would be asked to rate each item ranging from 1 (Disagree
strongly) to 5 (Agree strongly). Total score could range from 23 to 115. The higher
the scores the greater the level of self-efficacy. Item 3, 6, 7, 8, 11, 12, 13, 14, 18, 20,
22, 24, 26, 29, 30 are reversed scored. Item l,5,9,13,17,21,25 are considered filler
items and are not scored. The remaining 23 items. are summed to provided a total
score for self-efficacy.

2. Rathus Assertiveness Schedule (RAS)
Rathus Spencer developed this assertiveness questionnaire. RAS is a 30 item
instrument was designed to measure assertiveness, or what the author called social
boldness. Respondents were asked to rate 30 social situations according to how
characteristic ·each is of their own experience. This widely used instrument provides
the practitioner with client's impressions of their own assertiveness and frankness,
and can be used to provide positive feedback to clients during treatment, which is
especially important in working with assertiveness problems. The RAS does not seem
to be affected by social desirability.
Data are reported for a sample of 68 undergraduates which also were used the
reliability analysis. The subjects had an age range from 17 to 27 years. The mean
RAS was .294 with a standard deviation of 29.121. At an eight weeks post test the
mean was 1.62 with a standard deviation of 27.632.
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Reliability and validity

The RAS has evidence of good internal consistency and stability. Split-half
reliability was .77. Test-retest reliability over an eight-week period was .78. The RAS
has good concurrent validity. Scores on the instrument have been shown correlates
with measures of boldness, outspokenness, assertiveness, aggressiveness, and
confidence. The RAS has been shown to possess construct validity : 19 of 30 items
correlated with external measures of assertiveness and 28 were negatively correlated
with a measure of niceness (Rathus, 1973)

Scoring of RAS
Item are rated in terms of how descriptive the item is of the respondent.
Ratings are from +3 to - 3. Seventeen items are reverse-scored (Item numbers :
1,2,4,5,9,11,12,13,14,15,16,17,19,23,24,26,30). Scores are determined summing item
rating, and can range from -90 to +90. Negative scores reflect non-assertiveness and
positive score reflects assertiveness.

3. Leadership Behavior Description Questionnaire-Self (LBDQ-Self)

Leadership Behavior Description Questionnaire-self is employed to determine
the leadership styles. This questionnaire is derived from the Leadership studies of the
Ohio State University. Analysis of these studies has led researchers to the conclusion
that subordinates view their supervisors in term of two dimensions, namely,
consideration, concerned for individuals and interpersonal relations, and initiating
structure, concerned for organization tasks (Halpin, 1957 cited in Williams, 1999).
Consideration is a way a leader looks out for the welfare of his subordinates.
The leader would act in a friendly and supportive manner. The leader would show
concern by listening to a subordinate's problems or doing personal favors for them.
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The leader would also consult the subordinate on important matters and accept their
suggestions. In short, consideration leaders would address the social, emotional needs
of individuals such as their recognition, work satisfaction and self-esteem influencing
their performance (Yalk, 1989 cited in Williams, 1999).
Initiating structure is the way a leader structures his or her role and the role of
others within the organization to ensure those formal goals are met. Examples of
initiating structure would be criticizing poor work, stressing the importance of
deadlines, job assignments and seeing the subordinates reach their potential. The
initiating structure includes activities such as planning, organizing, and defining the
tasks and work of people (Yalk, 1989 cited in Williams, 1999).
. The preceding behavior categories, consideration and initiating structure, were
found to be relatively independent of one another. This means that some leaders are
high on consideration and low on initiating structure; some leaders are low on
consideration and high on initiating structure while some leaders are low on both,
others are high on both. Most leaders probably fall somewhere between the high and
low extremes. As a result of the studies, two revised and shortened questionnaires
were constructed to measure consideration and initiating structure. The LBDQ-self
provides leaders with a technique to determine their own leader behavior style The
LBDQ has been widely used in leadership style research, including studies by
Duerring (1991 ), Miller (1998), and Simon (1996) (Williams, 1999).
Reliability and validity
Reliability for the LBDQ was established by using the split-half method. In
using this method reliability was determined to be .83 for Initiating Structure scores
and .92 for Consideration scores (Halpin, 1957 cited in Williams, 1999).
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Scoring of LBDQ-self
The leader marks a form that indicates how frequently one engages in specific
behaviors. The respondent chooses one of five responses : always, often, occasionally,
seldom or never. The instrument contains 40 questions, which depict particular ways
the leader may behave. Of the 40 items, 15 items are related to one dimension,
initiative structure (item number : 2,4,7,9,l l,14,16,17,22,24,27,29,32,35,39), and the
others 15 items are related to another dimension, namely, considerations (item
number: l,3,6,8,12,13,l8,20,21,23,26,28,31,34,38). The remaining 10 items are not
scored (item number :5,10,15,19,25,30, 33,36,37,40). The 10 unscored items are kept
in the instrument to replicate the conditions of administration used when the
instrument was standardized (Helpin, 1957 cited in Williams, 1999). The
consideration and initiating structure score was determined by the sum of the 15 items
in each dimension. The score had the potential to range from 0 to 60. (Helpin, 1957
cited in Williams, 1999).

4. Demographic Questionnaire
This questionnaire was used to elicit the demographic information from the
participants. It included personal characteristics such as age, marital status,
educational attainment and work characteristics such as position, tenure and income
level. (See Appendix A for SES, RAS, LBDQ-self and demographic questionnaire in
English version and Appendix B for Thai version).

Pilot Study
The pilot study needed to be done in order to find the validity and reliability of
the 3 questionnaires employed in this study in its Thai translation version.
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Validity

The SES, RAS and LBDQ-self are initially in English and they have been
translated into Thai by the researcher herself. Then, the 3 questionnaires were agreed
upon by 2 out of 3 bilingual experts to ensure the content validity of questionnaires.

Reliability

The pilot study was conducted on 30 working women who are studying in the
MBE evening program at Chulalongkom university to test the reliability of the
Self-Efficacy Scale (SES), Rathus Assertiveness Scale (RAS) and Leadership
Behavior Description Questionnaire-self (LBDQ-selt) in Thai translation version by
using alpha coefficient (Cronbach). The alpha coefficient testing of the whole form of
SES is .86, RAS is .88, and LBDQ-self is .87.

Data Collection
The data was collected through three psychological instruments, the selfefficacy scale (SES), Rathus Assertiveness Scale (RAS) and Leadership Behavior
Description Questionnaire-self (LBDQ-self) and a demographic questionnaire.
The data in this study were collected from two selected state enterprises. The
questionnaires were distributed to women managers. To facilitate the distribution of
questionnaires, the researcher asked the help of friends and relatives who worked at
the two state enterprises to be facilitators. The researcher collected questionnaires
from facilitators one week later. The questionnaires were coded, scored on paper and
recorded in a computer.
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Data Analysis

To facilitate the correcting of data, the Statistical Package for the Social
Sciences (SPSS) program processed the whole data. The mean, median, standard
deviation, and correlation of self-efficacy, self-assertiveness and leadership behavior
was taken. One-way ANOVA to find the difference between demographics variables
and leadership behavior. Multiple regression used in finding predicted value between
self-efficacy and self-assertiveness.

Statistical Measures

The statistical program used in this study is the Statistical Package for the
Social Sciences (SPSS). The following statistical procedures were employed to solve
the specific questions raised in the study.
1. The frequencies and percentages were used in presenting the demographic data of
the sample such as as age, marital status, education , position, tenure and income.
2. The standard deviation, mean and median spilt were used for the self-efficacy,
self-assertiveness and Leadership behavior.
3. The Pearson r Coefficient was used to examine the relationship between selfefficacy, self-assertiveness, and leadership behavior.
4. The One-way ANOV A was used to compare the difference between demographic
variables such as as age, marital status, education , position, tenure and income
and leadership behavior.
5. The multiple regression was employed to compare the difference between selfefficacy and self-assertiveness in predicting leadership behavior.
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CHAPTER IV

PRESENTATION OF THE FINDINGS

In this chapter, the results of the study are presented, with a discussion and
interpretation of the findings.

The findings of the study are presented in eight

sections.
1. Demographic characteristic of the respondents.
2. The self-efficacy of the respondents.
3. The self-assertiveness of the respondents.
4. Leadership behavior of the respondents.
5. The relationship of self-efficacy and leadership behavior.
6. The relationship of self-assertiveness and leadership behavior.
7. The Analysis of Variance between demographic variables and leadership
behavior.
8. The multiple regression of self-efficacy and self-assertiveness in predicting
leadership behavior.
Three hundred and forty eight questionnaires were distributed and all the
questionnaires were returned (100%), But 48 (13.79%) questionnaires could not be
used due to incomplete data. So, there were 300 (86.21 %) good questionnaires used in
this study.
All the results are presented in tables with accompanying explanations of the
statistics employed in the study.
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Section 1 : The

background data identified as age, marital status,

educational attainment, position, tenure and income level are presented in
Table 1.

Table 1 - Distribution of the Respondents by Demographic variables

Demographics

Total

n

%

Age
Below 30 years
31-40 years
41 - 50 years
51 - 60 years

21
161
86
32

7.0
53.7
28.7
10.7

Status
Single
Married
Divorced/Separated
Others

108
170
20
2

36.0
56.7
6.7
0.7

Educational attainment
Below Bachelor's Degree
Bachelor's Degree
Master's Degree
Ph.D.

14
199
86
1

4.7
66.3
28.3
0.3

Position
Supervisor Senior Supervisor
Assistant Manager-Senior Manager
Head of Section/Department

162
110
28

54.0
36.7
9.3

300

Tenure
1-10 years
11-20 years
21-30 years

119
128
53

39.7
42.7
17.7

300

Income (Baht)
20,000 35,000
35,001-50,000
50,001-65,000
above 65,001

123
119
37
21

41.0
39.7
12.3
7.0

300

300

300

300
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Table 5 showed the respondents' total number as 300. The majority of the
respondents' ages fell between 30-40 years (or 53.7%). Most of the respondent's
statuses are married (or 56. 7%). The predominant educational attainments of the
respondents were bachelor's degree (or 66.3%). The respondents' position level were
supervisor to senior supervisor (or 54.0%). Most of them had been working at the
current organization for 11 to 20 years (or 42.7%). The majority of the respondents'
income levels were in the range of 20,000-35,000 Baht per month (or 41.0%). The
details of the demographics characteristics of respondents are as follows.
According to the demographic variable "age", of three hundred respondents,
21 respondents (or 7%) were below 30 years, 161 (or 53.7%) were between the age of
31-40 years, 86 (or 28.7%) were between the age of 41-50 years and 32 (or 10.7%)
were between the age of 51-60 years.
The respondents' marital status were divided into single, marry, divorced and
separated. There were 108 (or 36.0%) respondents who were single, 170 (or 56.7%)
were married, 20 (or 6.7%) were divorced/separated and 2 respondents (or 0.7%)
chose others with no specification.
The educational attainments of respondents were as follows. There were 14
(or 4.7%) respondents who attained the degree below Bachelor's level, 199 (or
66.3%) attained bachelor's degree, 86 (or 28.7%) attained Master's Degree and 1
respondent (or 0.3%) attained Ph.D ..
The position levels were divided into 3 levels. The first level was the
supervisor level, and there were 162 respondents (or 54.0%) in this position. The
second level was the manager and 110 respondents (or 36.7%) were in this position.
The third level was head of department and 28 respondents (or 9.3%) were in this
position.
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When considering the demographic variable tenure, there were 199
respondents (or 39.7%) worked for 1-10 years at the organization, and 128
respondents (or 42.7%) worked for 11-20 years, as well as 53 respondents (or 17.7%)
spent more than 20 years working at the current organization.
Of all 300 respondents, there were 123 respondents (or 41.0%) who had
salary falling in the range of 20,000-35,000 Baht per month; 119 respondents (or
39.7%) had salary level in the range of 35,001-50,000 Baht per month; and 37
respondents (or 12.3%) had salary level in the range of 50,001-65,000 Baht per
month; as well as 21 respondents (or 7.0%) had salary falling in the range above
65,001 Baht per month.
(Figure 5.1 - Figure 5.6 in Appendix C illustrated the findings of the
distribution of respondents according to six demographic variables).

Section 2 : Self-Efficacy

Self-Efficacy Scale consisted of two subscales, namely, general self-efficacy
scale and social self-efficacy scale, and a total score were developed from the scale.
The results of the Self-efficacy of the women mangers in two state enterprises
are presented in Table 2.
Table 2 showed the results of the two subscales of general self-efficacy, social
self-efficacy, followed by the total scores of self-efficacy scale.
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Table 2 - The Mean Scores of Self-Efficacy of the respondents.

Variable

n

Mean

S.D.

Median Min Max

- General Self-Efficacy

300

65.57

8.08

66

34

84

- Social Self-Efficacy

300

21.76

3.11

22

11

30

Self-Efficacy Scales

300

87.34

10.35

87

49

113

High

Low

Level

Level

155

145

(51.67%)

(48.33%)

168

132

(56.00%)

(44%.00)

164

136

(54.67%)

(45.33%)

The mean score of General Self-Efficacy was 65.57 with standard deviation
8.08. The scores of General Self-Efficacy range from 34 to 84 with the median score
at 66. There were 168 respondents (or 51.67%) whose had scored higher than median
score, whereas 145 of the respondents (or 48.33%) had low score in general selfefficacy.
The mean score of Social Self-Efficacy Scale was 21.76 with standard
deviation at 3.11, and the scores range from 11 to 30 with the median score at 22.
There were 168 respondents (or 56.00%) whose scores were higher than median
score, whereas 132 of the respondents (or 44 %) had low score in general selfefficacy.
The Self-efficacy Scale had a mean score at 87.34 with a standard deviation
10.35 in the range of scores from 49 to 113. Self-efficacy scores were spilt at the
median score, 87.00, to provide high self-efficacy and low self-efficacy scores. There
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were 136 (or 45.33%) participants whose scores were lower than median (87.00);
therefore 164 (or 54.67%) respondents had self-efficacy score above median scores.
The majority of the respondents had their self-efficacy scale in high level. It
could be suggested that the general feeling of women managers of two state
enterprises was in the high level and had the ability to perform a task and their belief
in their ability to interact with other people successfully were strong. They believed in
their capabilities to successfully organize and perform the assignment or task given.

Section 3 : Self-Assertiveness

The results of the Self-Assertiveness measured by Rathus Assertiveness
Schedule (RAS) of women managers in two state enterprises are presented in Table 3.

Table 3 - The Self-Assertiveness of the respondents

Variable

n

Mean

S.D.

Median

Min

Max

I
300

16.22

20.08

17.00

-36.00

77.00

High

Low

Scores

Scores

151

149

(50.33%)

(49.67%)

Self-Assertiveness

Table 3 showed the mean score of self-assertiveness to be 16.22. The standard
deviation was 20.08. The ranges of scores were from -36 to 77. Self-assertiveness
scores were spilt at the median score, 17.00, to provide high self-assertiveness and
low self-assertiveness of the participants. There were 151 (50.33%) participants

71

whose scores were higher than median (17.00), and 149 (49.67%) respondents had
self-assertiveness scores below the median scores.
The average of respondents (50.33%) had their self-assertiveness in a high
level. This could mean that the average women managers of two state enterprises
could express their capabilities in an effective and balanced manner. However, the
number of women managers whose scores were low in self-assertiveness accounted
for almost half of the respondents (49 .67%). This could be due to the cultural factors
that Thai women are expected to be less assertive than men (Arttachariya, 1997).

Section 4 : Leadership Behavior

The results of the Leadership behavior of the respondents are presented in
Table 4. Leadership behavior was categorized into two types of behaviors, namely,
Initiating Structure and Consideration styles~

Table 4 - The Leadership behaviors of the respondents

Variable

n

Mean

S.D.

Min

Max

- Initiating Structure

300

55.51

6.77

27

70

- Consideration

300

53.96

6.16

32

68

Leadership Behavior

300

109.48

11.41

72

134

Table 4 showed the total mean of both Initiating Structure and Consideration
styles were 109 .48 with standard deviation of 11.41. The total scores range from 72 to
134. Looking at the subscales, the mean score oflnitiating Structure was 55.51 with a
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standard deviation at 6.77. The highest score was 70 while the lowest score was 27.
The mean score of Consideration was 53.96 with a standard deviation at 6.16. The
scores were in the range of 32 to 68.
The respondents had slightly higher mean and standard deviation in Initiating
Structure leadership style than in consideration leadership style. This could be
suggesting that women managers of two state enterprises were more comfortable in
apply Initiating Structure leadership behavior than Consideration Leadership
behavior.
Hence, the dominant leadership behaviors of women managers in two state
enterprises were Initiating Structure. Their concern for individuals and interpersonal
relations were less than their concern for organizational tasks.

Section 5 : Correlation Between Self-Efficacy and Leadership Behavior.

Hypothesis 1 (Ho 1)
There is no significant relationship between self-efficacy and leadership
behavior of women managers in two state enterprises.

To answer the above hypothesis, the Product-Moment Correlation or Pearson
Correlation Coefficient (r) was used to investigate the relationship between selfefficacy and leadership behavior of women managers in two state enterprises.
The results of the correlation between Self-efficacy and leadership behavior of
the respondents are presented in Table 5. Firstly, the correlation between self-efficacy
and two subscales of leadership behavior, Initiating Structure and Consideration style,
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were examined, then the correlation of self-efficacy and total scores of leadership
behavior was investigated.

Table 5 : The Correlation between self-efficacy and leadership behaviors
Leadership Behavior

Self-efficacy
n

Mean

S.D.

R

Sig.

Initiating Structure

300

55.51

6.76

0.33*

.000

Consideration

300

53.96

6.71

0.20*

.000

Leadership Behavior

300

109.47

11.41

0.30*

.000

* Correlation is significant at .01 level (2-tailed)
Table 5 showed that the relationship between self-efficacy and leadership
behavior. There is a significant relationship between self-efficacy and leadership
behavior at .01 level of significance. When looking at the relationship between selfefficacy and the two subscales of leadership behavior, Initiating Structure and
consideration styles, correlation is found to exist in both categories.
A positive correlation was found to be significant at .01 level between selfefficacy and both types of leadership behavior, namely, initiating Structure and
Consideration. However, self-efficacy seemed to had higher positive relationship with
Initiating Structure (r

0.33) leadership behavior than that of Consideration

Leadership Style(r = 0.20).
This could suggest that the level of self-efficacy had some impact on
leadership behavior. The respondents who had high level of self-efficacy will have
more tendencies to engage in Initiating Structure leadership behavior than
consideration leadership behavior. In short, women managers in the two state
enterprises judge their capabilities in assuming the roles of leaders within the
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organization by meeting the organization goals by clearly defined leader-subordinate
roles, establishes formal lines of communication, and determines how and what tasks
are to be performed.
Therefore, the null hypothesis (Ho 1) that there is no significant relationship
between self-efficacy and leadership behavior was rejected. There is a significant
relationship between self-efficacy and leadership behavior of women managers in the
two state enterprises.

Section 6 : Correlation between self-assertiveness and leadership behavior.

Hypothesis 2 (Ho 2)
There is no significant relationship between self-assertiveness and leadership
behaviors of women managers in two state enterprises.

To answer the above hypothesis, the Product-Moment Correlation or Pearson
Correlation Coefficient (r) was used to investigate the relationship between selfassertiveness and leadership behavior of women managers in the two state enterprises.
The results of the correlation between self-assertiveness and leadership
behaviors of the respondents are presented in Table 6. Firstly, the correlation between
self-assertiveness and two subscales of leadership behavior, Initiating Structure and
Consideration style, were examined, then the correlation of self-assertiveness and
total scores of leadership behavior was investigated.
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Table 6 The Correlation between self-assertiveness and leadership behavior.
Dependent Variable

Self-assertiveness
N

Mean

S.D.

R

Sig.

Initiating Structure

300

55.51

6.76

0.32*

.000

Consideration

300

53.96

6.71

0.17*

.002

Leadership Behavior

300

109.47

11.41

0.28*

.000

* Significance at .01 level (2-tailed)
Table 6 showed the relationship between. self-assertiveness and leadership
behavior in both categories. The relationship between leadership and selfassertiveness was found at .01 significant level (r = 0.28).
A positive correlation was found to be significant at .01 level between selfassertiveness and both types of leadership behavior, namely, Initiating Structure and
Consideration. Self-assertiveness had higher relationship with Initiating Structure (r =
0.32) than that of consideration (r = 0.17).

It could suggest that the level of self-assertiveness had some impact on
leadership behavior. The respondents who had high level of self-assertiveness had
more tendencies to engage in Initiating Structure leadership behavior than
consideration style. The women managers in two state enterprises prefer to express
themselves as effective leaders and focus more on how to get the task done rather than
to shows concern for subordinates and attempts to establish a warm, friendly and
supportive atmosphere.
Therefore, null hypothesis 2 that there is no significant relationship between
self-assertiveness and leadership behavior was rejected. There is a significant
relationship between self-efficacy and leadership behavior at the .01 level of
significance.
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Section 7 : Difference between six demographic variables and leadership
behavior.
Hypothesis 3 (Ho3):
There is no significant difference between the following variables :
a) leadership behavior and age
b) leadership behavior and marital status
c) leadership behavior and educational attainment
d) leadership behavior and position
e) leadership behavior and tenure
f)

leadership behavior and income level

To answer the above hypothesis, the F-test One-way ANOVA was used to
investigate the difference between leadership behavior and demographic variables of
women managers in the two state enterprises.
The results of the Analysis of Variance ofleadership behavior (total scores of
both initiating Structure and Consideration· styles) and demographic variables of age,
marital status, educational attainment, position, tenure, and income level are presented
in Table 7. 1- Table 7.6.
Table 7.1 -The Difference of leadership behavior and demographic Variables of
Age using the Analysis of Variance.

Age

n

Mean

S.D.

< 30

21

105.10

14.36

31-40

161

107.41

10.96

G;so

86

112.53

10.15

32

114.59

11.50

60

* Significance at .01 level (2-tailed)

F

Sig.

7.45

.000*
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Table 7.1 showed the total mean score of both types of leadership behavior, namely,
Initiating Structure and Consideration, in each age level.
The respondent at the age below 30 years had the mean score of leadership behavior
at 105.10 with standard deviation of 14.36. The respondent's age between 31 to 40 years
had the mean score at 107.41 with standard deviation of 10.96, and the mean score of the
respondent's age between 41 to 50 years was 112.53 with standard deviation at 10.15. The
highest mean score of leadership behavior was 114.59 with standard deviation of 11.50,
which belongs to the respondent's ages between 51 to 60 years.
The value from the F-test One-way ANOVA, was 7.45 at the

Q

< .01 level of

significance, this showed that there is a significant difference between the leadership
behavior and demographic variable of age. Leadership behavior was stronger as the years of
age increased.

Table 7.2 - The Difference of Leadership Behavior on the Demographic Variable of
marital status using the Analysis of Variance.
n

Mean

S.D.

Single

108

110.48

11.76

Married

170

108.75

11.32

Divorced

20

110.55

10.59

Others

2

107.00

11.31

Marital Status

F

Sig.

.56

.619

Significance at .01 level (2-tailed)
Table 7.2 showed the mean score of Leadership Behavior of each marital status. The
marital status "single" had the mean score of 110.45 with standard deviation of 11.76.
While the marital status categorized as married had the mean score of 108.75 with standard
deviation of 11.32, and "Divorced" had the mean scored of 110.55 with standard deviation
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of 10.59. The Marital status grouped as others had the mean scored of 107.00 with standard
deviation of 11.31.
The value from the F-test One-way ANOVA, is .56 at p>.01 level of significance, this
implies that there is no significant difference between leadership behavior and marital
status.

Table 7.3 - The Difference of Leadership Behavior on the Demographic Variable of
Education using the Analysis of Variance.

Education

n

Mean

S.D.

Below Bachelor's Degree

14

113.43

12.84

Bachelor's degree

199

108.63

10.91

Master's Degree

86

110.59

12.09

Ph.D.

1

128.00

0

F

Sig.

2.10

.101

Significance at .01 level (2-tailed)
Table 7.3 showed the mean score of Leadership Behavior of each educational
attainment. At the Education attainment "Below Bachelor's Degree" had the mean score at
113.43 with standard deviation of 12.84. For the Bachelor's Degree, the mean score was
108.63 with standard deviation of 10.91, while the Master's Degree had the mean score as
110.59 with standard deviation of 12.09. The Ph.D. had the mean score as 128.00 with
standard deviation of 0.
The value from the F-test One-way ANOVA, is .101 at p>.01 level of significance,
this showed that there is no significant difference between leadership behavior and
education level.
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Table 7.4 - The Difference of Leadership Behavior on the Demographic Variable of
Position using the Analysis of Variance.

n

Mean

S.D.

Supervisor-Senior Supervisor

162

107.13

11.49

Assistant Manager-Senior Manager

110

111.70

10.57

Head of section/department

28

114.40

11.23

Position

F

Sig.

8.52

.000*

Significance at .01 level (2-tailed)
Table 7.4 showed the mean score of leadership .behavior (Initiating Structure and
Consideration) and demographic variable of position level. For the position level of
supervisor to senior supervisor, the mean score is107.13 with standard deviation of 11.49.
The mean score of the position level of assistant manager to senior manager is 111. 70 with
standard deviation of 10.57. The mean score of the position of head of section or head of
department is 114.40 with standard deviation of 11.23.
The value from the F-test One-way ANOVA, is 8.52 at the I2 < .01 level of
significance, this showed that there is a significant difference between the leadership
behavior and demographic variable of position level. Leadership behavior was stronger as
the position level increased.

Table 7.5 - The Difference of Leadership on the Demographic Variable of Tenure
using the Analysis of Variance

Tenure

n

Mean

S.D.

1-10 years

119

111.53

12.23

11-20 years

128

106.24

12.73

21 - 30 years

53

107.22

12.23

Significance at .01 level (2-tailed)

F

Sig.

4.53

.049
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Table 7.5 showed the mean score of Leadership Behavior of each demographic
variable of tenure. For the tenure 1-10 years, the mean score was at 111.53 with standard
deviation of 12.23. For the tenure 11-20 years, the mean score was 106.24 with standard
deviation of 12.73, while the tenure 21-30 years had the mean score as 107.22 with standard
deviation of 12.23.
The value from the F-test One-way ANOVA, is 4.53 at p>.01 level of significance,
this showed that there is no significant difference between leadership behavior and tenure.

Table 7.6

w

The Difference of Leadership Behavior on the Demographic Variable of

Income level using the Analysis of Variance
n

Mean

S.D.

20,000-35,000

123

106.49

11.43

35,001-50,000

119

110.50

10.71

50,001-65,000

37

111.89

11.33

Above 65,001

21

117.00

10.51

Income Level (Baht)

F

Sig.

7.14

.000*

Significance at .01 level (2-tailed)
Table 7.6 showed the mean score of leadership behavior and demographic variable of
income level. At the respondent's income level between 20,000 to 35,000 baht per month,
the mean score was 106.49 with standard deviation of 11.43. The mean score of income
level between 35,001 to 50,000 baht per month was 110.50 with standard deviation of
10.71. The mean score of income level between 50,001 to 65,000 baht per month was
111.89 with standard deviation of 11.33.
The value from the F-test One-way ANOVA, was 7.14 at the Q < .01 level of
significance. There is a significant difference between the leadership behavior and
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demographic variable of position level. Leadership behavior was stronger as the income
level increased.

The null hypothesis (Ho3) on the difference between leadership behavior and
demographic variables of education attainment, marital status and tenure were accepted at
the .01 level of significance. There is no significant difference between leadership behavior
and demographic variables of education, marital status and tenure.
The null hypothesis (Ho3) on the difference between leadership behavior and
demographic variables of age, position and income level was rejected at .01 level of
significance. There is a significant difference between the demographic variables of age,
position al).d income level and leadership behavior.

Section 8: The Difference between self-efficacy and self-assertiveness as predictors of
leadership behaviors

Hypothesis 4 (Ho4)
There is no significant difference between self-efficacy and self-assertiveness
in predicting leadership behaviors of women managers in two state enterprises.

To answer the above hypothesis, the multiple regression was used to
investigate the difference between self-efficacy and self-assertiveness in predicting
leadership behaviors of women managers in two state enterprises.
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The result of the multiple regression of self-efficacy and self-assertiveness in
predicting leadership behavior of the respondents are presented in Table 8.1 and Table
8.2.

Table 8.1 - The Difference of self-efficacy in predicting leadership behavior of
the respondents.

Variable
Self-efficacy
Leadership Behavior

B

Standard
Error

Standardized
Coefficients
Beta

t

Sig t

.33

.061

.302

5.47

.000

80.40

5.35

-

15.02

.000

Significance at .01 level (2-tailed)

Table 8.1 showed that Self-Efficacy had the B value as .00 with standard error of
.061. The standard Coefficients Beta was .302 with t value 5.47 at the_Q < .01 level of
significance which implied that self-efficacy was able to predict leadership behavior at the
.01 significance level.

Table 8.2 - The Difference of self-assertiveness in predicting leadership behavior
of the respondents.

Variable
Self-assertiveness
Leadership Behavior

B

Standard
Error

Standardized
Coefficients
Beta

t

Sig t

.16

.032

.288

5.18

.000

106.83

.813

-

131.41

.000

Significance at .01 level (2-tailed)
Table 8.2 showed that Self-Assertiveness had the B value as .16 with standard
error as .032. The standard Coefficients Beta was .288 with t value 5.18 at the_Q < .01 level
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of significance that implied that self-assertiveness could predict leadership behavior at the
.01 significance level.
As Table 8.1 and Table 8.2 showed that Self-efficacy had higher value than the
standard Coefficients Beta of self-assertiveness. The t value for self-efficacy is 5.47 which
was higher than the t value of self-assertiveness at 5.18. Both self-efficacy and selfassertiveness had the value of Sig t value less than .01 which means that both of selfefficacy and self-assertiveness had predictive value on leadership behavior at the .01
significant level. However, the Beta value of self-efficacy .302 was higher than the Beta
value of self-assertiveness at .288.
Hence, self-efficacy was a better predictor of leadership behavior than selfassertivencss. This statistic implied that women managers of the two selected state
enterprises had strong self-efficacy belief in their capabilities to successfully accomplish the
task as leaders, still they were less likely to express their confidence to carry out such
course of action. And, this had influenced their styles of leadership behavior.
The hypothesis (Ho4) on the difference between self-efficacy and selfassertiveness as predictor of leadership behavior was rejected at .01 level of significance.
There is significant difference between self-efficacy and self-assertiveness in predicting
leadership behaviors of women officers in selected state-enterprises.
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Chapter V

CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Summary of the Research

The Purpose of the study
This study aimed at examining the level of self-efficacy and self-assertiveness
as predictors of leadership behavior among women managers in two state enterprises
in Bangkok metropolis.

Research Design
The research was a descriptive research design. The subjects were selected
according to gender and position level.

Sampling Procedure
The purposive sampling technique was employed in this study. The subjects
were identified by their position title such as supervisor, senior supervisor, manager
and head of section or department. Three hundred and forty eight women managers of
two state enterprises were included in this study.

Research Instruments
There were three psychological questionnaires used in the survey, namely,
Self-Efficacy Scales (SES), Rathus Assertiveness Schedule (RAS) and Leadership
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Behavior Description Questionnaire-self (LBDQ-self) and one demographic
questionnaire. This set of questionnaire was administered at the same time to a sample
group of women managers.

The Statement of the Problem
1. What is the level of self-efficacy of women managers in two state enterprises ?
2. What is the level of self-assertiveness of women managers in two state
enterprises?
3. What is the nature of leadership behavior of women managers in two state
enterprises?
4. What is the relationship between self-efficacy and leadership behavior of women
managers in two state enterprises?
5. What is the relationship between self-assertiveness and leadership behavior of
women managers in two state enterprises?
6. What is the difference between demographic variables of age, marital status,
educational attainment, position, tenure, income level and leadership behavior of
women managers in two state enterprises?
7. What is· difference between self-efficacy and self-assertiveness m predicting
leadership behavior of women managers in two state-enterprises?

Hypothesis

Ho 1 : There is no significant relationship between self-efficacy and the
leadership behavior of women managers in two state enterprises .
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Ho 2 : There is no significant relationship between self-assertiveness and the
leadership behavior of women managers in two state enterprises.
Ho 3 : There is no significant difference between demographic variables such
as age, marital status, educational attainment, position, tenure , income level and the
· leadership behavior of women managers in two state enterprises.
Ho 4 : There is no significant difference between self-efficacy and selfassertiveness in predicting leadership behavior of women managers in two state
enterprises.

Summary of Findings

The findings could by summarized as follows:
1. The personal characteristics of women managers in two state enterprises who
participated in this study are as follows. The majority of the respondents' ages
fell. between 30-40 years (or 53.7%). Most of the respondent's marital statuses
were married (or 56.7%). The predominant educational attainment of the
respondents were bachelor degree (or 66.3%). The majority of respondents'
position level were supervisor to senior supervisor (or 54.0%). Most of them had
been working at the present organization for 11 to 20 years (or 42.7%). The
majority of the respondents' income levels were in the range of 20,000-35,000
Baht per month (or 41.0%).
2. One hundred and fifty one women managers of two state enterprises had the level
of self-assertiveness falls in the high level, which accounted for 50.33% of all
respondents.
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3. One hundred and fifty one women managers of two state enterprises had the level
of self-assertiveness fell in the high level, which accounted for 50.33% of all
respondents.
4. Women managers of two state enterprises had their dominant leadership behavior
score in initiating structure with a mena of 55.51 whereas the score of
consideration leadership style was slightly lower at the mean of 53.96.
5. There was a significant relationship between self-efficacy and both types of
leadership behavior at the .01 level of significance. However, self-efficacy had a
higher positive relationship with Initiating Structure (r

=

0.33) than with

consideration style(r = 0.20).
6. There was a significant relationship between self-assertiveness and both types of
leadership behavior at the .01 level of significance. Self-assertiveness had higher
relationship with Initiating Structure (r

0.32) than with consideration style

(r = 0.17).
7. There was no significant difference between leadership behavior (both initiating
structure and consideration leadership behavior) and demographic variables of
educational attainment, marital status and tenure at the .01 level of significance (Q

< 0.1).
8. There was a significant difference between leadership behavior (both initiating
structure and consideration leadership behavior) and the demographic variables of
age (F

= 7.45), position (F = 8.52)

, income level (F

= 7.14)

at the .01 level of

significance (Q < 0.1 ).
9. There was a significant difference in self-efficacy and self-assertiveness in
predicting leadership behavior at the .01 level of significance. The Beta value of
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self-efficacy .218 is higher than self-assertiveness at .192. Thus, self-efficacy is a
better predictor of leadership behavior than self-assertiveness.

Discussion of the Findings

According to the results of the study, 54.67% of the working women in the
middle management level of the selected state-enterprises had high level of selfefficacy. Bandura (1994) said that a strong sense of efficacy enhances human
accomplishment and personal well being in many ways. People with high assurance in
their capabilities approach difficult tasks as challenges to be mastered rather than as
threats to be avoided. Such an efficacious outlook fosters intrinsic interest and deep
engrossment in activities. They set themselves challenging goals and maintain strong
commitment to them. They heighten and sustain their efforts in the face of failure.
They quickly recover their sense of efficacy after failures or setbacks. They attribute
failure to insufficient effort or deficient knowledge and skills which are acquirable.
They approach threatening situations with assurance that they can exercise control
over them. Such an efficacious outlook produces personal accomplishments, reduces
stress and lowers vulnerability to depression. In contrast, people who doubt their
capabilities shy away from difficult tasks which they view as personal threats. They
have low aspirations and weak commitment to the goals they choose to pursue. When
faced with difficult tasks, they dwell on their personal deficiencies, on the obstacles
they encounter, and all kinds of adverse outcomes rather than concentrate on how to
perform successfully. They slacken their efforts and give up quickly in the face of
difficulties. They are slow to recover their sense of efficacy following failure or
setbacks. Because they view insufficient performance as deficient aptitude it does not
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require much failure for them to lose faith in their capabilities. They fall easy victim
to stress and depression. In the same way, self-efficacious employee take greater
initiative in their occupational self-development and generate ideas that help to
improve work processes. Bandura (2000) also stated that organization that provide
their employee with guided mastery experience, effective co-workers as role models,
and enabling performance feedback enhance employees self-efficacy, emotional well
being, satisfaction and level of productivity.
The result of the study revealed that 50.33% of women managers of the two
state enterprises had their self-assertiveness in high level. However, the number of
working women who had self-assertiveness in the low level accounted for 49.67% of
the respondents. Zuker (1983) explained that the level of assertiveness is determined
largely by how one views one's strengths and weaknesses and how one believed other
people respond and react to oneself. Thus, the implication of this finding could be that
almost half of the women mangers of these two state enterprises whose scores were
low in self.:.assertiveness cannot express their feelings and concerns effectively; as a
result of their conflicting self-image in assuming non-traditional roles. This could also
be the result of the social environment and cultural factor that women are expected to
be less assertive than men. Assertiveness is considered to be a masculine qualification
(Engen & Willemsen, 2000).
Leadership behavior in this study can be grouped into two categories, namely,
initiating structure and consideration. Initiating structure behavior is when the leader
clearly defined the leader-subordinates, established formal lines of communication,
and determined how tasks are to be performed. Consideration behavior is when the
leader showed concern for subordinates and attempted to establish a warm, friendly
and supportive climate. They try to build teamwork and help employees with their
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problems (Williams, 1999). The result of this study has shown that women managers
of two state enterprises tend to rate their leadership behavior more in initiating
structure style rather than in consideration style. This seems to contradict the general
notion that women are expected to apply more people or interpersonally oriented style
(Lewis, 1998 ; Jones, 1994). However, this could also be the result of expectation that
people in organization develop specific expectations of appropriate roles for leaders.
Leaders, regardless of gender, must fulfill organizational role expectations to be
considered effective (Engen & Willemsen, 2000). Consequently, these expectations
could have some influence on leadership behavior of women managers in the two
state enterprises.
However, when considering the individual factors of these women managers
who participated in the study, the other explanations could be related to their level of
self-efficacy and self-assertiveness. Women managers of the two state enterprises
may acquire knowledge through their experience in getting the job done. They believe
in their capabilities in accomplishing tasks, but they do not express or assert
themselves appropriately, they could not express their concerns for their subordinates
comfortably. Therefore, they were apt to exercise initiating structure leadership styles
because their focus as successful leaders is on accomplishing tasks not on showing
concern for subordinates.

Conclusion

The results of the study showed that the majority of women of the two state
enterprises attained high level of self-efficacy and self-assertiveness. Their leadership
behavior was in initiating structure.
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The result of the study also showed that both self-efficacy and selfassertiveness had significant relationship with leadership behavior (initiating structure
and consideration). However, initiating structure leadership style seemed to have
stronger relationship than that of consideration style.
As to the demographic variables difference with leadership behavior, three
demographic variables: age, position and income level were found to have significant
difference with both types of leadership behavior. Although initiating structure had
higher relationship than the consideration style.
The result of the study showed that self-efficacy is a better predictor of
leadership behavior than self-assertiveness.
In summary, it can be said that the majority of women managers of two the
state enterprises had high belief in their ability to perform given tasks as leaders.
However, their ability to express it was not as strong as what they believed. This
could result in their tendency to exercise more initiating structure leadership behavior
than consideration style. There were other factors that affected leadership behavior as
well, that is, age, position and income level. It can be suggested that age together with
the position and income they earned, could have some impact on their leadership
behavior.

Recommendations

From the above conclusion, the researcher would like to make the following
recommendations :
The organization or human resources practice could foster and encourage the
leaderships self-efficacy belief among women managers to improve their performance
which would in turn resulted in enhancing organizational functioning.
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Although the average of women managers of the two stated enterprises had high
level of self-assertiveness, almost 50% had low level of self-assertiveness. Thus, the
organization could develop training programs to enhance self-assertiveness among
them and to overcome cultural barriers in taking leadership roles.
Most of the women managers in this study are prone to take initiating structure
leadership style rather than consideration style. They are more concerned with how to
accomplish the task rather than developing the relationship with their subordinates.
However, both of these two types of leadership behavior should exist together in a
balanced manner. Hence, training could be done to change from the supervisory
management style to facilitative and guidance management style to develop more
expression in showing concern for their subordinates. For example, providing the
necessary resources, instructive guidance, and support for their subordinates.
Consequently, it could lead to higher satisfaction and productivity of subordinates.
From the results of the study, it is suggested that three demographic variables,
namely, age, position and income are important for these women managers in the two
state enterprises to exercise their leadership behavior in different dimensions,
initiating structure and consideration style. Therefore, the senior managers who are
already in a better position and economic background could also coach or act as role
models for the junior women officers, to prepare them for the higher responsibilities
and challenging work roles.

Recommendation for Future research

1. There should be studies on the self-efficacy development training programs in
preparing new or existing employees for their role in organization.
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2. The study on the nature of self-efficacy and self-assertiveness should be expanded
to both men and women officers at all job levels.
3. The influence of culture on assertion and the attitude of women towards
assertiveness should be studied.
4. The effect of different type of leadership style on performance should be studied
from various perspectives such as from subordinates' or superintends' perspective.
5. The attitude of women managers on their leadership or authority roles should be
examined further.
6. There should be a study on how women perceive barriers in pursuing leadership
roles and their coping styles.
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APPENDIX A

SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRES (ENGLISH VERSION)
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Self-Efficacy Scale (SES)
Instructions: This questionnaire is a series of statements about your personal attitudes and traits
Each statement represents a commonly held belief. Read each statement and decide to what extent
it describes you. There are no right or wrong answers. You will probably agree with some of the
statements and disagree with others. Please indicate your own personal feelings about each
statement below by marking ./that best describes your attitude or feeling. Please be very truthful
and describe yourself as you really are, not as you would like to be.
Item

0

Agree

Agree

Neither

Disagree

Disagree

Strongly

Moderately

Agree nor

Moderately

Strongly

i.

i
.

Disagree
I like to grow house plants.
When I make plans, I am certain I
can make them work.
One of my problems is that I
·1

'

cannot get down to work when I
should.
If I can't do a job.the first time, I

keep trying until I can.
Heredity plays the major role in
determining one's personality.
It is difficult for me to make new
friends.
When I set important goals for
myself, I rarely achieve them.
I give up on things before
completing them.
I like to cook.
0

If I see someone I would like to

meet, I go to that person instead
·'.,

'

of waiting for him or her to come
tome.

:1
I

•··
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Description

0

Agree

Agree

Neither

Disagree

Disagree

Strongly

Moderately

Agree nor

Moderately

Strongly

Disagree
I avoid facing difficulties.

. If something looks too
)

I:

complicated, I will not even

I

bother to try it.
l

~

There is some good in everybody.
If I meet some one interesting

I::

who is hard to make friends with,
I' 11 soon stop trying to makes
Ii

friends with that person.

~

When I have something

p,

unpleasant to do, I stick with it

I:

until I finish it.

6 When I decide to do something, I
1:.

go right to work on it.

7 I like science.
~

.,

When trying to learn something
new, I soon give up if I am not

I

, i,

I

initially successful
When I'm trying to become
friends with someone who seems
uninterested at first, I don't give
up easily.

~

When unexpected problems
occur, I don't handle them well.
If I were an artist, I would to draw

children.
2 I avoid trying to learn new things

when they look too difficult to
me.
3 Failure just makes me try harder.

~
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Description

0

Agree

Agree

Neither

Disagree

Disagree

Strongly

Moderately

Agree nor

Moderately

Strongly

Disagree
~

I do not handle myself well in
social gatherings.

)

I very much like to ride horses

)

I feel insecure about my ability to
do things.

7

I am a self-reliant person.

~

I have acquired my friends
through my personal abilities at

I'

making friends.
~

I give up easily.

)

I do not seem capable of dealing
with most problems that come up
in my life.

I!
11

1:

I'

I
I

I'

':

'

1,'

Ir'

':'

1:
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RATHUS ASSERTIVENESS SCHEDULE (RAS)
ion : Indicate how characteristic or descriptive each of the following statements is of you by
marking ./ on the following items to show the answer you have selected.
Item

extremely
descriptive

Most people seem to
be more aggressive
and assertive than I am
I have hesitated to
make or accept dates
because of "shyness".
When the food served
at a restaurant is not
done to my
satisfaction, I
complain about it to
the waiter or waitress.
I am careful to avoid
hurting other people's
feelings, even when I
feel that I have been
injured
If a salesman has gone
to considerable trouble
to show me
merchandise that is not
quite suitable, I have a
difficult time saying
"NO".
When I am asked to do
something, I insist
upon knowing why.
There are times when I
look for a good,
vigorous argument
I strive to get ahead as
well as most people in
my position.
To be honest, people
often take advantage
of me.
I enjoy starting
conversations with
new acquaintances and
strangers.

slightly
extremely
quite
non
non
non
descriptive descriptive
descriptive descriptive descriptive
quite

Slightly
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Item

extremely
descriptive

I often don't know
what to say to
attractive persons of
the opposite sex.
I will hesitate to make
phone calls to business
establishments and
institutions.
I would rather apply
for a job or for
admission to a college
by writing letters than
by going through with
personal interviews.
I find it embarrassing
to return merchandise.
If a close and
respected relative were
annoying me, I would
smother my feelings
rather than express my
annoyance.
I have avoidec:l asking
questions for fear of
sounding stupid.
During an argument I
am sometimes afraid
that I will get so upset
that I will shake all
over.
If a fame and
respected lecturer
makes a statement
which I think is
incorrect, I will have
the audience hear my
point of view as well.
I avoid arguing over
prices with clerks and
salesmen.
When I have done
something important
or worthwhile, I
manage to let others
know about it.

extremely
slightly
quite
non
non
non
descriptive descriptive
descriptive descriptive descriptive
quite

Slightly
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Item

extremely
descriptive

I am open and frank
about my feelings.
If someone has been
spreading false and
bad stories about me, I
see him/her as soon as
possible to " have a
talk" about it.
I often have a hard
time saying "No".
I tend to bottle up my
emotions rather than
make a scene.
I complain about poor
service in a restaurant
and elsewhere.
When I am given a
compliment, I
sometimes just don't
know what to say.
If a couple near me in
a theater or at a lecture
were conversing rather
loudly, I would ask
them to be quiet or to
take their conversation
elsewhere.
Anyone attempting to
push ahead of me in a
line is in for a good
battle.
I am quick to express
an opinion.
There are times when I
just can't say anything.

slightly
quite
extremely
non
non
non
descriptive descriptive
descriptive
descriptive
descriptive
quite

Slightly
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Leader Behavior Description Questionnaire-Self (LBDQ-self)

Instruction: Read each item carefully. Think about how frequently you engage in the behavior
described by the item. Mark ./ on the following items to show the answer you have selected .
.eaders~
Item
Do personal favors for group member.
Make my attitudes clear to the group.
Do little things to make it pleasant to be a member of
the group.
Try out my new ideas with the group
Act as the real leader of the group.
Am easy to understand.

Rule with an iron hand.
Find time to listen to group members.
Criticize poor work.
Give advance notice of changes.
Speak in a manner not to be questioned.
Keep to myself.
Look out for the personal welfare of individual group
members.
Assign group members to particular tasks.
Am the spokesman of the group.

Schedule the work to be done. ·
Maintain definite standards of performance.
Refuse to explain my actions.
Keep the group inform.
Act without consulting the group.
Back up the member in their actions.
Emphasize the meeting of deadlines.
Treat all group members as my equals.

Always

Often Occasionally Seldom

Never
-
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Item
Encourage the use of uniform procedures.
Get what I ask for from my superiors.
Am willing to make change.

Make sure that my part in the organization is
Understood by group members.
Am friendly and approachable.

Ask that group members follow standard rules and
regulations.
Fail to take necessary action.
Make group members feel at ease when talking with
them.
Let group member know what is expected of them.
Speak as the representative of the group.
Put suggestions made by the group into action.
See to it that group members are working up to
capacity.
Let other people take away her leadership in the
group.
Get myr superiors to act for the welfare of the group.
Get group approval in important matters before going
ahead.
See to it that the work of the group members is
coordinated.
Keep the group working together as a team.

Always

Often Occasionally Seldom

Never

111

Demographic Questionnaire

DIRECTIONS Answer the following questions by marking./ to show the answer you have selected
1. Age

D below 30 years D

D

31-40 years

D

41-50 years

51-60 years

2. Marital Status
D

Single

D

Marriage

D

Separated/Divorced

D

Others ........ .

3. Highest Education Attainment

D Below Bachelor's Degree D Bachelor's Degree

D

Master's Degree

D Ph.D

4. Position

D

Supervisor - Senior supervisor

D

Assistant Manager - Manager D Head of Section or

Department

5. Number of years working in current organization

D

1-10 years

D

11-20 years

D 21-30 years

D 31 years and above

6. Income per month (Baht)

D

20,000-35,000

D

65,001 and above

D

35,001-50,000

D

50,001-65,000
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APPENDIX B

SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRES (THAI VERSION)
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Figure 5 - Figure 10:
The Percentage Distribution of Women Managers According to Demographics Variables.

120

1. Below 30 years
0

1 o .67 %

7 .00 %
1. 31 -40 years

•
0

28 .67 %

02. 41-50 years
•

53 .67 %

03. Above 51 years

Figure 5: The percentage of Women Managers According to Age.
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Figure 6: The percentage ofW<>men Man11.-gers According to Marital Status.
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Figure 7 :The percentage of Women Managers According to Education
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Figure 8 :The percentage of Women Managers According to Position Level
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Figure 9 :The percentage of Women Managers According to Tenure
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Figure 10 :The percentage of Women Managers According to Income Level (Baht/month).
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