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This study aimed at investigating the antecedents of psychological and situationa!
factors, especially from Theory of Leadership effectiveness of Community Development
District Officers. This study aimed to achieve the following four mains objectives. First, to

;compare and contrast work effectiveness of leaders in “good-matched group” and “bad-

[

imatched group”. Second, to examine the interactional effects ‘between psychological and
|

ésituational factors on leaders’ work effectiveness. Third, to find the important predictors and’
Eprediction power of work effectiveriess. Finally, to pinpoint the at-risk groups of leaders with
less work effectiveness, and their protective factors.

Interactionism Model (Endler & Magusson,196€) was employed as a conceptual
model in this study. Important independent variables were from two theories: Theory of
Leadership Effectiveness (Fiedler,1967) , and the Psychological Theory of Work and Moral
Behavicrs (Bhanthumnavin,1988). |

The sample of this study was 320 Community Development District Officers. They
composed of 219 males and 101 females, with the average age of 47.7 year-oid.

This correlation comparative study consisted of € groups of variables: The first group
was work effectiveness of the leaders, consisting of 3 veriables: directive behavior,

production emphasis oehavior, and considerate behavior. The second group of variables

was from Fiedler ‘s Theory of Leadership Effectiveness : Least Preferred Coworker (LPC),
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leader-member relation, task structure, and position power. The third group was three
psychological traits, mostly from the Psychological Theory of Work and Moral Behaviors :
i need for achievement, future orientation and self-control, and belief in internal locus of control
=E0f reinforcement . The fourth group was situational factors: support from organization,
;SUpport from family, and support from coworkers. The fifth group was psychological states:
favorable attitudes toward work, and stress at work. The final group was bio-social
background of the sample.

Most of these variables were measured in terms of summated rating scales. They
iwere tried out. Items in each questionnaire were selected by statistical criteria. Reliability in
%terms of alpha coefficient was ranged between .44 to .95

Four hypotheses were tested by two statistical approaches: Three-Way Analysis of
Variance with post hoc test as Scheffe'. and Multiple Regression Analysis in terms of Enter
and Stepwise. Data were analyzed in total sample and subgroups.

There were four important findings as follows. First, the findings showed supportive

resuits to Fiedler's theory only when leaders were in favorable conditions or reporting high

favorable psychological characteristics. In detail, it was found that good-matched leaders
reported more favorable attitudes towards work than their counterparts. This result was founc!
only in high educated leaders, and leaders with more trainings but reporting less support
from crganization. Furthermore, among higher need for achievement leaders, the ones in
good-matched group reported more directive behavior and more production emphasis
behavior than the one in bad-matched group.

Second, congruence with several previous studies on Fiedler's theory in Thailand,
it was found that leaders in bad-matched groups ironically reported more directive behavior,
more production emphesis behavior, and more considerate behavior than leaders in good-
matched groups. These results were found only in leaders in unfavorable conditions, such as
receiving less training, less experience at work, and less favorable psychological
characteristics (i.e., less psychological readiness).

Third, alt 12 variables could predict the following behaviors: 1) directive behavior,

with 42.0% in total sample, and with the highest predictive percentage of 51.6% in male
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officers. 2) production emphasis behavior with 28.6% in total sample, and with the highest
predictive percentage of 47.1% in leaders with other status and 3) considerate behavior with
37.6% in total sample, and with the highest predictive percentage of 44.5% in less educated
leaders.

Finally, the findings indicated three at-risk groups of leaders needed urgent attention,
they were, leaders with low Social Economy Status (SES); leaders with less training; and
female leaders. |

Based on the findings of this study, need for achievement should be enhanced for all
leaders to increase their work effectiveness. Other psychological characteristics that should
be heightened as well are future orientation and self control, and favorable attitudes towards
work. Work atmosphere and activities that fosters relationships between leaders and
subordinates should be encouraged and promoted.

‘ Evaluative-experimental study should be conducted to assess the effectiveness of
the training modules, which should be constructed on the basis of results from this study,
before widely implement to Community Development District Officers all around the country.

?ath analysis is also recommended to get wider and deeper understanding of the study.



