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ABSTRACT

The purposes of this study were (1) to comparatively study the difference of personality,
self-esteem, coping strategies, quality of work life and well-being between public and private
organization employees in Mueang District, Chiang Mai Province (2) to study personality, self-
esteem, coping strategies, quality of work life as predictors of well-being of employees in
Mueang District, Chiang Mai Province.

The correlational research design was used. The samples were 500 public and private
organization employees in Mueang District, Chiang Mai Province. The study samples were
divided into 2 groups: 250 public organization employees and 250 private organization employees.

The research instruments consisted of 6 scales: (1) Demographic Data Scale, (2)
General Well-being Schedule, (3) Type A Personality Test, (4) Self-Esteem Scales, (5) Way of
Coping Scale, and (6) Quality of Life Scale. The t-Test and the multiple regressions were
employed to analyze the data by using SPSS computer program. The major findings were as
follows:

1. Private organization employees had a higher type A personality (¢ = 3.238, p <
0.001), self-esteem (¢ = 13.806, p < 0.001), positive coping strategies (¢ =2.687, p < 0.01), quality
of work life (+ = 10.941, p < 0.001) and well-being (+ = 11.700, p < 0.001) than public

organization employees.



2. Type A personality (ﬂ =-.056; t = -2.156, Sig = .05), self-esteem (ﬂ =.657;t=
22.381, Sig = .001), positive coping strategies (ﬂ =.090; ¢t = 3.328, Sig = .001) and quality of life
(ﬂ = 241; t = 8.671, Sig = .001) significantly predicted public and private organization
employees’ well-being. The set of predictive variables accounted for 67.5% of variance in

employees’ well-being (Adjusted R*=0.675, p <0.001).



