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Abstract  
Background: The term glass ceiling was first used in The Wall Street Journal in 1986 and is today a 

well-studied topic which is taught to business students in most universities. It implies that there are 

invisible barriers which keeps women and minorities from accessing top level positions and even 

though the glass ceiling is said to have decreased there is still less females than men in top positions. 

Additionally, it has been suggested that the perception of the glass ceiling will influence how women 

formulate and pursue their goals for future careers. 

Problem: Research has shown that Social Cognitive Career Theory (SCCT) is useful in examining 

this topic, however, previous studies focused mainly on working women and thus investigated the 

glass ceiling as a work place phenomenon. Yet, recent studies suggests that the effect of the glass 

ceiling on women may begin even in their formative years while they are in school. This suggests that 

the perception of the glass ceiling is not only a work place phenomenon but something that can 

influence a person during several stages in life. 

Purpose:  To contribute to fill this gap in existing literature the purpose of this study is to explore if 

and how the perception of the glass ceiling influence female students’ career ambitions towards top 

leadership positions in Sweden. 

Method: A quantitative approach was used to conduct this study and the primary data was collected 

through an online survey. Through a regression analysis, the relationship between the three 

independent variables (IV’s), Self- Efficacy, Outcome Expectations and Interests, and the dependent 

variable (DV) Goals were tested, as predicted by the SCCT model. Then, the influence of the 

Perception of the Glass Ceiling (PGC) as a mediator and moderator in the SCCT model was examined.  

Conclusion: The results confirm that Interests has a significant effect on female students Goals as 

predicted by the SCCT model from Yeagleys, et al. (2010) earlier research. However, PGC does not 

show any significance as neither a moderator or as a mediator between Interests and Goals. 
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1.%Introduction%
The first chapter will give the reader a suitable background for why this research is conducted 

and a description of the problem that will be addressed in this study. It further highlights the purpose 

of this study, the research questions, contributions, key term definitions and delimitations. 

1.1%Background%
The phenomenon of the glass ceiling is a well-studied topic which today is taught to business 

students in most universities. It implies that there is an invisible ceiling which keep women and 

minorities from accessing top level positions (Luzzo & McWhirter, 2001). The term glass ceiling was 

first used in The Wall Street Journal in 1986 (Hymowitz & Schellhardt, 1986). In recent years, it has 

been suggested that the glass ceiling barriers have decreased, this is based on the fact that more 

women reach senior management positions today than previously. There is, however, still a male 

dominance in the higher ranks and a majority of women among those who aim to reach the top do 

believe that the glass ceiling is a remaining obstacle (Cooper Jackson, 2001; Lyness & Thompson, 

2000; Snowdon, 2011). Additionally, studies have shown that men are less inclined than women to 

believe in female barriers in career advancement (Rishani, Mallah, Houssami & Ismail, 2015). Cooper 

Jackson (2001) concluded that actions which organizations execute to decrease the glass ceiling will 

not increase the number of women aiming for top positions, if their perception of the glass ceiling 

will influence them even before they graduate from university. A survey conducted in 2015 with 

1500 college students clearly showed differences among how men and female students perceive their 

chances for certain jobs, and their salary-prospects right after graduation. The result showed that 

women have less confidence in their career paths, something that further illustrates that there is a 

visible gender gap in career opportunities and career planning, despite the increase in workplace 

equality (PRNewsire, 2015). Additionally, McWhirter (1997) found that much of the research 

conducted on women’s career development acknowledged that how women perceive barriers, like 

the glass ceiling, does have a significant influence on how women formulate and pursue goals for 

their future careers.  

1.2%Problem%
Even though the literature suggests that the glass ceiling is responsible for the lower 

participation of women in top management positions, the theoretical gap in the literature is that it is 

not fully understood how the glass ceiling influences. For instance, some researchers found that the 
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glass ceiling does influence some women, however, it does not seem to have a general effect on all 

women (Cochran, et al., 2013; Ezzedeen, Budworth & Baker, 2015; Smith, Caputi & Crittenden 

2012a). 

 There is also a methodological gap, which is that previous studies on the glass ceiling focused 

mainly on women in the workforce. Thus, the existing literature assumes that the effect of the glass 

ceiling is a work place phenomenon. However, recent work based on the Social Cognitive Career 

Theory (SCCT) suggests that the effect of the glass ceiling on women may begin even in their 

formative years before they enter the workplace (Cunningham, Doherty & Gregg, 2007; Yeagley, 

Subich & Tokar, 2010). The SCCT theory states that one’s leadership goals or ambitions are 

predicted by the three factors: Self-Efficacy, Outcome Expectations, and Interests (Yeagley et al, 2010). This 

suggests that the perception of the glass ceiling is not only a work place phenomenon but something 

that can influence a person during several stages in life. Therefore, the authors argue that to fully 

understand the phenomenon of the glass ceiling on women, one need to look at if and how female 

students’ perception of the glass ceiling affect their career ambitions. 

Further is has been suggested that it is important to focus on students to be able to develop 

suitable coping strategies or correctional actions by locating the roots of the problem (Rishani et al., 

2015). Hence, there is a gap in existing literature examining if female students’ career ambitions are 

influenced by their perception of the glass ceiling. 

1.3%Purpose%
To contribute to fill this gap in existing literature the purpose of this study is to explore if and 

how the perception of the glass ceiling influence female students’ career ambitions towards top 

leadership positions in Sweden. Therefore, these two research questions were pursued. 

R1: Can the SCCT model of female leadership goals by Yeagley et al., (2010) predict female 

students’ top leadership goals in the Swedish context?  

R2: Does the perception of the glass ceiling influence female students’ career goals towards 

top leadership positions in a Swedish context? 

1.4%Context%of%the%study%%
The SCCT model has been used before to test students’ goals towards top leadership 

positions, however, it has not been tested in different cultural contexts even though it has been 

found that leadership and the glass ceiling phenomenon vary greatly across different cultures 

(Hofstede, 1980). Since the SCCT model was previously developed and used in lower gender 
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balanced cultures, it would be of value to explore this model in a high gender balanced context such 

as Sweden.  

Sweden takes the highest position on the European Institute for Gender Equality Index for 

most equal country 2017 in several fields like, labor market, education, power, time and health 

(Regeringskansliet, 2017). In the Swedish society gender equality is acknowledged to be one of the 

cornerstones and the government endeavors to guarantee that both resources and power are 

allocated justly among the sexes. This to create and stimulate an environment that gives the same 

opportunities and power for both women and men in all stages of society (Sweden, 2018).  

1.5%Definitions%
To enable a better understanding of the concepts used in this study some terminology will be 

defined. 

•! Top leadership position: This definition will be based on Cook & Glass (2014), who define top 

leadership positions as executive positions.  

•! Perception of the glass ceiling: Is defined as the thoughts a person or group has about the glass 

ceiling phenomenon. 

•! Students: University students are implied when mentioning students, if nothing else is stated. 

1.6%Delimitations%
This study will only use a sample of students in Sweden which may mean that all have a similar 

cultural background, this due to convenience and a tight time-frame, which means that the sample 

may not be applicable in other contexts. 

The non-probability sampling technique used in this study may infer probability biases that 

should be kept in mind. For example, the social networks of the authors are likely to contain of a 

majority of business students from Jönköping University Business School since this is where the 

authors study and the topic they study. This could infer a bias in the responses of the questionnaire. 

Further, leadership is in this study treated as a phenomenon rather than as a theoretical 

concept, hence, no leadership theories are included or discussed in the theoretical framework of this 

paper.   

1.7%Contributions%
The contributions of this study are that it adds to and extend the current literature on the 

phenomenon of the glass ceiling by providing a framework, which can test how the perception of the 
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glass ceiling could affect top leadership goals and ambitions. As well as, that the perception of the 

glass ceiling does not influence Swedish female students’ career goals. This implies that the 

perception of the glass ceiling may influence females in their early years or in their choice of 

academic major which gives an incentive to further investigate how the perception of the glass ceiling 

influence females. 

 The findings also show that the SCCT model does not apply in a relatively high gender 

balanced cultural context such as the Swedish context, which is studied in this paper. Through this, 

this research has increased the understanding that the female students in Sweden form their 

ambitions towards top leadership positions based on their interests and not on their self-efficacy or 

outcome expectations. Furthermore, the knowledge that interests is the biggest influencer on one’s 

goals may have benefits in practice for both educators and policy makers as well as international 

students and immigrants. It may aid educators in customizing their learning outcomes to fit and 

benefit the students, policy makers to develop efficient policies as well as ease the integration into the 

Swedish society for people from other countries.    
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2.%Theoretical%framework%
This chapter will review and summarize previous literature concerning the glass ceiling, the 

glass ceiling perception and how the glass ceiling perception affects women's organizational 

leadership careers. Additionally, the theory of SCCT, which will be used as a framework for this 

research, will be explained and examined.  

2.1%The%glass%ceiling%
The concept of the glass ceiling was first explained in the 1980’s as a transparent barrier that 

prevents minorities and women from reaching top management positions (Morrison & Glinow, 

1990). The existence of a glass ceiling implies that the predictions of women’s careers is often lower 

than those of men (Travers, 2008). Morrison & Glinow (1990) further argues that the theories 

discussing gender and racial differences in top management positions generally falls within three 

broad groups. 

The first group is related to Human Capital Theory and claims that there is justification for the 

existence of the glass ceiling, since women invest less in their careers compared to men (Morrison & 

Gilnow, 1990). This further relates to the work-family conflict where women throughout the history 

have been expected to stay at home taking care of their family to a larger extent than males. Top 

management positions often require long hours at work, something that female employees would not 

want due to their obligations towards their families (Tokunaga & Graham, 1996). To base 

promotional decisions on the belief that women are still more responsible for household and family 

duties than men, which will decrease their investment in work, is nowadays seen as gender 

stereotyping (Sahoo & Lenka, 2016).     

The second bundle of theories states that women and minorities systematically tend to have 

positions within organizations with less opportunities for progression to higher positions (Morrison 

& Gilnow, 1990). Also, since men have been dominant in senior management positions for a long 

time, and hence have not encountered many females with top positions, a negative stereotype has 

been developed implying that neither women nor other minorities belong in top positions (Tokunaga 

& Graham, 1996). This relates well with what is called the old boys’ network, which is found to be a 

valuable informal network that favors applicants with the same gender characteristics of the group, 

which is most commonly dominated by white men (Mcdonald, 2011). 

The third and last category takes a more individual perspective looking at differences between 

male and females in management styles. Morrison and Glinow (1990) argue that the way females lead 
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and make decisions are inappropriate for top positions. One example is that females are perceived to 

value the feelings of others and to be more submissive and lacking confidence in her abilities. This is 

seen as negative traits in a top management setting (Tokunaga & Graham, 1996). This is further 

discussed by Adams and Funk (2012) whose survey confirms that male and female directors do have 

different core values and willingness to take risk, and the survey further verify that female directors 

are more compassionate and do value the feelings of others to a higher degree than men, which is 

consistent with Tokunaga and Graham (1996). 

Another possible explanation why there are less female managers in top positions is the so-

called Queen bee-phenomenon, which is a description of why women who have reached top 

positions do not support women in lower positions to get promoted to top positions if they perceive 

that they did not need to invest or sacrifice enough compared with themselves (Faniko, Ellemers, 

Derks, & Lorenzi-Cioldi, 2017). 

Sahoo and Lenka (2016) explored the barriers of women's career advancement by reviewing 

existing literature and concluded that the barriers of the glass ceiling are divided into two clusters: 

supervisorial barriers and organizational barriers. Gender stereotyping, old boys’ network, lack of 

psychosocial support and self-fulfilling prophecy is seen as supervisorial barriers. While lack of, 

work-life balance, gender inclusive policies, diversity initiatives, career and development planning, 

support from top management and organizational culture, is covered in the organizational barriers. 

Cooper Jackson (2001) had a similar view and believe that the glass ceiling contains of six different 

barriers: perception and stereotyping, work-family conflict, old boys’ network, valuing women and 

tokenism, management style and career development. A token woman is a woman who has been 

given a prestigious position only because she is a woman, in order to for example solve an issue 

regarding sexual discrimination without the organization's intent to actually address the issue further 

(Gheaus, 2015). Hence, a token woman feels the need to work harder and exceed expectation to be 

perceived as an equal (Cooper Jackson, 2001). 

Another important perspective to consider when trying to understand the glass ceiling is the 

contextual factors. Economic stability, governmental support, patriarchy, demographics, networks, 

and legislations are examples of contextual factors which can differ a lot between countries (Rishani 

et al., 2015).  
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2.2%Glass%ceiling%perception%
Luzzo and McWhirter (2001) conducted a study with 168 female and 118 male student 

participants, which after answering a questionnaire about career development barriers gave the 

expected result that women and minorities were anticipating to encounter more career related 

barriers, in shape of harassments and discrimination, due to gender and ethnicity.  This is also in line 

with the findings of McWhirter (1997) where women and minorities anticipated more barriers like 

sexual and ethnical discrimination. As well as Rishani et al. (2015) findings where female students 

were expecting to face more barriers due to unequal treatment, family-work conflict, organizational 

policies, culture and structures, than men. Additionally, Dimovski, Skerlavaj and Man (2010) found 

similar results from examining how female middle managers perceived the glass ceiling. Cooper 

Jackson (2001) have also done a study of how middle managerial women perceived the glass ceiling 

and found perceived improvements on barriers. Even though improvements were found, on for 

example stereotyping and old boys’ network, women still perceive that the glass ceiling barriers: 

stereotyping, old boys’ network, tokenism, career development and management style, are a 

challenge for career advancement. This is also in conclusion with Cochran’s, et al. (2013) study which 

found that the women in comparison to men anticipated and perceived gender discrimination and 

the work-family conflict to be barriers for their career. 

Furthermore, in a study by Cocchiara, Kwesiga, Bell and Baruch (2010) conducted on graduate 

business students, the findings were that even when women and men have the same educational 

degree, women expect that gender discrimination will decrease their possibilities for career 

advancements. This is somewhat contradicting to a study conducted by Tai and Sims (2005), which 

found that their sample of women from high technological companies, where the education levels 

for male and females were the same, did not perceive different obstacles for advancement compared 

to the men, even though men held the highest positions. Tai and Sims (2005) believed this could be a 

sign of hidden barriers like, biases towards promoting women, or external barriers like, work-family 

conflict and interpersonal role conflict. Or lastly the situation where women were just less interested 

in being promoted to the top positions. 

2.3%Glass%ceiling%perception%effects%on%women’s%leadership%career%
A study in the field of academic surgery found results which connected that women’s 

perception of the glass ceiling affected career ambitions in a negative way. The work-family conflict 

could be a possible explanation to this, due to the fact that most, if not all, successful women within 
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academic surgery did not have any children (Cochran, et al., 2013). Even though women’s perception 

of the glass ceiling may affect career ambitions it is not certain. Ezzedeen et al. (2015) found in their 

qualitative study that even though their participants experienced and expressed concerns about the 

old boys’ network, work-family conflict and were generally aware and troubled of the existence of 

the glass ceiling, some of the female participants still aimed for executive positions. The women’s 

career ambitions to reach top positions was both based on the expense of not having a family and in 

the beliefs of the possibility of balancing a family and career. 

Moreover, Smith et al. (2012a) claims to have been the first to explore the relationship between 

women's perception of the glass ceiling and subjective career success. They developed a framework 

of the following four different kind of thought processes which influence women’s success: denial, 

resilience, acceptance and resignation. Smith, Crittenden and Caputi (2012b) describe denial as 

compositions of statements that show that the perception of the glass ceiling for some women are 

nonexistent, hence they believe that the glass ceiling does not exist. Resilience is based on factors 

that give a view of how women can and will pursuit career success, while acceptance describes items 

that show that women does not want the same as men, which explains why they are happy at lower 

levels. Lastly, resignation indicates that barriers are the reason for why women does not try to or 

succeed to pursuit career advancements. Another study of how the perception of the glass ceiling 

effect women in terms of the four dimensions show that females who showed denial and resilience 

against the glass ceiling had a more positive relation to work engagement, while resignation and 

acceptance is associated with a negative relationship (Balasubramanian & Lathabhavan, 2017). 

This indicate that the perception of the glass ceiling can have an influence over one’s 

leadership career and the possibility for females to reach top leadership positions. Additionally, a 

notable aspect of the current literature is that most research has focused on women in the workforce 

while this study will extend the literature by examining how the perception of the glass ceiling 

influence top leadership ambitions among female students. 

2.4%Exploring%the%glass%ceiling%effect%from%Social%Cognitive%Career%
Theory%perspective%

Social Cognitive Career Theory (SCCT) is a widely used framework with the intention to 

understand internal factors that could explain career choices and interests among people 

(Cunningham et al., 2007; Lent, Brown & Hacket, 1994; Novakovic & Gnilka, 2015; Yeagley et al., 

2010). The framework is built on Bandura’s (1986) general Social Cognitive Theory and was first 

developed by Lent et al. (1994) with the goal to integrate theory in order to develop a conceptual 
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framework that aims to describe fundamental dynamic procedures and mechanisms that might 

influence career development. The framework is built on three central variables that aim to explain 

internal mechanisms among people that when interacting with environmental and personal factors 

predicts career choices and goals. The three variables are: Self-Efficacy, Outcome Expectations and Goals 

(Cunningham et al., 2007; Lent et al., 1994; Novakovic & Gnilka, 2015; Yeagley et al., 2010). These 

three factors, together with a fourth variable, Interests, have since the development of SCCT been 

used to explain females’ ambitions towards reaching top leadership positions and have shown to 

have a significant impact on adolescent females (see Figure 1) (Cunningham et al., 2007; Novakovic 

& Gnilka, 2016; Yeagley, et al., 2010).  

Figure'1:'SCCT'model'of'female'leadership'goals'(Yeagley'et'al.,'2010)'

Self-Efficacy is related to self-esteem and personal judgement of one owns expectations on one’s 

capabilities to reach specific goals or complete tasks that helps reach this goal (Bandura, 1986; 

Cunningham et al., 2007; Lent et al., 1994; Yeagley et al., 2010). 

Outcome Expectations can be described as the benefits and costs noticed by an individual related 

to a particular behavior. Benefits could for example be monetary rewards, promotions, approval 

from others or feelings of self-fulfillment of oneself, while costs could be the opposite of these 

(Bandura, 1986; Cunningham et al., 2007; Lent et al., 1994; Yeagley et al., 2010). The reasoning 

around Outcome Expectations is further coherent with expectancy theory developed by Vroom (1964), 

who argues that humans’ behavior is reliant on the expectation one has about the consequences of 

an action, where positive consequences increase motivation to perform a task, and motivation 

decreases if there are perceived negative consequences. 

The last central variable Goals is defined as ones’ intention to involve oneself in a certain task 

(Lent et al., 1994) and how the Goals are set is influenced by a person’s Self-Efficacy and Outcome 
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Expectations. Further, Interests is a leading factor of the development of Goals, a person with an interest 

to reach a top leadership position is more likely to have that as a goal to strive for (Cunningham et 

al., 2007; Lent et al., 1994). 

A four year long longitudinal study by Nauta and Epperson (2003) have further discovered 

that individuals demonstrate higher degrees of Outcome Expectations for a specific task when they 

believe that they will be successful in performing it. They also found that a high degree of Self-Efficacy 

tends to lead to a higher degree of Outcome Expectations among individuals, which is consistent with 

Bandura’s (1977) findings. Interests and Goals have furthermore also been discovered to be 

significantly dependent on the degree of Self-Efficacy among individuals (Lent et al., 2005; Lent et al., 

2008; Nauta, 2004), hence a person with high self-efficacy is more likely to have ambitions and goals 

to reach a top leadership position. 

The environmental factors pronounced to interact with Self-Efficacy, Outcome Expectations and 

Goals are different supports or barriers (Lent, Brown & Hacket, 2000) where one example of a 

barrier could be the glass ceiling. More recent literature built on SCCT framework including supports 

and barriers have found significant relations between barriers and Self-Efficacy (Cunninghamn, 

Bruening, Sagas, Satore, & Flink, 2005; Lent et al., 2001; Lent et al., 2003). Additionally, research by 

Novakovic and Gnilka (2015) showed that women compared to men have a significantly higher 

perception of barriers in their careers. Hence, barriers as the glass ceiling and the perception of the 

glass ceiling is likely to have significant impact on female students’ ambitions towards top leadership 

positions. 

Yeagley et al. (2010) used SCCT as a framework to help explain how internal interests and 

goals influenced female students’ ambitions for elite leadership positions in their future careers. They 

confirmed that both variables of Self-Efficacy and Outcome Expectations seem to influence women’s 

Interests and Goals to reach an elite leadership position. This means that if a person believes in one’s 

own abilities to perform a task successfully this person also sets its interests and goals at a higher 

level. Even though both variables show significant influence on Interests and Goals, Yeagley’s et al. 

(2010) data indicated that Self-Efficacy may have a stronger influence on Interests than Outcome 

Expectations have. The research also indicated that Outcome Expectations seem to have a more direct 

influence on Goals compared to Self-Efficacy. This has shown to be related with conceived barriers, 

like the glass ceiling, even though a person, in this case a woman, has high self-efficacy, outcome 

expectations may be decreased together with her goals due to barriers that discourage higher set 
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goals, as a goal to reach a top leadership position (Yeagley, et al., 2010; Killeen, Lopez-Zafra & 

Eagly, 2006). 

As seen in the literature, SCCT has shown to be a good tool when measuring females’ 

leadership ambitions and therefore this framework will be the base of this research on how the 

perception of the glass ceiling influence female students’ ambitions towards top leadership positions. 

The SCCT variables will be used in combination with the measure of the perception of the glass 

ceiling, PGC. In this study it will be explored whether PGC moderates or mediates the variables Self-

Efficacy, Outcome Expectations, and/or Interests towards Goals in the SCCT model. 

 

 %
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3.%Method%
This chapter will guide the reader through the methods chosen for this study along with 

arguments for why these methods were appropriate for the given context. Further, the data 

collection process and the tools for data analysis will be described and discussed in detail together 

with how the questionnaire was constructed. The chapter will end by addressing reliability and 

validity issues. 

3.1%Research%philosophy:%Positivism%
 The four main paradigms which describe how research should be conducted are: positivism, 

interpretivism, realism and pragmatism (Saunders, Lewis & Thornhill, 2012). Positivism is aimed to 

describe a measurable social phenomenon. Positivistic studies tend to generate objective and precise 

quantitative data with high reliability. Interpretivism on the other hand is aimed to interpret and gain 

an understanding of a social phenomenon by exploring the complexity of it. Interpretivism further 

tends to produce qualitative data with the aim to generate theories and an interpretivist study often 

generate findings with low reliability but with high validity (Collins & Hussey, 2014). Realism is 

similar to positivism in the sense of a scientific perspective but with the belief that objects exist 

independently of what one’s human senses perceive. Pragmatism on the other hand believe in using 

multiple philosophical perspectives in the same study since there are multiple different ways to do 

research and view the world (Saunders et al., 2012). Since this research aims toward measuring the 

extent of influence by a social phenomenon, namely the perception of the glass ceiling, a positivistic 

approach is preferred (Saunders et al., 2012; Collins & Hussey, 2014) and the reason to why a 

positivistic approach was chosen for this study. 

3.2%Research%approach:%Abductive%
Choosing a suiting research approach is important for the design of the research and it will 

help when deciding about methodology and research strategies. Based on what reasoning one adopt 

there are three different research approaches: deductive, inductive and abductive. A deductive 

approach is when theory is tested and can be verified or falsified, while an inductive approach builds 

theory by exploring and finding conclusions from new data. An abductive approach is when both 

deductive and inductive strategies are combined. The abductive approach has also been used by 

many researchers within business and management (Saunders et al., 2012). In this research the 

deductive approach is predominant when confirming the SCCT model by Yeagley et al. (2010), 

however, induction will be used to examine if and how female students’ perception of the glass 
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ceiling influences their career ambitions towards top leadership positions. Therefore, this study has 

an abductive philosophy. 

3.3%Quantitative%research%method%
Data collection for a research paper can be done in either a quantitative or a qualitative way. 

Qualitative data is focusing on non-numeric data like, words, images or similar data and is usually 

collected through interviews while quantitative data is focusing on numeric data and is usually 

collected through questionnaires (Saunders et al., 2012).  A quantitative method is suitable to 

investigate relationships between independent variables and dependent variables (Creswell, 2009) and 

measures the data result numerically. Due to the standard data collection, it is vital that questions are 

asked so that they are easily understood and understood in a similar way by all participants (Saunders 

et al., 2012). Quantitative research is a suitable method to explore how the SCCT variables are 

mediated or moderated by the perception of the glass ceiling and a mono method will be used. A 

mono method means that the primary data will be collected and analyzed by one technique, the 

quantitative method, compared to the multiple method which use more than one data collection 

technique (Saunders et al., 2012). By using quantitative and not qualitative research it is possible to 

measure the perception of the glass ceiling and get a more objective picture, compared to a 

qualitative research method which focus is on finding a subjective meaning and understanding of the 

studied phenomenon (Saunders et al., 2012).   

3.4%Data%collection,%sampling,%and%data%collection%tool%

3.4.1%Types%of%data%and%data%collection%
Data sources used when collecting data for a research can be divided into two different types: 

primary and secondary data (Malhotra, Birks, & Wills 2012). Secondary data is the collection of 

already existing knowledge which has been used for another purpose than it is currently used. While 

primary data refers to collecting new data in line with the purpose of the current research project 

(Saunders et al., 2012). This research will build on primary data and below a part describing the 

process of the literature search is also found. 

To collect primary data for this study, a self-completion questionnaire was used. The 

questionnaire was constructed with the help of the online tool Google Form. Before collecting the 

primary data, used in this research, a pilot study was sent out to the ten members of the authors 

seminar group to control that all questions were understood properly. When the responses from the 

pilot study had confirmed that the questions were understood, through conversations with the pilot 
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study respondents, the questionnaire was distributed to potential respondents online via the social 

media platform Facebook. 

The questionnaire was divided into six parts with a total of 100 questions, where the first part 

gathered knowledge for a general categorization of the participants such as: gender, age, level of 

education etc. Part two to six were built on fixed-response Likert scale questions related to Self-

Efficacy, Outcome Expectations, Interests, Goals and PGC.  

3.4.2%Literature%search%
To build a base of knowledge for this research, previous literature was also collected. The 

literature used in this paper was mainly gathered using online search engines, a summation of how 

the search was conducted can be found in Table 1 below. 

Worth mentioning is that even though the time span for when used literature was published is 

very wide, emphasis was put on newer findings. 

Table'1:'Search'parameters'''

Search%parameters 

Database and 

search engines 

Primo, Jönköping University’s library and Google Scholar 

Search words Glass ceiling, Glass ceiling perception, Students career ambition, Glass ceiling 

beliefs, Career success beliefs, Social cognitive career theory, Social cognitive 

career theory and glass ceiling 

Literature types Peer reviewed articles, Literature books, Newspapers, Webpages 

Publication 

period 

1964-2018 

Languages of 

publication 

English (except Regeringskansliet, which was in Swedish) 
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3.4.3%Data%collection%methodologies%
There are four different data collection methodologies that are commonly related to the 

positivism paradigm, namely: experimental studies, surveys, cross-sectional studies and longitudinal 

studies. Experimental studies are used in a laboratory or natural setting to examine relationships 

among variables with an independent variable being manipulated, to observe if there is any effect on 

the dependent variable (Collins & Hussey, 2014). The second option, which is the one that are used 

in this paper, is a survey methodology and this is common to use within the quantitative method 

technique (Saunders et al., 2012). This methodology is used to collect data from a random sample 

from a specific population and the data can be either primary or secondary. Surveys can further be 

divided into two different types, according to their purpose. Either, being a descriptive survey, which 

measures a phenomenon at a certain or several different points in time, or it can be analytical. 

Analytical surveys are used to control if there are any relationships between sets of variables and this 

kind of survey needs to be based on a theoretical framework from existing literature (Collins & 

Hussey, 2014). An analytical survey is what will be used in this study. Thirdly, there is cross-sectional 

studies, which are intended to attain data in several contexts over the same period of time and lastly 

longitudinal studies are used when one wants to explore a phenomenon over an extended time 

period (Collins & Hussey, 2014). 

3.4.4%Sampling%technique%%
Convenience sampling is a non-probability technique which is widely used due to the easy 

access to respondents and availability through for example social media. However, it is important to 

understand that research collected through this method is likely to contain some sort of biases. One 

example of a bias could be that only people who has strong opinions and are interested in the subject 

will answer the survey (Saunders et al., 2012). The questionnaire for this research was distributed to 

potential respondents through the authors’ personal networks through social media platforms. To 

reduce potential biases phrases like “glass ceiling” and “female students” were avoided in the 

information given to the respondents. Additionally, this technique was chosen in comparison to 

probability sampling due to the possibility to easily obtain enough responses within the given time-

frame. The targeted population chosen in this study was university students in Sweden. This 

population was chosen out of convenience to easier access enough respondents for the questionnaire 

within the tight time-frame, since the authors are both Swedish. In total 103 responses were received 

from the self-completion questionnaire, however one answer was judged as not valid due to missing 
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information. Further, due to a too small portion of the respondents being men (32 responses) for 

that group to work as a control group the choice to only use data from female respondents were 

made, resulting in 70 valid responses. 

3.4.5%Collection%tool:%SelfTcompletion%questionnaire%
Self-completion questionnaires are commonly answered electronically by participants through 

the internet, but there are also a lot of other ways of delivering a questionnaire such as through the 

post, face to face or through phone interviews. The choice of questionnaire type in this study is 

influenced by different factors which can vary in importance depending on the research questions. 

Examples are, characteristics of wanted respondents, size of sample, type of questions, number of 

questions and time available to conduct the data collection (Saunders et al., 2012). Factors like 

characteristics of respondents, type of questions, number of questions and time available, highly 

influenced the choice to use a self-completion questionnaire for this research, when considering the 

probability of attracting relatively young university students to answer 100 questions. This approach 

of constructing and distributing the survey gave the advantages of time efficiency and convenience 

when conducting and collecting data through a self-completion questionnaire for both the authors as 

well as for the respondents. 

3.5%Questionnaire%construction%and%description%of%components%%
This section will describe the process of constructing the self-completion questionnaire 

including explanations to each different part of it. 

3.5.1%Construction%of%the%selfTcompletion%questionnaire%
The questionnaire was constructed with the aim to gather quantitative data to be analyzed in 

line with the purpose of this study. To make the questionnaire easy to understand for the 

respondents simple language was used, and terms that could need explanations was described in the 

beginning of the specific question to avoid misinterpretations. Furthermore, to avoid strong biases it 

was chosen to not mention that this study aims to investigate the influence of the perception of the 

glass ceiling on female students, but instead the explained aim in the introduction to the 

questionnaire was to investigate students’ aims towards top leadership positions. 

The questionnaire was designed from the questions used in Yeagley et al. (2010) that used 

SCCT to study elite leadership ambitions and Luzzo and McWhirter’s (2001) perception of barriers 

scale (POB). Six different parts, which each corresponds to a different variable in the study where 
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constructed, all of these parts will be described in detail below in the following section. All parts 

except for the first one uses a Likert scale to capture the respondents’ feelings toward a statement 

provided in the question. A Likert scale is a multi-step scale used as a tool to help researchers 

investigate if there are positive or negative attitudes associated with a statement (Bryman & Bell, 

2011). In this research a 4-point Likert scale was chosen (please see Appendix A for full 

questionnaire) in accordance with previous studies based on the SCCT model (Yeagley et al., 2010). 

The questions asked in Luzzo and McWhirter (2001) did originally use a 5-point Likert scale, 

however, the choice was made to take away the neutral answer option in this study to keep the 

questionnaire consistent. To use a Likert scale as a tool in a self-completion questionnaire makes it 

easy to analyze the collected data in the subsequent steps, while simultaneously provide a simple 

format to use for the respondents of the questionnaire (Saunders et al., 2012). Hence, these are the 

reasons for why this tool was chosen in this study. 

3.5.2%Measures%of%variables%%
The self-completion questionnaire sent to the respondents was divided into six different parts 

which aimed to measure one variable each. The first part of the questionnaire includes six 

demographic questions like: age, cultural background and work experience. The questions in parts 

two to six, regarding the variables Self-Efficacy, Outcome Expectations, Interests and Goals were all based 

on the questions Yeagley et al. (2010) used in their study measuring students’ aim towards elite 

leadership positions. The last part aimed to measure the variable of perceived barriers (PGC) was 

based on the modified version of McWhirter’s (1997) perception of barriers scale (POB) used by 

Luzzo and McWhirter (2001). 

Part one: Demographics 

Part one of the questionnaire aimed to build a better understanding about the respondents and 

their answers in the following sections. Therefore, six demographic questions were asked to learn 

more about the respondents. 

To know the demographics of the respondents also helps to find similarities and dissimilarities 

between different groups, for example if there are any differences in the perception of the glass 

ceiling between the different genders. 

Part two: Self-Efficacy 

It has been suggested that the self-efficacy questions should be designed to be measured in line 

with specific behaviors performed by a person (Betz & Hackett, 2006). The questions used in the 
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questionnaire for this study was originally designed by Ms. Emily Yeagley for Yeagley et al. (2010) to 

measure the degree of confidence females had in their beliefs in their own abilities to successfully 

complete 26 different tasks, which is likely to be faced at a top leadership position. For this study 

some of the questions where rephrased to be gender neutral and one question which was judged as 

irrelevant was removed resulting in 25 statements relating to specific tasks. To measure the self-

efficacy variable a 4-point Likert scale was used where the respondents were asked to indicate their 

level of confidence of their own ability to perform a specific task successfully. 

Part three: Outcome Expectations 

The third part of the questionnaire aim to measure the respondents’ outcome expectations 

with statements including both positive and negative consequences of having a top leadership 

position. The different statements can further be divided into three categories: physical outcome 

expectations, social reaction outcome expectations and self-evaluative outcome expectations. The 

questions used in this study was as in part two a slightly moderated version of the questions designed 

for Yeagley’s et al. (2010) research. A total of 37 questions relating to outcome expectations having a 

top leadership position were asked, on a 4-point Likert scale requesting the respondents to indicate 

to what level he or she disagreed or agreed with the given statement. 

Part four: Interests 

In part four the respondents were asked to rate their interest in performing specific tasks 

included in a top leadership position. A 4-point Likert scale was used to ask the respondents to 

indicate if they had a low or high interest in performing 11 different tasks at some point in their 

career. The questions were based on questionnaire design for Yeagley et al. (2010) and slightly 

modified to become gender neutral. 

Part five: Goals 

The fifth part aim to measure the respondents’ career goals towards three different specific top 

leadership positions and which path they planned to take to reach this positions. The respondents 

were asked to state to what degree they disagreed or agreed to four specific statements repeated for 

the three different positions along a 4-point Likert scale in a total of 12 questions. As in part two, 

three and four the questions were a slightly modified version of the questions used by Yeagley et al. 

(2010).  
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Part six: Perceived Barriers (PGC) 

The last part measuring the respondents’ perception of barriers were based on the modified 

version of McWhirter’s (1997) POB used by Luzzo and McWhirter (2001).  The respondents were 

asked to state to which degree they agreed with the probability of facing nine different work-related 

barriers in their future career along a 4-point Likert scale. The statements included both workplace 

situations as well as potential personal concerns. 

3.6%Data%analysis%
To transform the data collected from the questionnaire into meaningful information it is 

required to compile and process the data to be able to interpret and analyze the findings further 

(Saunders et al., 2012). The raw data executed from the questionnaire was transferred from Google 

Form to the statistical program IBM SPSS, a software program used to manage and analyze data to 

be able to answer research questions (International Business Machines, n.d.). The data was 

transferred and coded to SPSS in line with the Likert scale used in the questionnaire, where each 

question was given a unique variable name. To answer the question related to the purpose of this 

study the collected data was first analyzed through a confirmatory factor analysis followed by a 

multiple linear regression analysis and a process regression analysis to be able to better understand 

the relationships among the different variables. 

3.6.1%Factor%analysis%
A factor analysis is not aimed to test hypotheses (Pallant, 2013). The goal of a factor analysis is 

to find the distinct constructs needed to calculate the correlations between variables and hence give 

information of how these variables translate into common factors, which later could be used to 

analyze the certain correlations. This makes it possible to analyze big amount of data which would 

not been able to be understood by only visually looking at the correlations. There are two different 

types of factor analysis: exploratory and confirmatory factor analysis. An exploratory factor analysis 

is used when the researchers do not have enough knowledge or clear expectation about correlation 

between variables, while a confirmatory factor analysis is used when common influencing factors are 

known in advance (Fabrigar & Wegener, 2012). Due to the nature of this research, where the goal is 

to examine a connection of how the measure of the perception of the glass ceiling influence the 

different components of the SCCT model used by Yeagley et al. (2010) a confirmatory factor analysis 

is used. However, to assess if a confirmatory analysis is suitable, certain requirements for the 

measured variables characteristics and sample properties must be considered. The variables which 
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aims to measure different areas of interests must be suitable for such examination (Fabrigar & 

Wegener, 2012.) After receiving the results of the factor analysis in SPSS one must examine the 

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) test for measure of sampling adequacy which need to be 0.6 or higher to 

assure a reliable result. It is also possible to evaluate the statistical result by the Bartlett’s test of 

Sphericity, were the p-value should be 0.05 or smaller (Collins & Hussey, 2014). 

The second step is to do a factor extraction, which involve identifying variables which has a 

strong correlation to each other and then finding factors which represent the interrelationship 

between the variables. Only the factors with an Eigenvalue of 1 or more are interesting and will be 

extracted for further investigation, since a lower value indicate weak correlations, (Pallant, 2013) 

The third and last step is to execute a factor rotation and to interpret the results. The rotation 

will not alter the result but instead make the result easier to interpret by illustrate the correlation 

patterns in a different way.  

3.6.2%Descriptive%statistics%
Summarizing statistical data in a compact way through tables and charts is described as 

descriptive statistics and will aid in revealing data pattern (Collins & Hussey, 2014). This is for 

example suitable to describe the sample characteristics and to aid in answering the research question 

(Pallant, 2013). In this research, descriptive statistics were used to assess the participants’ suitability 

and to describe the characteristics of the sample. 

3.6.3%Multiple%linear%regression%%
Multiple regression is used to examine the interrelationship between variables, based on 

correlations, and is well suited to explore complex real-life research questions (Pallant, 2013). To 

explore how the perception of the glass ceiling is influencing female students’ ambitions towards top 

leadership positions the variables Self-Efficacy, Outcome Expectations, Interests and PGC was added as 

independent variables and Goals as a dependent variable and was then plotted in a multiple regression 

analysis. 

3.6.4%Process%regression%
PROCESS is an integrated conditional process model tool developed by Hayes (2018) which 

can be used through SPSS to conduct mediation or moderation analysis. A mediation analysis is used 

to find out to what extent a variable is influencing a dependent variable through one or more 

variables, which work as mediators. While, a moderation analysis aims to examine if the correlation 
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between two variables is dependent on one or more moderating variables (Hayes, 2018). Hayes 

(2018) have in addition created a template with different models, to make it easier to understand and 

investigate the mediating and moderating effects. The variable Interests was tested as a mediator (Mi) 

while PGC was tested as mediator (Mi) and moderator (M). Hayes Model 1 illustrates the moderating 

effect (Figure 2), and Model 4 illustrates a mediating relationship (Figure 3). The analyses were done 

to fully examine influences on and between the variables. In Hayes models the X variable, seen in 

Figure 2 and 3, indicate an independent variable while the Y variable, seen in Figure 2 and 3, indicate 

a dependent variable. 

 
Figure'2:'Model'1'(Hayes,'2018)'

Figure'3:'Model'4'(Hayes,'2018)'

3.7%Quality%of%research:%Reliability%and%validity%issues%
To evaluate the quality of a quantitative research the criteria of reliability and validity need to 

be addressed. Reliability stress the issue of consistency and stability of the measures used in the 

research. Validity on the other hand refers to how authentic the results found in the research are and 

evaluates if the concepts which are studied are conveyed through the questions and statements 

within the research (Saunders et al., 2012). To ensure reliability of this research the questions asked 

and the measures of each variables of SCCT and POB was taken from previous research where the 
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reliability of the correlation was ensured with Cronbach’s Alpha, additionally the same measure will 

be tested again on the data collected in this research. 

Hence, to ensure that the rating scale measures of the participants’ views are reliable, a 

reliability test, like Cronbach’s Alpha coefficient, which is the most common one for internal testing 

of a multiple item scale, is encouraged (Collins & Hussey, 2014). If the value of Cronbach’s Alpha is 

0.7 or more the scale is seen as acceptable, however, a value of 0.8 is preferable to ensure reliability 

(Pallant, 2013). Additionally, answers which was not covering the demographics of this research was 

disregarded to ensure validity and reliability. %
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4.%Data%presentation%and%analysis%
This chapter will present the results from the collected data for this study. The respondents’ 

demographics will first be displayed followed by the results and findings from the different analyses 

made on the data with the purpose to answer the two research questions. 

4.1%Demographics 
When collecting the answers from the questionnaire 103 responses was received, however one 

of the respondents had not filled out the demographics section properly and was therefore 

disregarded. Further, the number of respondents that where males where too low to work as a 

control group, and therefore the choice to only use the females’ responses from this sample had to 

be made. Hence, 31 responses became invalid leaving 70 valid responses being used in the analysis 

for this research. 

4.1.1%Age%%
Respondents of all ages was interesting in this research, however, they had to be current 

students and most students fall within approximately similar ages leaving 84.55 % of the respondents 

within the age span of 18-26 years old. The full age distribution is seen below in Figure 4. 

Figure'4:'Age'distribution'of'respondents'
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4.1.2%Cultural%background% 
The majority of the respondents (70.00%) have a Scandinavian background, however, as seen 

in Figure 5 below, most parts of the world except Oceania was represented. All with the common 

denominator that they are students in Sweden. 

Figure'5:'Cultural'background'distribution'among'respondents'

4.1.3%Educational%level% 
The distribution of the educational level among the respondents shows that 82.86 % are 

current undergraduate students while 17.14 % are pursuing education on Master level. None of the 

respondents are on PHD level or above. Figure 6 below illustrate the distribution of educational level 

among the respondents. 

'Figure'6:'Educational'level'among'respondents'
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4.1.4%Current%academic%major% 
The majority of the respondents (61.4%) is studying within the field of Business 

Administration with Marketing (7.1%) and Economics (5.7%) as the second and third most common 

field. Civilekonom (2.9%) could however also be counted into Economics due to their similarities in 

education. Otherwise the rest of the respondents (22.9%) pursue their studies within varying fields as 

seen below in figure 7. 

'Figure'7:'Distribution'of'current'academic'major'among'respondents'

4.1.5%Work%experience 
The work experience among the respondents are fairly evenly distributed among all alternatives 

given. The most common answer is that the respondent has less than 1 year of work experience 

(35.71%) followed by 1-2 years of work experience (27.14%) indicating that the majority of the 

respondents (62.85%) have less than 2 years of experience in the workforce. Seen below in Figure 8 

is the distribution of work experience of all respondents. 
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Figure'8:'Distribution'of'work'experience'among'respondents''

4.2%Factor%analysis 
The first step of the analysis was to conduct a factor analysis in order to group the different 

parts of the questionnaire into 5 factors, each one representing one out of the following: Self-Efficacy, 

Outcome Expectations, Interests, Goals and PGC. Variables that were cross-loaded over several factors or 

had a low loading below 0.35 were removed. The remaining variables were then extracted and 

grouped into five different factors representing the five different parts mentioned above for 

additional analysis. 

In order for the factor analysis to be judged as adequate and useful the value from the Kaiser-

Meyer-Olkin (KMO) Measure of Sampling Adequacy test, that scopes between 0 to 1, should be 

above 0.6 (Pallant, 2013). In addition to the KMO, Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity should show a 

significance with a p-value smaller than 0.5 (Collins & Hussey, 2014). As seen in Table 2 the data 

used in this sample showed a KMO value of 0.715 along with a p-value equal to 0.000 indicating that 

the factor analysis is suitable for this sample. 

Table'2:'KMO'and'Bartlett’s'Test'of'Sphericity'
 

 

 

 

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy .715 

Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity Approx. Chi-Square 1544.415 

Df 595 

Sig. .000 
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In Appendix B the Pattern Matrix is found. The variables grouped into 5 different components 

where any variable with a value below 0.35 were not allowed, variables that showed cross-loadings 

across several factors were erased as well. The composition of variables for each factor was then the 

following: Self-Efficacy six variables, Outcome Expectations eight variables, Interests ten variables, Goals 

five variables and PGC six variables. All displaying high or relatively high loadings, indicating that 

they are appropriate in measuring the five factors. 

To ensure that the rating scale measures of the participants are reliable a reliability test was 

conducted in SPSS to retrieve a Cronbach’s Alpha score. The value of Cronbach’s Alpha should be 

above 0.7 to be considered acceptable, however, a value above 0.8 is preferred. All different variables 

were tested separately with the following corresponding Cronbach’s Alpha’s: Self-Efficacy 0.899, 

Outcome Expectations 0.746, Interests 0.893, Goals 0.825 and PGC 0.836 as seen in Table 3. This result 

show that the rating scale used in this research has a high reliability and is suitable for this study. 

Table'3:'Cronbach’s'Alpha'
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

4.3%Linear%multiple%regression! 
A linear multiple regression was executed on the five extracted variables from the factor 

analysis. Self-Efficacy, Outcome Expectations, and Interests was first tested as independent variables (IVs) 

with Goals as the dependent variable (DV) before PGC and the demographics was added as IVs. This 

was made to ensure that the variables Self-Efficacy, Outcome Expectations and Interests, had a significant 

effect on Goals before trying to answer the question if the perception of the glass ceiling influences 

these variables. 

As seen in Table 4, model 1 and 2 both show significance with a p-value under 0.05. However, 

the Adjusted R square has a greater value in model 2 than model 1 (0.225 >0.084), which indicates 

that when the control variables Age, Cultural background, Educational level, Current academic major 

Variable Cronbach’s Alpha 

Self-Efficacy .899 

Outcome 

Expectations 

.746 

Interests .893 

Goals .825 

PGC .836 
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and Work experience were added the effect on Goals increased. Resulting in that the variables Self-

Efficacy, Outcome Expectations and Interests, explain 22.5% of the variances in Goals. 

Table'4:'Model'summary'

Table'5:'Multiple'linear'regression'analysis'
 Standardized 

Coefficients 

Sig 

Beta 

1 (Constant)   

Self-Efficacy -.064 .598 

Outcome Expectations -.165 .170 

Interests .303 .014 

2 (Constant)   

Self-Efficacy .048 .692 

Outcome Expectations .145 .207 

Interests .255 .038 

PGC .020 .857 

Age -.436 .002 

Model R R Square Adjusted R 

Square 

Sig 

1 Self-Efficacy 

Outcome Expectations 

Interests 

.352 .124 .084 .032 

2 Self-Efficacy 

Outcome Expectations 

Interests 

PGC 

Age 

Cultural background 

Educational level 

Current academic major 

Work experience 

.571 .326 .225 .003 
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Cultural background .140 .219 

Educational level -.120 .346 

Current academic major -.024 .836 

Work experience .194 .144 

Table 5 shows that Interests was the only variable with a significant relationship to Goals having 

a p-value lower than 0.5 and the positive beta value indicates that Interests is positively influencing 

Goals. Hence, if Interests increases Goals will increase as well. 

4.4%Process%regression%analysis%
To be able to properly examine how the variables of Self-Efficacy, Outcome Expectations, Interests 

and Goals interact with each other and also investigate how the perception of the glass ceiling 

influence the variables multiple analysis was made through a process regression analysis. First Interests 

(Mi) was tested as a mediator between Self-Efficacy (IV), Outcome Expectations (IV) and Goals (DV). 

Secondly, Outcome Expectations (Mi) was tested as a mediator between Self-Efficacy (IV) and Goals (DV) 

and lastly PGC was tested as a mediator (Mi) and moderator (M) between Interests (IV) and Goals 

(DV).  

4.4.1%Interests%(Mi)%as%a%mediator%between%Self*Efficacy%(IV)%and%Goals%(DV)%
When testing Interests (Mi) as a mediator a significant relationship was found and the results 

visible in Table 6 indicates that Interests mediates Self-Efficacy (IV) and Goals (DV). Hence, Self-Efficacy 

and Interests together show significance in estimating Goals. However, when examining Table 7 Self-

Efficacy show a p-value above 0.5 and has therefore no direct effect on Goals. Additionally, after 

inspecting the indirect effects in Table 8, it was noticed that the bootstrapping interval is going 

through zero (-0.0003 to 0.2360). This means that it is not certain that the indirect effect of Self-

Efficacy on Goals is anything other than zero, hence, the conclusion of these findings is that Interests 

does not have a significant effect as a mediator between Self-Efficacy and Goals.  

Table'6:'Model'summary'for'SelfVEfficacy'(IV),'Goals'(DV)'and'Interest'(Mi)'

R R-sq p 

.314 .098 .031 
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Table'7:'Model'for'SelfVEfficacy'(IV),'Goals'(DV)'and'Interest'(Mi)'
 

Coeff p 

Self-Efficacy (X) -.035 .775 

Interests (Mi) .321 .010 

Table'8:'Indirect'effect'of'SelfVEfficacy'(IV)'on'Goals'(DV).'
 

Effect BootLLCI BootULCI 

Interests (Mi) .087 -.0003 .2360 

4.4.2%Interests%(Mi)%as%mediator%between%Outcome5Expectations%(IV)%and%Goals%
(DV)%

As seen in Table 9 when testing Interests (Mi) as a mediator between Outcome Expectations (IV) 

and Goals (DV) a significant p-value is found (p=0.014). Hence, the results visible in Table 9 indicate 

that Interests mediates Outcome Expectations and Goals, and the variables together shows significance in 

estimating Goals. Yet, after examining Table 10 where Outcome Expectations show a p-value of 0.19 it 

can be concluded that Outcome Expectations do not have any direct effect on Goals. Furthermore, Table 

11 indicates, through the bootstrapping interval, that it is not certain that the indirect effect of 

Outcome Expectations on Goals is anything other than zero, hence, the conclusion of these findings is 

that Interests does not have a significant effect as a mediator between Outcome Expectations and Goals.  

Table'9:'Model'summary'for'Outcome'Expectations'(IV),'Goals'(DV)'and'Interest'(Mi)'
R R-sq P 

.347 .120 .014 

Table'10:'Model'for'Outcome'Expectations'(IV),'Goals'(DV)'and'Interest'(Mi)'
 

Coeff P 

Outcome (X) .154 .190 

Interests (Mi) .016 .010 
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Table'11:'Indirect'effect'of'Outcome'Expectations'(IV)'on'Goals'(DV)'
 

Effect BootLLCI BootULCI 

Interests (Mi) .047 -.018 .148 

4.4.3%Outcome5Expectations%(Mi)%as%mediator%between%Self*Efficacy%(IV)%and%Goals%
(DV)%

The findings of testing Outcome Expectations (Mi) a mediator between Self-Efficacy (IV) and Goals 

(DV) show, with a p-value higher than 0.05 (seen in Table 12), that no significant relationship could 

be found. Hence, it can be concluded that Outcome Expectations and Self-Efficacy does not have a 

significant effect on Goals. 

Table'12:'Model'summary'for'SelfVEfficacy'(IV),'Goals'(DV)'and'Outcome'Expectations'
(Mi)'

R R-sq p 

.201 .040 .253 

4.4.4%PGC%as%a%mediator%(Mi)%and%moderator%(M)%between%Interests%(IV)%and%Goals%
(DV)%

After establishing that Interests (IV) have a significant relationship with Goals (DV), PGC was 

tested as a mediator (Mi) and a moderator (M). A new model of the tested relationship can be seen in 

Figure 9. As a moderator PGC showed no significant relationship to Interests and Goals while a 

significant result was found when testing PGC as a mediator. As seen in Table 13, PGC and Interests 

together show a significant effect on Goals (p= 0.031) when PGC works as a mediator. However, as 

seen in Table 14, PGC has a p-value of 0.7992 and the indirect effects of PGC, seen in Table 15, has 

a bootstrapping interval which goes through zero (-0.028 to 0.033). When the interval is going 

through zero it is not possible to be confident that the effect is not zero. Hence, it is highly likely the 

PGC does not influence how Interests affect female students’ Goals neither as a mediator nor as a 

moderator.  
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Table'13:'Model'summary'for'Interests'(IV),'Goals'(DV)'and'PGC'(Mi)'
R R-sq P 

.313 .098 .031 

Table'14:'Model'for'Interests'(IV),'Goals'(DV)'and'PGC'(Mi)'
 

Coeff P 

Interests (X) .312 .009 

PGC (Mi) -.030 .7992 

Table'15:'Indirect'effect'of'Interests'(IV)'on'Goals'(DV).'
 

Effect BootLLCI BootULCI 

PGC (Mi) -.0001 -.028 .033 

 

* P-Value of the model is significant but other measure(s) of relationship between variables is inconclusive 

Figure'9:'Tested'PGC'relationship'between'Interests'and'Goals' '
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5.%Discussion%
This chapter will present the discussion of the results and analysis for the study. It compares 

the findings with prior studies on the SCCT model and discuss the findings of how the perception of 

the glass ceiling influence female students’ ambitions towards top leadership positions.  

5.1%Confirmation%of%the%SCCT%model 
One aim of this study was to confirm the findings of a previous study made by Yeagley et al. 

(2010), who used SCCT as a framework and found that Goals was significantly affected by several of 

the different variables: Self-Efficacy, Outcome Expectations and Interests. The confirmation was needed to 

be able to investigate if PGC had any relationships with any of the variables. However, after running 

a factor analysis, a linear multiple regression and a process regression on the data collected in this 

study the only relationship that can be confirmed is that Interests significantly affects Goals positively. 

The reasoning around the findings can be discussed from both a theoretical and a methodological 

standpoint and the generated result can be due to several reasons. One methodological reason for 

the differences in the results could for example be the fact that the students who answered the 

questionnaire in Yeagley’s et al. (2010) study was all undergraduate students studying a psychology 

course were the majority of the respondents was studying towards majors in nursing, fine and 

applied arts, or arts and science. The majority of the respondents in this study was on the other hand 

business students who might perceive themselves differently. Business education is often aimed 

towards management positions and hence, students who choose to study business is more likely to 

have an interest to reach a top leadership position compared to students in other disciplines. This 

could be one explanation to why the results show that Interests is a significant determinant of 

leadership Goals in the data collected for this research. 

 That business students might have higher interest to reach top leadership positions compared 

to students of other disciplines could also give one reason to why the other variables, Self-Efficacy and 

Outcome Expectations, might not influence business students to the same degree and hence did not 

show any significant relationship with Goals in this study. 

Another factor that possibly influenced the differences in the results from a theoretical 

standpoint is the different cultural backgrounds between the respondents in each study. Most of the 

respondents in Yeagley’s et al. (2010) study had an American background including African 

American and Asian American while the majority of the respondents of the current study had a 

Scandinavian background. As Hofstede (1980) argues, people of different national cultures have 
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differences in their mental programming, something that can explain why two samples from different 

cultural backgrounds show different results on the same variables.  

Further, Sweden is ranked as the number one most equal country on the European Institute 

for Gender Equality Index 2017 in the fields of labor market, education, power, time and health 

(Regeringskansliet, 2017). Self-Efficacy and Outcome Expectations might not be different between female 

versus male students in a more equal society (such as the Swedish sample used in this study) 

compared to the setting of Yeagley’s et al. (2010) sample. Self-Efficacy which measure how confident 

one feel in pursuing specific activities might give a different outcome in a more equal setting where 

everyone is taught to have the same abilities to succeed in different tasks regardless of sex. This 

could be compared to in a setting where the norm is that a specific task is designed only for men 

which could then lower one’s confident. Further, one’s outcome expectations of performing a task 

could also be influenced by this more equal setting. Since, if you are aware of that you will most likely 

be equally treated as others, the outcome expectations would be less influenced by the feeling of that 

no matter what one does one will always have a less positive outcome than deserved due to informal 

rules of society. These factors could be one explanation to why neither Self-Efficacy nor Outcome 

Expectations showed any significance on Goals in this study. Regarding this, the most relevant 

determinant of students’ top leadership goals is whether the student has an interest for it or not. 

Also, worth mentioning is the fact that many Swedish students choose to take one or several 

years of school between high school and university, while students in many other cultures more 

often go straight from high school to university. This is also visible in the sample for this study 

where 77.14 % is above 21 years old and only 22.86 % of the sample is 18-20 years old. A Swedish 

student is (if he/she has not skipped a year) at least turning 19 years old the year they start their 

university education which indicates that many respondents has taken at least one year between high 

school and university. During these years off school many Swedish students gain work experience 

which could influence their career goals. They might also have more time to discoverer and build 

future career goals. If one then builds up a strong interest to reach a goal one might be keener on 

striving towards that goal, and not let any factor highly influence one to not strive for this goal.  

Further, the fact that it is encouraged to continue to higher education after high school in 

Sweden by the Swedish government through generous financial aid and loans, together with the lack 

of university tuition costs could influence. The Swedish system makes it possible for all people 

regardless of which social status one has to continue to study. Being able to study, change university 

or major without getting into massive debt could increase the possibility that Swedish students might 
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develop their goals more based on their interests rather than on other factors. Which may be more 

influencing when one need to pay high tuition cost just to be able to be admitted to university, 

something everyone might not have the possibility to do. 

Additionally, female leadership is an ever current and evolving topic and females do reach the 

top more often today than just a few years ago. This might inspire female students and boost their 

interest to aim for a top leadership position themselves when they see that it is no longer impossible 

to succeed, and that they can compete with men on a fairer level nowadays. Therefore, the fact that it 

has gone 8 years since Yeagley et al. (2010) did their research could also reflect why the result in this 

study differ. 

Moreover, several frameworks were reviewed and considered as the base for this research and 

one of them was Ajzen’s (1991) Theory of Planned Behavior. This theory aims to explain and also 

foresee why humans behave the way they do in certain situations. However, it was decided that 

SCCT had an even better fit with the purpose since Yeagley et al. (2010) have done a similar study 

using SCCT as a framework and therefore SCCT was chosen as the framework for this study.  

5.2%The%perception%of%the%glass%ceiling 
The results from the regression analysis show that Self-Efficacy and Outcome Expectations do not 

significantly influence female students’ career ambitions towards top leadership positions in Sweden, 

therefore, these two variables could not be included when investigating the influence of PGC. 

However, the variable Interests does show a positive and significant relationship towards Goals. Other 

previous studies on the glass ceiling perception have been conducted on students where it is clear 

that the females are expecting to encounter more difficulties than men (Cocchiara et al., 2010; 

Cochran et al., 2013; Luzzo and McWhirter, 2001; Rishani et al., 2015). However, based on the 

findings in this study and Ezzedeen et al. (2015) the perceived difficulties may not affect the 

students’ ambitions and goals to a notable degree.  

Another reasoning could be that the goals of the students are already set before starting 

university and can depend on the academic discipline of the students. Therefore, the females who 

have strong negative beliefs about the glass ceiling may choose other disciplines that do not have 

emphasis on reaching top leadership positions, an emphasis that is common in for example business 

studies. This indicates that the female students in this study may already have clear career goals which 

are not highly influenced by the perceptions of the glass ceiling since the majority of the respondents 

is within the field of business studies.     
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That PGC did not show any significant effect on Interests to Goals may also be due to the 

cultural aspect and that the majority of the respondents in this sample has a Scandinavian 

background were equality ratings are high. The fact that the age of the majority of the students in this 

study are older than 21 and could have engaged in the quite common Swedish tradition to take at 

least one year off to gather experiences, by working or traveling before starting university, may also 

decrease the influence of PGC. These new experiences may increase the confidence and maturity of 

the Swedish students, as well as strengthen their interests in specific areas, making the perception of 

the glass ceiling less effective compared to students in other cultures, who might only have learned 

about the glass ceiling phenomenon in an educational setting. Having positive work experience 

before university where females are top leaders or are pushed and helped towards achieving and 

succeed in top positions, may also decrease the influence of the perception of the glass ceiling. As 

well as increase their interests towards top leadership positions, compared to if one has experiences 

where female leaders are frowned upon. Additionally, even though the sample contains of students 

with different cultural backgrounds they are all students in Sweden which may have an impact on 

how they perceive their chances or ambitions. 

 %
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6.%Conclusions,%implications%and%limitations%of%the%study%
This chapter will discuss conclusions and the implications of the findings from this study 

together its limitations. 

6.1%Conclusions%
Since the SCCT model by Yeagley et al. (2010) could not be fully confirmed in this study it can 

be concluded that this model does not entirely fit into a Swedish context. The main driver to how 

female students in Sweden form their goals is interests, hence if one has a high interest to perform 

tasks related to top leadership positions one is more likely to strive towards top leadership positions. 

It can further be concluded that PGC did not have a significant impact on the relationship between 

Interests and Goals and this propose the possibility that the perception of glass ceiling do not influence 

Swedish female students’ aims towards top leadership positions to a notable degree.  

6.2%Implications%for%theory%
This study adds to the existing literature by providing a framework which in theory can be 

suitable to test if and how the perception of the glass ceiling could affect top leadership ambitions. 

Additionally, some evidence that the perception of the glass ceiling does not affect university 

students’ goals towards top leadership positions was found, which give an incentive to keep 

investigating how the perception of the glass ceiling influence females in other contexts. For 

example, high school students or people in other stages of life. Hence, this research does further add 

to the literature by proposing that the perception of the glass ceiling is not solely a workplace 

phenomenon, but may also affect students before university and influence one’s choice of field of 

studies. Furthermore, these findings can be used as a motivator for that the unbalanced gender ratios 

in top leadership positions depend on something else than on the females’ perception of the glass 

ceiling and its influence. Additionally, another implication of the findings is that the SCCT model 

may not be equally applicable in different contexts, for example in a high gender balanced country 

like Sweden, compared to in a country which has a lower gender balanced context.  

6.3%Implication%for%practice%
The findings of this study may also have implications in practice for people coming to Sweden 

as immigrants or as international students or anyone who could benefit of knowing that Swedish 

students’ interests are the biggest influence and determinant of their leadership goals. It may aid 
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when trying to integrate in the Swedish society and gives an understanding how the Swedish context 

influence people.   

Moreover, educators may also benefit from the knowledge that contexts may have an 

important part in how people’s goals are decided. Educators could consider emphasizing that in 

different settings or countries with different levels of gender equality people’s self-efficacy and 

outcome expectations could have more influence on how one develops career goals. This may be 

particularly important to teach to students who aim for international careers or wants to work 

internationally in higher positions. Educators may also encourage students to investigate, develop 

and pursue their interests rather than focusing on developing how to improve students’ self-efficacy 

and outcome expectations when in a high gender balanced context.  

When constructing guidelines, policy makers could take the findings of this study in 

considerations, that people’s interests are the most influencing factor for building goals in a Swedish 

context, to create efficient policies. Especially when it comes to policies that aim to increase females’ 

career ambitions and increase the number of females in top leadership positions. Hence, the effect of 

some policies could be evaluated even before implemented by investigating females’ interests. It 

could also be beneficial when and if making a policy which is to be implemented internationally to 

take the contexts in consideration and its’ effects.   

6.4%Limitations%
The small sample size contributes to the limitations of this research, as well as the uneven 

participation proportion of females and men which restricted the possibility to use men as a control 

group, to compare the differences between the sexes. A larger sample with enough male respondents 

to work as a control group could hence have altered the findings.   

Additionally, one aim of this study was to understand how the perception of the glass ceiling 

influence female students, however, since the sample for this study could not confirm significant 

relationships between all of the SCCT variables found in the previous study by Yeagley et al. (2010), 

a proper examination of the perception of the glass ceiling on all variables could not be executed. 

Further, the fact that most of the respondents in this study was business students could have 

biased the results compared to if the sample would have contained of a more equal distribution 

between several different majors. 
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7.%Suggestions%for%future%research%
To investigate the influence of the perception of the glass ceiling further still seem very 

relevant due to the lack of literature on how the phenomenon impact females. The limitations of this 

study also imply that further studies conducted with a bigger sample size could be attractive, to get a 

deeper understanding and increase the reliability. Hence, through this truly represent respondents in 

the investigated country or culture to be able to fully generalize the findings. Further, since the aim 

of using men as a control group had to be abandoned due to the small proportion of male 

respondents a new study using men as a control group, to see if there are any differences in the 

perception of the glass ceiling between the sexes, would be highly interesting especially in contexts 

where the gender balance is high.  

Additionally, it would be of interest to find if this new SCCT model including PGC show a 

different result in a different setting. Where there is a low gender balance, when a large number of 

students or younger females are included, when including females with different cultural 

backgrounds or students within different fields of studies. 

Another view one could take could be to execute a qualitative study on how female students or 

females in their younger years perceive the glass ceiling and its influences on a deeper level through 

focus groups or similar.  

Finally, it would be interesting to add PGC into another framework, for example Ajzen (1991) 

Theory of Planned Behavior to find if this could generate a different result, both in a Swedish 

context as well in other contexts. %
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9.%Appendix%

Appendix%A.%Questionnaire%
 

This survey is designed to investigate students’ aims towards top leadership positions. 
This is a survey for our bachelor thesis at Jönköping International Business School and by answering 

this survey you contribute significantly to our study. 
 

Please use your gut feeling, don’t think too much about your answers. 
The survey will take only 8 minutes to complete 

Thank you in advance! 
 

Part%1.%Demographic%questionnaire%

 
1. Age 
� under 18 years 
� 18-20 years 
� 21-23 years 
� 24-26 years 
� 27-30 years 
� 31-35 years 
� over 35 years 
 
2. Sex 
� Male 
� Female 
� Other 
 
3. Cultural background? 
�Scandinavia  
�Northern Europe 
�Southern Europe 
�East Europe 
�North America 
�South America 
�Oceania  
�Asia  
�Africa  
�Middle east  
 
4. Year in school 
�High school 
�Undergraduate (Bachelor) 
�Graduate (Master) 
�PHD or above 
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5. Current Academic Major 
 __________________ 
 
6. Work experience 
� Less than 1 years 
� 1-2 years 
�3-4 years 
�5 years or more 
 

Part%2.%SelfTEfficacy%
 
Instructions: Instructions:  It is important to know your level of confidence for performing the 
following work-related tasks. Please choose the option that indicates the level of confidence that you 
have in your ability to successfully perform each of these tasks at some point in your 
 
How confident are you in your ability to.... 
 

 No Confidence 
at All 

Some 
Confidence 

A lot of Confidence Completely     
Confident 

1.! Direct and coordinate an 
organization’s financial and 
budget activities. 

1 2 3 4 

2.! Compete with others for a top 
leadership position in an 
organization. 

1 2 3 4 

3.! Communicate with high level 
executives (managers, 
presidents, vice-presidents). 

1 2 3 4 

4.! Obtain a top-level leadership 
position, such as a CEO or 
President of a company. 

1 2 3 4 

5.! Coordinate other employee’s 
activities in an organization. 1 2 3 4 

6.! Communicate with 
governmental agencies to 
discuss contracts for an 
organization. 

1 2 3 4 

7.! Resolve conflict between 
coworkers in an organization. 1 2 3 4 

8.! Solve problems for an 
organization. 1 2 3 4 

9.! Be in charge of a group of 
people in a large organization. 1 2 3 4 

10.!Analyze data or information 
for an organization 1 2 3 4 
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11.! Evaluate the performance of 
employees working in an 
organization. 

1 2 3 4 

12.!Use critical thinking to identify 
the strengths and weaknesses 
of a company. 

1 2 3 4 

13.!Direct, plan, and implement 
policies for an organization. 1 2 3 4 

14.! Speak to others in an 
organization to convey 
information. 

1 2 3 4 

15.! Evaluate an organization’s 
productivity/success. 1 2 3 4 

16.! Prepare budgets for an 
organization. 1 2 3 4 

17.!Negotiate or approve 
contracts for an organization. 1 2 3 4 

18.! Review reports submitted by 
staff members in an 
organization. 

1 2 3 4 

19.! Evaluate reports submitted by 
staff members in an 
organization. 

1 2 3 4 

20.!Make decisions that will 
impact an organization. 1 2 3 4 

21.!Appoint department heads or 
managers in an organization. 1 2 3 4 

22.!Assign or delegate 
responsibilities to employees 
in an organization. 

1 2 3 4 

23.! Interview individuals for a 
high level position (manager, 
president, vice-president) in a 
company. 

1 2 3 4 

    24. Make decisions about  
          who should be hired in    
          an organization. 

1 2 3 4 

    25. Make decisions about  
          who should be fired in    
          an organization. 

1 2 3 4 

 
 %
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Part%3.%Outcome%Expectations%
 
Instructions: Please choose the option that indicates the degree to which you agree with the 
following statements using the sentence stem: 
 
If I obtained a top-level leadership position in a large organization…  
 

 Completely 
Disagree Disagree a Little Agree a Little Completely 

Agree 
1. …I would be emotionally stable. 1 2 3 4 
2. …my relationship with family 
members would suffer. 1 2 3 4 

3. …I would feel out of place or 
like I didn’t belong. 1 2 3 4 

4. …I would be less healthy than I 
am now. 1 2 3 4 

5. …my ideas would be valued. 1 2 3 4 
6. …I would have to work harder 
than colleges of the opposite sex 
to be successful. 

1 2 3 4 

7. …I would be evaluated unfairly 
by my coworkers. 1 2 3 4 

8. …I would not have enough time 
to spend with family members. 1 2 3 4 

9. …my colleges of the opposite 
sex I lead would respect me. 1 2 3 4 

10. …I would be happy with my 
salary. 1 2 3 4 

11. …I would have time for other 
activities that I enjoy. 1 2 3 4 

12. …I would feel good about my 
relationships with family members. 1 2 3 4 

13. …Both women and men I lead 
would respect me equally. 1 2 3 4 

14. …I would not be paid as much 
as coworkers of the opposite sex. 1 2 3 4 

15. …I would be able to have the 
family life that I desire. 1 2 3 4 

16. …I would feel successful. 1 2 3 4 
17. …my family would be proud 
of me. 1 2 3 4 

18. …my colleagues would expect 
me to be good at my job. 1 2 3 4 

19. …overall, I would be satisfied 
with my life. 1 2 3 4 

20. …I would be evaluated fairly 
by my coworkers. 1 2 3 4 
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21. …I would be paid equally 
much as my colleagues of the 
opposite sex. 

1 2 3 4 

22. …I would have to work harder 
than colleagues of the opposite sex 
in the same position. 

1 2 3 4 

23. …other high level executives 
would listen to me. 1 2 3 4 

24. …I would experience less 
physical stress than I do now. 1 2 3 4 

25. …I would be healthier than I 
am now. 1 2 3 4 

26. …I would have energy for 
activities other than work. 1 2 3 4 

27. …the people who I lead would 
not respect me. 1 2 3 4 

28. …I would be emotionally 
unstable.  1 2 3 4 

29. …I would feel good about 
myself. 1 2 3 4 

30. …overall, I would be  
dissatisfied with my life. 1 2 3 4 

31. …my family would disapprove. 1 2 3 4 
32. …I would not have time for 
other activities that I enjoy. 1 2 3 4 

33. …I would experience 
discrimination because of my sex. 1 2 3 4 

34. …I would experience a lot of 
physical stress. 1 2 3 4 

35. …other top-level executives 
would not listen to me. 1 2 3 4 

36….I would have more 
opportunities to help others. 1 2 3 4 

37. …I would be able to have and 
raise children. 1 2 3 4 
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Part%4.%Interests%
 
Instructions: Instructions: Please choose the option that indicates the degree to which you are 
interested in performing the following tasks at some point in your career. 
 
How interested are you in.... 

 
 
 %

 
 

No Interest Little 
Interest 

Some Interest Very High 
Interest 

1. Making important decisions for a company. 1 2 3 4 

2. Managing budgets for a company. 1 2 3 4 
3. Coordinating different groups of people in 
a company. 1 2 3 4 

4. Communicating with supervisors, peers, or 
other people who work below you. 1 2 3 4 

5. Developing programs for a company. 1 2 3 4 

6. Leading a team of individuals in a     
company. 1 2 3 4 

7. Resolving conflicts between coworkers in a 
company. 1 2 3 4 

8. Discussing with other executive officers’ 
issues that are important to a company. 1 2 3 4 

9. Being responsible for choosing people to 
work in a company. 1 2 3 4 

10. Brainstorming ideas for a company. 1 2 3 4 

   11. Completing big projects for a  
company. 

 
1 
 

2 3 4 
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Part%5.%Goals%
 
Instructions: Please choose the option that indicates the degree to which you agree with the 
following statements using the sentence stem: 
CEO = Highest rank 
President = Senior role under CEO 
General Manager = Less senior role 
 
After I graduate from college, I plan… 

 
 
 
 %

 
 

Completely 
Disagree 

Disagree a 
Little 

Agree a Little Completely 
Agree 

1.! …to pursue a top-level leadership      
position as a CEO in a company. 1 2 3 4 

2. …to take steps to become a CEO of a 
company. 1 2 3 4 

3. …to continue my education so that I can 
become a CEO of an organization. 1 2 3 4 

4. …to look for a job that will allow me to 
advance to a CEO position in a company. 1 2 3 4 

5. …to continue my education so that I can 
become General Manager of an 
organization.  

1 2 3 4 

6. …to pursue a top-level leadership 
position as a General Manager in a 
company. 

1 2 3 4 

7. …to take steps to become a General 
Manager of a company. 1 2 3 4 

8. …to continue my education so that I can 
become a President of an organization. 1 2 3 4 

9. …to look for a job that will allow me to 
advance to a General Manager position in a 
company. 

1 2 3 4 

10. …to pursue a top-level leadership 
position as a President in a large company. 1 2 3 4 

11. …to take steps to become a President of 
a company. 1 2 3 4 

12. …to look for a job that will allow me to 
advance to a President position in a 
company. 

1 2 3 4 
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Part%6.%Perception%of%the%glass%ceiling%(PGC)%
 
Instructions: Please choose the option that indicates the degree to which you agree with  
the following statements using the sentence stem: 
 
 
In my future career I will probably... 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

Completely 
Disagree 

Disagree a 
Little 

Agree a Little Completely 
Agree 

   1. Be treated differently because of my sex.                   1 2 3 4 

2.  Experience negative comments about my 
sex (such as insults or rude jokes).           1 2 3 4 

3.  Have a harder time getting hired than 
people of the opposite sex.               1 2 3 4 

4. Experience discrimination because of my 
sex.                     1 2 3 4 

5  Experience difficulties pursing my desire 
to have children                                                     1 2 3 4 

6.  Have difficulty getting time off when my 
children are sick.                 1 2 3 4 

7.  Have difficulty finding work that allows 
me to spend time with my family 1 2 3 4 

8.  Have relationship concerns         1 2 3 4 

9. Lack role models or mentors        1 2 3 4 
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Appendix(B.(Pattern(matrix(
 

Pattern Matrix 

Component 

Variable Self-

Efficacy 

Interest Outcome 

Expectation 

Goals PGC 

(Self-Efficacy) How confident are you in your ability to.... [3. 
Communicate with high level executives (managers, presidents, vice-
presidents).] 

,716     

(Self-Efficacy) How confident are you in your ability to.... [5. 
Coordinate other employee's activities in an organization.] 

,835     

(Self-Efficacy) How confident are you in your ability to.... [9. Be in 
charge of a group of people in an organization.] 

,845     

(Self-Efficacy) How confident are you in your ability to.... [12. Use 
critical thinking to identify the strengths and weaknesses of a 
company.] 

,721     

(Self-Efficacy) How confident are you in your ability to.... [15. Evaluate 
an organization's productivity/success.] 

,818     

(Self-Efficacy) How confident are you in your ability to.... [20. Make 
decisions that will impact an organization.] 

,830     

(Interest) How interested are you in.... [1. Making important decisions 
for a company.] 

 ,768    

(Interest) How interested are you in.... [3. Coordinating different 
groups of people in a company.] 

 ,558    

(Interest) How interested are you in.... [4. Communicating with 
supervisors, peers, or other people who work below you.] 

 ,708    
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(Interest) How interested are you in.... [5. Developing programs for a 
company.] 

 ,706    

(Interest) How interested are you in.... [6. Leading a team of individuals 
in a company.] 

 ,647    

(Interest) How interested are you in.... [7. Resolving conflicts between 
coworkers in a company.] 

 ,486    

(Interest) How interested are you in.... [8. Discussing with other 
executive officers's issues that are important to a company.] 

 ,741    

(Interest) How interested are you in.... [9. Being responsible for 
choosing people to work in a company.] 

 ,526    

(Interest) How interested are you in.... [10. Brainstorming ideas for a 
company.] 

 ,871    

(Interest) How interested are you in.... [11. Completing big projects for 
a company.] 

 ,631    

(Outcome) If I obtained a top-level leadership position in an 
organization.... [1. I would be emotionally stable.] 

  ,555   

(Outcome) Reversed_If I obtained a top-level leadership position in an 
organization.... [8. I would not have enough time to spend with family 
members.] 

  ,397   

(Outcome) If I obtained a top-level leadership position in an 
organization.... [12. I would feel good about my relationships with 
family members.] 

  ,682   

(Outcome) If I obtained a top-level leadership position in an 
organization.... [19. Overall, I would be satisfied with my life.] 

  ,389   

(Outcome) If I obtained a top-level leadership position in an 
organization.... [23. Other high level executives would listen to me.] 

  ,656   

(Outcome) Reversed_If I obtained a top-level leadership position in an 
organization.... [28. I would be emotionally unstable.] 

  ,386   
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(Outcome) If I obtained a top-level leadership position in an 
organization.... [36. I would have more opportunities to help others.] 

  ,458   

(Outcome) If I obtained a top-level leadership position in an 
organization.... [37. I would be able to have and raise children.] 

  ,776   

(Goals) After I graduate from college, I plan.... [2. To take steps to 
become a CEO of a company.] 

   ,859  

(Goals) After I graduate from college, I plan.... [3. To continue my 
education so that I can become a CEO of an organization.] 

   ,597  

(Goals) After I graduate from college, I plan.... [4. To look for a job 
that will allow me to advance to a CEO position in a company.] 

   ,901  

(Goals) After I graduate from college, I plan.... [9. To look for a job 
that will allow me to advance to a General Manager position in a 
company.] 

   ,587  

(Goals) After I graduate from college, I plan.... [11. To take steps to 
become a President of a company.] 

   ,821  

(PGC) In my future career I will probably.... [1. Be treated differently 
because of my sex.] 

    ,826 

(PGC) In my future career I will probably.... [2. Experience negative 
comments about my sex (such as insults or rude jokes).] 

    ,820 

(PGC) In my future career I will probably.... [3. Have a harder time 
getting hired than people of the opposite sex.] 

    ,812 

(PGC) In my future career I will probably.... [4. Experience 
discrimination because of my sex.] 

    ,873 

(PGC) In my future career I will probably.... [6. Have difficulty getting 
time off when my children are sick] 

    ,603 

(PGC) In my future career I will probably.... [9. Lack role models or 
mentors] 

    ,472 

 


