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ABSTRACT 

The aim of this study was to investigate the extent to which people from two different sectors 

are ‘armed’ to deal effectively with change. Change is apparently the only constant factor in 

current work surroundings. A crucial issue to manage change professionally is coping with the 

involved uncertainty. The individual manager plays an important role in this regard, as 

successfully coping with change is strongly influenced by the psychological predispositions of 

the individual experiencing the change. We compared Flemish entrepreneurs and healthcare 

managers on four traits (locus of control, self-efficacy, tolerance for ambiguity, proactive 

personality) and on cognitive styles (i.e., individual preferences for organising and processing 

information). Entrepreneurs (n = 177) scored significantly higher on all traits than healthcare 

managers (n = 60). Healthcare managers scored significantly higher on the knowing and 

planning style than entrepreneurs, but no significant differences were found for the creating 

style. With this study, we hope to enhance the knowledge about the influence of particular 

characteristics in organisational change processes and to give relevant insights to design 

effective change management programmes.  

 

KEYWORDS: change management, leadership, cognitive styles, micro-perspective 

 



 

4 
 

INTRODUCTION 

Change is currently a considerable part of business life, both in the industrial and the 

healthcare sector. The business environment is characterised by an ever-increasing pace of 

change (Burke & Trahant, 2000). The effective management of change processes is a 

challenging job where many entrepreneurs and managers struggle with. To turn change into a 

success for the entire organisation, the individual manager has an important task (Tullett, 

1996; Wickham, 2004). Obtaining commitment of all co-workers, the choice of the right 

project managers, developing the right coalitions are real challenges for business leaders.  

The field of organisational change research has for a long time been dominated by a 

macro, systems-oriented focus (Clegg & Walsh, 2004). These macro-oriented studies examine 

the strategic adaptations of organisations to environmental changes or the processes and 

procedures that are used to implement organisational change processes (Romanelli & 

Tushman, 1994). However, the use of change programmes based on this macro-oriented 

perspective does not necessarily lead to successful organisational changes (Beer & Nohria, 

2000). As researchers recognise the importance of people in making change efforts a success, 

they called for taking a more micro, person-oriented perspective in organisational change 

research (Vakola et al., 2004; Wanberg & Banas, 2000). More specifically, every person has a 

distinct set of personality characteristics and uses different coping strategies to deal with 

change (Tiong, 2005). Research within this view shows that effectively coping with change is 

strongly influenced by the psychological predispositions of the individual experiencing the 

change (Judge et al., 1999).  

In line with the increased emphasis on the micro-oriented perspective, we aim to 

investigate the extent to which people from two different sectors are ‘armed’ to deal 

effectively with change. We compare Flemish entrepreneurs and healthcare managers on four 

traits (locus of control, self-efficacy, tolerance for ambiguity, proactive personality) and on 

their cognitive styles (i.e., individual preferences for organising and processing information). 

Focusing on these two sectors gives this research project a unique dimension. As the 

healthcare sector is currently undergoing many changes (e.g., increased complexity, budgetary 

pressure, more competition) (Vandenberghe, 1999), we are convinced that it is highly relevant 

to get insight in the change management profile of people who are employed in this sector. 

The profile of entrepreneurs, on the other hand, has already been studied extensively. 

Entrepreneurs are in many respects expected to have a different profile than other types of 

managers due to the specificities of being an entrepreneur (Cromie, 2000; Vecchio, 2003). In 
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general, entrepreneurs are considered to be more innovative, risk-taking, and proactive than 

other types of managers (Entrialgo et al., 2000; Lumpkin & Erdogan, 2004), suggesting that 

they are currently better equipped to deal with organisational changes. Already in 1985, 

Drucker claimed that entrepreneurs see change as the norm. Entrepreneurs always search for 

change, respond to it, and exploit it as an opportunity. 

 

RELEVANT FACTORS IN ORGANISATIONAL CHANGE MANAGEMENT 

We integrate two different perspectives to assess people’s change profile. On the one 

hand, we involve trait characteristics or dispositional factors that are considered to be relevant 

to cope with organisational change (Judge et al., 1999). On the other hand, we focus on 

cognitive styles. Individual preferences for organising and processing information can play an 

important role in how people deal with the uncertainties that surround change processes 

(Hough & ogilvie, 2005; Leonard et al., 1999; Sadler-Smith, 2004). To introduce the 

conceptual framework of the study and the resulting hypotheses, we subsequently focus on the 

trait and the cognitive approach.  

 

The trait approach 

Within the field of entrepreneurship research, many studies aim to identify the 

particular qualities of entrepreneurs (Bridge et al., 2003). There is substantial literature on 

those traits that purport to predispose individuals to behave in an entrepreneurial way. Several 

characteristics are attributed to entrepreneurs, like a strong need for achievement, an internal 

locus of control, risk-taking propensity, or intuitiveness (Shook et al., 2003). Within 

organisational change research, the focus on individual characteristics evolved more recently. 

In line with micro, person-oriented research on organisational change, Judge et al. (1999) 

identified seven traits that influence people’s responses to change processes (i.e., locus of 

control, self-efficacy, self-esteem, positive affectivity, openness to experience, tolerance for 

ambiguity, and risk aversion). These authors clustered the seven traits together in two factors 

that significantly predicted people’s ways of dealing with organisational change, being a 

positive self-concept and risk tolerance. In this study, we choose to focus on locus of control 

and self-efficacy as aspects of a positive self-concept and on tolerance for ambiguity as an 

aspect of risk tolerance. Additionally, we involve proactive personality, which is a more 

recently developed trait characteristic that is particularly relevant in the context of change 

(Crant, 2000). This way, we are also involving a mixture of trait characteristics that are 
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examined in the entrepreneurship field, both extensively studied concepts (e.g., self-efficacy) 

and newer perspectives (e.g., proactive personality).     

Locus of control. Locus of control refers to the extent to which people attribute the 

source of control over events to themselves (internal locus of control) or to external 

circumstances (external locus of control) (Rotter, 1966). Organisational change researchers 

(Judge et al., 1999; Ng et al., 2006) conclude that an internal locus of control might be 

positively related to handling organisational change, as it is associated with problem-focused 

coping strategies. Blau (1993) found that an internal locus of control was positively related to 

the initiative dimension of performance. This means that people with an internal locus of 

control engaged more frequently in innovative and spontaneous performance that goes beyond 

basic job requirements. Generally, it is believed that entrepreneurs prefer to take and hold 

command instead of leaving things to external factors (Cromie, 2000). Boone et al. (1996) 

conclude that many entrepreneurs eventually succeed due to an internal locus of control, as 

this helps them to overcome setbacks and disappointments and leads to higher firm 

performance. With regard to locus of control, research found that internally oriented 

entrepreneurs in comparison to externally oriented entrepreneurs pursued product-market 

innovations to a larger extent, undertook greater risks, and led rather than followed 

competitors (Entrialgo et al., 2000; Miller et al., 1982). 

Self-efficacy. Self-efficacy is a person’s belief about his or her chances of successfully 

accomplishing a specific task (Bandura, 1997). Self-efficacy is a motivational construct that 

influences people’s choices of activities, goal levels, persistence, and performance in a variety 

of contexts (Zhao et al., 2005). Self-efficacy is assumed to have an impact on people’s 

willingness to introduce new products or services, to be proactive towards the environment, 

and to take risks (Poon et al., 2006). As high self-efficacy gives people confidence to deal 

with unexpected events and to be able to handle whatever comes to them, it is considered to 

be an important factor in coping with organisational change (Judge et al., 1999; Stajkovic & 

Luthans, 1998). People tend to avoid careers and environments of which they believe that they 

exceed their capacities. They do undertake vocations that they judge themselves capable of 

(Markman et al., 2002). Research on self-efficacy concludes that it is an important factor to 

clarify entrepreneurial intentions and behaviour (Boyd & Vozikis, 1994; Neck et al., 1999). 

People need to believe in their capacity to succeed in starting and running a new business 

before they will do so.  

Tolerance for ambiguity. When there is insufficient information to structure a 

situation, an ambiguous situation is said to exist. The way in which people deal with this 
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ambiguous situation reflects their tolerance for ambiguity (Furnham & Ribchester, 1995). 

People with high tolerance for ambiguity find ambiguous situations challenging and strive to 

overcome unstable and unpredictable situations to perform well. People with low tolerance for 

ambiguity see ambiguous situations as threats. Previous research identified tolerance for 

ambiguity as one of the most important variables in explaining managerial coping with 

organisational change (Judge et al., 1999; Tiong, 2005). Change is often characterised by 

complexity, newness, and uncertainty. Dealing with uncertainty, risks, and continuous change 

are part of entrepreneurial jobs (Markman & Baron, 2003). Whetten et al. (2000) found that 

managers with high tolerance for ambiguity were more entrepreneurial in their actions. 

Entrepreneurs with higher tolerance for ambiguity were found to own the most innovative and 

entrepreneurial firms (Entrialgo et al., 2000; Rigotti et al., 2003). 

Proactive personality. Bateman and Crant (1993) define a proactive personality as a 

dispositional construct that refers to individual differences in the extent to which people take 

action to influence and change their environment. Proactive behaviour is considered to be an 

important variable in the context of organisational success, implying actions like challenging 

the status quo or identifying opportunities for improvement (Crant, 2000). Research on the 

entrepreneurial profile concludes that proactive behaviour is a characteristic of entrepreneurs 

(e.g., Becherer & Maurer, 1999; Kickul & Gundry, 2002). Kickul and Gundry (2002) showed 

that entrepreneurs with a proactive personality choose a strategic orientation for their firm that 

permits flexibility and change in response to surrounding business conditions. Crant (1996) 

found that having a proactive personality to a large extent clarified the entrepreneurial 

intentions of MBA students. On the basis of previous research with these different traits and 

following the majority of studies that found a higher score for these traits among 

entrepreneurs, we propose: 

 

Hypothesis 1: Entrepreneurs will score higher on each of these traits than healthcare 

managers. 
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The cognitive approach 

Recently, a more cognitive oriented approach has been introduced in the 

entrepreneurship domain (Baron, 2004; Mitchell et al., 2002). This approach tries to answer 

the question why some people are and others are not able to discover and exploit particular 

entrepreneurial opportunities. The cognitive perspective starts from the idea that some people 

are better in recognising opportunities, on the one hand because they possess information that 

is necessary to identify an opportunity, and on the other hand because they have the cognitive 

properties necessary to exploit them (Mitchell et al., 2002). As the business environment in 

which many managers and entrepreneurs operate is increasingly complex, unpredictable, and 

unstable, the information-processing demands that are placed on these business leaders are 

enormous. In this respect, understanding the way in which they process and organise 

information is highly relevant (Sadler-Smith, 2004). An interesting concept in this context is 

cognitive style, defined as the way in which people perceive stimuli and how they use this 

information for guiding their behaviour (Hayes & Allinson, 1998). 

A large variety of cognitive style dimensions has been identified by researchers over 

the years (Hodgkinson & Sadler-Smith, 2003). Recently, Cools and Van den Broeck (2007) 

reported on the development of a reliable, valid, and convenient cognitive style instrument – 

the Cognitive Style Indicator (CoSI) – for use with managerial and professional groups. 

Reliability, item, and factor analyses confirmed the internal consistency and homogeneity of 

three cognitive styles: a knowing, a planning, and a creating style (see Table 1). People with a 

knowing style search for facts and data. They want to know exactly the way things are and 

tend to retain many facts and details. They like to search for rational solutions. People with a 

planning style are characterised by a need for structure. Planners like to organise and control, 

and prefer a well structured work environment. They attach importance to preparation and 

planning to reach their objectives. People with a creating style tend to be creative and to like 

experimentation. They see problems as opportunities and challenges. They like uncertainty 

and freedom. As the CoSI is a valuable model to conceptualise cognitive style differences, we 

use this model in our research project. Moreover, previous research with this cognitive style 

model already demonstrated its value to distinguish entrepreneurs from non-entrepreneurs 

(Bouckenooghe et al., 2005). 

Insert Table 1 about here 
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A cognitive style is a fairly stable characteristic of people that is related to their 

habitual way of information processing (Hayes & Allinson, 1994; Sadler-Smith & Badger, 

1998). A cognitive style influences how people prefer to look at their environment for 

information, how they organise and interpret this information, and how they use these 

interpretations for guiding their actions (Hayes & Allinson, 1998). In an early study on the 

link between cognitive styles and strategic decision making, Nutt (1990) found that cognitive 

style differences were a key factor in explaining the likelihood of taking strategic action and 

the perceived risk seen in this action. Cognitive styles are considered to be fundamental 

determinants of individual and organisational behaviour that manifest themselves in 

individual workplace actions and in organisational systems, processes, and routines (Sadler-

Smith & Badger, 1998). According to Tullett (1996), cognitive styles play and important role 

in the manner and effectiveness with which managers guide their change processes.  

Kickul and Krueger (2004) conclude from their study with entrepreneurs that cognitive 

styles play an important role in entrepreneurial thinking. According to their view, 

entrepreneurs with different cognitive styles do not necessarily perceive different 

opportunities (although they may), but it seems from their study that they got there by 

different cognitive paths. Allinson et al. (2000) propose that cognitive styles are an alternative 

way of differentiating entrepreneurs from non-entrepreneurs. Goldsmith and Kerr (1991) 

reported a higher score on an innovative cognitive style for students following an 

entrepreneurship class. Similarly, Buttner and Gryskiewicz (1993) found a more innovative 

cognitive style for entrepreneurs than for managers in large established organisations. Stewart 

et al. (1998) concluded from their research that entrepreneurs had a more innovative cognitive 

style than managers of large organisations, who tended to prefer a more adaptive, analytical 

cognitive style. Allinson et al. (2000) found that entrepreneurs were more intuitive in their 

cognitive style than the general population of managers. However, no style differences were 

found between the entrepreneurs and the senior managers and executives in their samples. 

Based on previous cognitive style studies and using the terminology of the CoSI model, we 

propose that: 

 

Hypothesis 2: Entrepreneurs will score higher on the creating style than healthcare 

managers.  

Hypothesis 3: Entrepreneurs will score lower on the knowing and the planning style 

than healthcare managers. 
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METHOD 

This research project integrates the work of two research centres. On the one hand, the 

study was part of a research project under the authority of Flanders District of Creativity. This 

is a government institution that aims to stimulate entrepreneurship, innovation, and creativity 

in Flanders. Flanders DC fulfils this task through sensibility campaigns, education programs, 

and research projects. On the other hand, the Research Centre for Hospital Management 

(MINOZ) and for Nursing Home Management (FORAMEN) wanted to assess the profile of 

healthcare managers to stimulate effective change management programmes in the healthcare 

sector. 

 

Samples and procedure 

To investigate the change management profile of people from different sectors, we 

involved two different samples in our study. Data were collected in March 2006, based on a 

survey instrument sent out to 1,797 Flemish entrepreneurs and 422 Flemish healthcare 

managers. These samples were drawn from the database maintained by a leading Western 

European business school.  

Respondents were given a website link where they could complete the questionnaire. 

The survey was pre-tested with academics and practitioners to check whether the questions 

were clear and understandable. About two weeks after the initial emailing, we sent a ‘thank 

you’ email to people who completed the survey and a reminder to those who did not. In the 

end, 177 entrepreneurs (10% response rate) and 60 healthcare managers (14% response rate) 

participated in the study. Using the internet or email is a new and promising data collection 

tool as it is cheap and efficient. However, the experience is that the response rates are quite 

low compared to alternatives because people easily ignore requests for cooperation in such 

research studies (Spector, 2001).  

Table 2 shows an overview of the characteristics of the samples. Both samples are 

comparable in terms of age, with a mean age of 47 years for the entrepreneurs and 46 years 

for the healthcare managers. Both samples consist of a majority of men. Whereas the 

healthcare managers work in hospitals and nursing homes, the entrepreneurs operate in a 

variety of sectors (i.e., industry and production, services, distribution and trade, ICT and new 

technology, other). 
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Insert Table 2 about here 

To compare the entrepreneurs and the healthcare managers on the different traits and 

cognitive styles, we performed independent sample t tests, comparing the means of the two 

groups for each of the variables.  

 

Measures 

To select the measures, we considered the relevance of the instruments for 

entrepreneurs as well as for healthcare managers. For instance, we found a general locus of 

control scale and a general self-efficacy scale most appropriate for our research design – 

rather than a firm-level scale or one focused on specific entrepreneurial activities – to 

compare the two samples. To limit the length of the survey, we searched for short scales. If a 

short measure was not available, we selected a number of items from a larger scale, choosing 

those items that showed the highest factor loadings as indicated in the original scale 

development and validation articles. All measures used a five-point likert scale format from 1 

(typifies me not at all) to 5 (typifies me completely). We created a composite score for each 

measure by averaging the responses across the items used for the measure. Higher scores on a 

measure reflect higher levels of the construct. 

Locus of control. A 7-item scale was excerpted from Rotter’s (1966) Internal-External 

(I-E) scale to measure locus of control (Kreitner et al., 2002). A likert-scale version of this 

measure was used (Poon et al., 2006), with higher scores reflecting a higher internal locus of 

control.  

Self-efficacy. We measured self-efficacy with 6 items taken from the 17-item General 

Self-Efficacy Scale (GSE) developed by Sherer et al. (1982). This is the most widely used 

instrument to measure general self-efficacy (Chen et al., 2001).  

Tolerance for ambiguity. We assessed tolerance for ambiguity using ten items, taken 

from the willingness-to-change subscale of the Innovativeness scale (Hurt et al., 1977) and the 

Need for Cognitive Closure scale (Webster & Kruglanski, 1994). Given the criticism on 

several Tolerance for Ambiguity scales (e.g., Furnham & Ribchester, 1995; Grenier et al., 

2005), we chose to measure the construct with these subscales.  

Proactive personality. We assessed proactive personality with 6 items from Bateman 

and Crant’s (1993) 17-item Proactive Personality scale.  
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Cognitive styles. Cognitive styles were measured with the 18-item Cognitive Style 

Indicator (CoSI) (Cools & Van den Broeck, 2007). The CoSI distinguishes a knowing style (4 

items), a planning style (7 items), and a creating style (7 items). 

 

RESULTS 

Descriptive statistics 

We summarise the correlations of the variables in Table 3, together with the 

corresponding means, standard deviations, and alpha reliabilities. All trait variables (except 

for locus of control) are significantly correlated among one another. This is consistent with 

previous research on these traits (Judge et al., 1999; Poon et al., 2006).  

Insert Table 3 about here 

Looking at the correlations among the cognitive styles, a strong positive correlation is 

found between the knowing and planning style (r = .58, p < .001). However, item and factor 

analyses justify the distinction between the two styles. Previous research with this cognitive 

style model also lend support to the three-factor cognitive style model, given the different 

correlations of the knowing and planning style with several other scales and their different 

correlation with the creating style (knowing style, r = .19, p < .01; planning style, r = .05, p = 

.48) (Cools & Van den Broeck, 2007). It is also remarkable that the creating style shows a 

strong correlation with different trait variables in the study. Previous research on cognitive 

styles found that people with a more intuitive (creating) cognitive style prefer to leave options 

open, can tolerate ambiguity, like to restructure situations, have a more proactive personality, 

and are self-confident (e.g., Kickul & Krueger, 2004; Kirton, 1994; Myers et al., 2003). 

Moreover, a significant negative correlation is found between the planning style and tolerance 

for ambiguity (r = –.30, p < .001). Previous researchers found that there is considerable 

variation between managers in terms of risk preferences (Nutt, 1990; Stewart et al., 1998) and 

propensities to welcome or seek change (Bobic et al., 1999). 
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Comparing entrepreneurs and healthcare managers 

Table 4 represents the results of the comparison of the entrepreneurs and healthcare 

managers on the different trait and cognitive characteristics.  

Insert Table 4 about here 

As can be seen in Table 4, the entrepreneurs score higher on all traits than the 

healthcare managers. Hence, Hypothesis 1 is confirmed. When comparing the entrepreneurs 

and healthcare managers on the cognitive styles, we see that Hypothesis 3 is confirmed, but 

Hypothesis 2 is not. Comparison of the cognitive style profiles of the two samples in our 

study reveals that healthcare managers score significantly higher on the knowing and the 

planning style than entrepreneurs. No significant difference is found for the creating style. 

Interestingly, when comparing healthcare managers with entrepreneurs from the service sector 

(n = 64), all differences between the two samples remained significant, except for the 

knowing style (t(121) = –1.69, p = .09) and tolerance for ambiguity (t(120) = 1.72, p = .09). 

These additional analyses suggest that the findings in Table 4 are probably more due to being 

an entrepreneur or not than to the sector of employment.  

 

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 

The aim of this study was to contribute to further insights into the change management 

profile of people from different sectors. We compared entrepreneurs and healthcare managers 

to investigate the extent to which they are currently ‘armed’ to deal effectively with change. 

Through the exploration of a cluster of traits and cognitive style profiles of entrepreneurs and 

healthcare managers, we are convinced that we contributed to the advancement of 

organisational change research. 

 

Discussion of findings 

Our findings demonstrated that Flemish entrepreneurs score higher on an internal 

locus of control, self-efficacy, tolerance for ambiguity, and proactive personality than the 

healthcare managers in our study. These results are consistent with previous trait studies that 

found that entrepreneurs had a more internal locus of control than non-entrepreneurs (e.g., 

Vecchio, 2003), higher levels of self-efficacy (e.g., Chen et al., 1998), higher tolerance for 
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ambiguity (e.g., Koh, 1996), and a more proactive personality (e.g., Becherer & Maurer, 

1999). These findings suggest that entrepreneurs are currently better equipped to deal with the 

many changes and uncertainties that characterise the current work surroundings than 

healthcare managers. Fortunately, many of these traits can be learned and developed, implying 

that effective training programmes can play an important role to strengthen people’s change 

management profile. 

With regard to cognitive style differences, we found a higher score for the knowing 

and the planning style for healthcare managers than for entrepreneurs, indicating a larger 

focus on rationality and procedures from managers of the healthcare sector than from 

entrepreneurs. No differences were found for the creating style. Although previous research 

found a higher score on an innovative cognitive style for entrepreneurs than for non-

entrepreneurs (e.g., Buttner & Grysliewicz, 1993: Goldsmith & Kerr, 1991), this was not 

confirmed in our study. However, this finding is consistent with previous research of Allinson 

et al. (2000) that found no differences for an intuitive cognitive style between entrepreneurs 

and senior managers in their samples. Managers on higher levels, like entrepreneurs, also face 

uncertainty, time pressure, ambiguity, incomplete information, which needs an intuitive 

problem solving approach (Sadler-Smith, 2004). These findings suggest that it is not 

necessarily a creating style that typifies entrepreneurs. In contrary, it seems that higher levels 

of knowing and planning styles hamper entrepreneurship. The knowing style is characterised 

by a focus on facts and figures, a high level of rationality, and avoidance of risks. The 

planning style is characterised by an urge for control, a focus on structures, procedures, and 

planning, and a need for certainty. These characteristics might implicate that people with these 

styles see more risk in entrepreneurship and experience higher levels of uncertainty, which 

curbs their enthusiasm to become an entrepreneur. Understanding the interplay between 

people’ preferences and their day-to-day workplace behaviour is crucial for designing and 

implementing effective individual development efforts (Berr et al., 2000). As cognitive styles 

are considered to be fairly stable characteristics of people (Clapp, 1993), this does not imply 

changing one’s style, but rather learning about the consequences of having a particular style. 

Importantly, no style is inherently better than another. Schroder (1994), for instance, found 

that cognitive styles are independent of management competence, but do influence the way in 

which management competence is expressed.  
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Research limitations 

Some limitations of the study should also be indicated. Due to the data collection 

method, we cannot totally assure whether our samples are representative for their populations. 

This coverage problem is inherent to online surveying. Additionally, it is necessary to 

continue and cross-validate this study with data from multiple sources, as we now depend on 

self-reporting data. 

Second, due to availability and access problems, we only compared entrepreneurs and 

healthcare managers. To examine the consistency of our findings, further research should also 

look at the comparison with other types of managers for two major reasons. (1) As trait 

studies within entrepreneurship did not succeed in identifying those factors that are unique to 

entrepreneurs, a major criticism on studies that compare entrepreneurs with non-entrepreneurs 

is that these traits are common to successful people, including managers (Boyd & Vozikis, 

1994). Our study could not fully address this criticism as we only included healthcare 

managers. However, we could make a distinction between entrepreneurs and non-

entrepreneurs with regard to the level to which they show particular traits. (2) Although 

previous studies on entrepreneurs’ cognitive styles did not find differences between 

entrepreneurs and senior managers in their samples with regard to the intuitive cognitive style 

(Allinson et al., 2000), they did find differences for lower-level managers. Due to the sample 

size of the non-entrepreneurs in our study and the limited number of lower-level managers 

within this sample (n = 10), we could not further examine this.  

Finally, it can be of interest to take a longitudinal perspective rather than a cross-

sectional one. For instance, locus of control and self-efficacy are considered to be learned 

characteristics that can change over time (Hansemark, 2003). A longitudinal study, in which 

dependent and independent variables are kept separate, can contribute to further examination 

of the predictive power of various traits. Moreover, comparing potential entrepreneurs with 

actual entrepreneurs and various types of corporate managers, preferably in a longitudinal 

setting, can stimulate the advancement of the knowledge about what distinguishes 

entrepreneurs from other types of managers. 
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Practical implications 

Our findings are useful in the light of the coaching and training of entrepreneurs and 

managers as they contribute to the existing knowledge about what characterises different 

types of business leaders. At this moment, organisational change processes often fail (Beer & 

Nohria, 2000). Identifying and investing in the right individual characteristics might lead to an 

increased success rate. By identifying the factors (i.e., trait and cognitive characteristics) that 

are associated with effective change management, programmes can be designed (by 

governments of other institutions) to develop and enhance these factors. Judge et al. (1999) 

emphasised the importance of a positive self-concept (e.g., internal locus of control, self-

efficacy) and risk tolerance (e.g., tolerance for ambiguity) to cope with organisational change. 

In this respect, this research project shows that management education and training must not 

only focus on technical and managerial skills. It is equally, or even more, important to give 

attention to stimulating particular characteristics (e.g., self-efficacy, locus of control) and to 

learn people ways to deal with their individual profile. Neck et al. (1999), for instance, make 

some useful suggestions to design an effective developmental programme – called a model of 

‘Thought Self-Leadership’ – to stimulate people’s self-efficacy. These authors distinguish 

between opportunity thinking (i.e., a pattern of thoughts that focuses on opportunities, 

worthwhile challenges, and constructive ways of dealing with challenging situations) and 

obstacle thinking (i.e., a pattern of thoughts that focuses on negative aspects, such as reasons 

to give up or retreat from the problem). In terms of success, it makes a lot of difference 

whether you are an obstacle thinker or an opportunity thinker. Through the effective 

application of the right mental strategies (e.g., self-talk, mental imagery), it is possible to 

stimulate people’s self-efficacy and consequently also their chance of success in coping with 

organisational change.    

With this research project, we hope to stimulate entrepreneurs and healthcare 

managers to get more insight in their own change management profile. Research has found 

that this individual profile influences their way of decision making, their willingness to 

change, and their choices of the most appropriate and successful change strategy for the 

organisation (Tullett, 1996). With the increased prevalence of executive coaching and the use 

of managerial assessments, research on the impact of individual differences on coping with 

organisational change is highly relevant (Berr et al., 2000). Whetten et al. (2000) emphasised 

the importance of intrapersonal skills for effective management. This means, in their 

perspective, developing self-awareness based on a thorough analysis of one’s strengths and 
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weaknesses. It is clear from our study that healthcare managers and entrepreneurs have a 

different change management profile with different strengths and weaknesses. Increased 

awareness of business leaders’ profile might stimulate effective and professional change 

management.  
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TABLE 1 

Description of the three-dimension cognitive style model 

 

Knowing Style Planning style Creating style 

Facts 

Details 

Logical 

Reflective 

Objective 

Impersonal 

Rational 

Precision 

Sequential 

Structured 

Conventional 

Conformity 

Planned 

Organised 

Systematic 

Routine 

Possibilities 

Ideas 

Impulsive 

Flexible 

Open-ended 

Novelty 

Subjective 

Inventive 

Note. Based on Table 1 in Cools and Van den Broeck (2007). 



 

26 
 

TABLE 2 

Sample descriptions 

 

 Entrepreneurs  

(n = 177) 

Healthcare managers 

(n = 60) 

Mean age 47.46 (SD = 9.19) 45.82 (SD = 7.84) 

Men 

Women 

88 % 

12 % 

71 % 

29 % 

Sector Industry and production (30 %) 

Services (36 %) 

Distribution and trade (11 %) 

ICT and new technology (14 %) 

Other (9 %) 

Hospitals (37 %) 

Nursing homes (63 %) 

Mean firm age 37.49 (SD = 39.01)  

Department   General management (68 %) 

Nursing and care (22 %) 

Finance and administration (10 %) 
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TABLE 3 

Descriptive statistics, scale reliabilities, and correlations of study variables 

 

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1. Locus of control (.72)       

2. Self-efficacy   .27*** (.61)      

3. Tolerance for 

ambiguity 

  

  .07 

  

 .38*** 

 

(.73) 

    

4. Proactive personality   .38***   .61***   .50*** (.73)    

5. Knowing style   .17*   .28*** –.08   .22** (.76)   

6. Planning style   .14*   .15* –.30***   .05   .58*** (.82)  

7. Creating style   .17*   .36***   .58***   .53***   .19**   .05 (.78) 

Mean 3.18 3.70   3.29 3.71 3.69 3.70 4.02 

Standard deviation   .58   .63   .51   .52   .65   .60   .50 

Notes. Alpha reliabilities are shown in parentheses on the diagonal; *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p 

< .001. 
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TABLE 4 

Comparison of entrepreneurs (n = 177) and healthcare managers (n = 60) 

 

 Entrepreneurs Healthcare 

managers 

Comparison 

Variable M SD M SD t Df 

Traits        

Locus of control 3.27 0.53 2.95 0.65   3.79*** (228) 

Self-efficacy 3.79 0.61 3.42 0.61   3.99*** (229) 

Tolerance for ambiguity 3.34 0.51 3.16 0.50   2.39* (227) 

Proactive personality 3.80 0.51 3.44 0.47   4.79*** (228) 

Cognitive styles       

Knowing style  3.64 0.66 3.86 0.60 –2.21* (232) 

Planning style  3.64 0.58 3.86 0.63 –2.48* (231) 

Creating style 4.05 0.49 3.94 0.51   1.52 (233) 

Note. *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001. 

 

 


