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ABSTRACT

Our study aims to contribute to an enhanced uratedgig of how cognitive styles,
being individual preferences for perceiving andcessing information, influence
managerial behaviour using a qualitative approd&dsed on content analysis of
written testimonies of 100 managers, we found eding differences between
managers with a knowing, planning, and creatindestyith regard to both task-
oriented behaviour (decision making) and peoplerted behaviour (conflict
management, interpersonal relationships). Althotigh tasks of different managers
are largely the same, our study demonstrates ttalhmanagers execute their job in
the same way. Our results complement previous datwe research on the link
between cognitive styles and managerial behaviédthough there is a wide
theoretical and empirical interest in cognitivelssy qualitative studies that might
provide further support to the practical relevanteognitive styles for organisations
is currently lacking. Because of the pivotal rofesbong management and executive
leadership on employee attitudes and financialoperénce, it is important to better
understand the manager’s characteristics. Our teesndy contribute to increased
managerial self-awareness about the impact of thdividual preferences on their

management style.
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INTRODUCTION

How people behave or perform in their managementdepends on many
aspects €.g, organisational culture, organisational structurBgside situational
aspects the characteristics of the individual manggay an important role in
determining his or her performance (Buttregral, 1999; Church and Waclawski,
1998). According to Beret al. (2000), there currently is a large interest in the
potential impact of individual dispositions and ferences on managerial behaviour
and effectiveness. Cognitive styles may not be riggoin this regard. Previous
research concluded that alignment between peoplegmitive style and their job
requirements led to success, while misalignment tieca gap between people’s
performance and their potential (Rowe and Maso87 1Willcocks, 1995).

Cognitive styles are extensively studied in diversesearch domains
(Grigorenko and Sternberg, 1995; Rayner and Ridli®9§,7). They have also gained
prominence in organisational behaviour and managerierature over the last
decades (Hayes and Allinson, 1994; Hodgkinson aadle®Smith, 2003; Sadler-
Smith and Badger, 1998), due to the increased tettefor cognitive approaches in
industrial, work, and organisational psychology ¢gkinson, 2003). Research
showed that cognitive style differences influenearhing, problem solving, decision
making, communication, and creativity in importargys (Hayes and Allinson, 1994;
Kirton, 2003). Although there is a wide theoretieald empirical interest in cognitive
styles, qualitative studies that might provide liert support to the practical relevance
of cognitive styles for organisations is currenthcking (Rayner, 2000; 2006).
Recently, Armstrong and Rayner (2002) also empbddise importance of filling the
‘relevance gap’. In their perspective, this medrat valence is an important element
for the continuation of style research beside viglidnd reliability. Valence in their
model means authenticity, credibility, relevanagg anpact, referring to the extent to
which the findings of a study are relevant to dipalar context.

Consequently, the aim of our study was to exantieelink between people’s
cognitive styles and their managerial behavioumgis qualitative approach. Given
the impact of strong management and executive tshigieon organisations in terms
of financial performance and employee attitudesufCihn and Waclawski, 1998), it is

important to better understand the impact of theagar’'s characteristics.



MANAGING WITH STYLE: LITERATURE REVIEW AND RESEARCH
DESIGN

Before elaborating on the research design, we Igh@tiew existing research

on cognitive styles and on the managerial job &oifgl the aim of our study.

Cognitive styles

Regardless of a specific approach or theory, thye’sconcept usually refers
to a habitual pattern or preferred way of doinghgisi (Grigorenko and Sternberg,
1995). Building on existing conceptualisations, define a cognitive style as the way
in which people perceive environmental stimuli draav they use this information for
guiding their actions (Hayes and Allinson, 1998;38iek, 1984; Witkiret al, 1977).
Cognitive styles are considered to be fundamengdérchinants of individual and
organisational behaviour that manifest themselmesdividual workplace actions and
in organisational systems, processes, and rou(®adler-Smith and Badger, 1998).
Streufert and Nogami (1989) argue that cognitiygesinay be one of the variables
that determine whether or not people are abledpaed appropriately across a variety
of situations. Researchers used cognitive styles dmsis for studying decision-
making behaviour, conflict handling, strategy depehent, and group processes
(Leonardet al, 1999). According to Hayes and Allinson (1994)gmitive styles can
be used in the context of recruitment, task andnleg performance, internal
communication, career guidance and counsellingmteamposition and team
building, conflict management, and training andelegment. Consequently, gaining
insight into cognitive styles is of high significa for organisations (Sadler-Smith,
1998).

Over the years, researchers have identified a laagety of cognitive style
dimensions (Hodgkinson and Sadler-Smith, 2003; igidil997). Different authors
have also developed their own assessment instrgmamatviding unique labels to the
cognitive styles under investigation (Shipman amip®an, 1985). However, much
cognitive style research has been done in eduedtsettings, leading to a limited

number of instruments for use in organisationsif8dn and Hayes, 1996).



Recently, Cools and Van den Broeck (2006) repootethe development of a
reliable, valid, and convenient cognitive style tinmment — the Cognitive Style
Indicator (CoSl) — for use with managerial and pssional groups, that has been
tested with three diverse samplés < 5,924;N = 1,580; and\N = 635). Substantial
support was found for this instrument’s construaidrty. Reliability, item, and factor
analyses confirm the internal consistency and h@meiy of three cognitive styles
(with Cronbach alpha coefficients ranging from 0t@3.85): a knowing, a planning,
and a creating style. People with a knowing styéecharacterised by a preference for
facts and details, whereas people with a planniylg show a preference for structure
and order, and people with a creating style tendbéo creative and to like
experimentation (Table 1). As the CoSl is found ke a valuable model to

conceptualise cognitive style differences, we ukedmodel in our research project.

Insert Table 1 About Here

Themanagerial job

Many scholars have studied managerial jobs and gesi@h behaviour,
leading to a wide variety of models (Magretta, 20®chermerhorn, 2005).
Consequently, an endless amount of lists has apgéarthe literature about the tasks,
roles, and functions of the manager (Mintzberg,413hettenet al, 2000). There is
currently no overarching model which integrates\adions on the managerial job
(Magretta, 2002). One stream of research withinrttamagement field has focused
specifically on describing the activities of managdereby looking at what managers
do (e.g, Kotter, 1982; Martinko and Gardner, 1990; Mintzhel 973; Whitley, 1989).
As the managerial job constitutes of a wide ranfjaativities (Keller and Brandt,
2005), management has been defined as “the pratessrking with and through
others to achieve organisational objectives infeioient and ethical way” (Kreitneet
al.,, 2002, p. 8). This definition implies both a tamkented aspect (achieving goals)
and a people-oriented aspect (working with andufinoothers). Consequently, several
books on management skills divide their readerartspaccording to the differences
between task-oriented and people-oriented manageasgects €.9, Keller and
Brandt, 2005; Whetteet al, 2000).



However, the aim of our research was not to desiveexhaustive list of the
tasks, functions, or roles of managers, but rathéarn more about how they do their
job. According to Lamond (2004), there has recebégn an increased interest in how
managers execute their tasks (their managemee) stgtead of in what managers do.
He makes in this regard an important distinctiotween enacted managerial styles
(referring to actual behaviour) and preferred manad styles (referring to
preferences people have regarding their role). Sludy focuses on the latter concept.
However, there is no consensus on what this maisgsyle implies. We use
cognitive style differences as distinguishing factMintzberg’'s research (1994)
concluded that the job of managing is fundamentatly of processing information, as
40 per cent of executives’ time is devoted to h@dt exclusively. Decision making,
information processing, and problem solving are drtgnt aspects of effective
management (Leonardt al, 1999; Tettet al, 2000). As cognitive styles are
individual preferences with regard to how peoplecpe, process, and structure
information, looking at the influence of cognitistyle differences on managerial

behaviour is highly relevant.

Research design

To grasp the implications of what it means for anager to have a knowing,
planning, or creating style, a qualitative approaekms warranted as this results in
data of greater depth and richness (Bachiochi arein®v, 2002; Patton, 2002).
Qualitative research has the advantage of leading better understanding of the
meaning of what is observed. Despite the call farenqualitative research in
organisational behaviour and management studigg, Ehigie and Ehigie, 2005;
Gephart, 2004; Symoet al, 2000), there is still a lack of qualitative stesliin the
field of cognitive styles. Riding (2000) alreadylled for more research on the link
between cognitive styles and real, observable hetavo find clear and relevant
applications of style in practice. Recently, Ray(®006) stated that there can be no
doubt that the psychometric tradition and positiparadigm dominate the cognitive
style research domain. He calls for more functiomalearch that takes practitioner
awareness and applications of cognitive styles adoount. By using a qualitative
approach in our study, we want to contribute teséhealls for an increased focus on

the relevance of cognitive style research for pract



This way, our study also wants to complement pre&viquantitative research
on the link between cognitive styles and manageeakviour.

In line with the above definition of management, digtinguish between task-
oriented and people-oriented practices in our rekealesign. Whereas early
management theories have emphasised the focuss&s, taontemporary models
increasingly also value the human aspect (Kreigteal, 2002). More than ever,
managing means working together with other pedfieizes and Posner (2002) stated
that the ability to work well with others and toadate others to act became a critical
differentiator between success and failure in eteeuranks. Research of
Longenecker and Simonetti (2001) concluded thatingetresults as a manager
requires a balance between effective task-oriepiedtices and effective people-
oriented practices, with the balance currently tmirgg the people side of the
equation.

With regard to the task-oriented aspects, we facudgecision making, as this
is an important informational aspects of the marnabeole that might be influenced
by cognitive style differences. Decision makingige of the primary responsibilities
of managers. Attention for cognitive style diffeces is highly relevant in the context
of decision making (Leonardt al, 1999), as previous research found that people
prefer decision-making processes that are compatiath their cognitive style
(Gardner and Martinko, 1996; Huett al, 1989). Consequently, attention for cognitive
style differences explains why people, faced wihmsingly identical situations, use
different decision processes (Nutt, 1990).

Given the increased focus on the people aspecthef managerial job,
including conflict handling and interpersonal bebay in our research design is
highly valuable. Moreover, research evidence suggbsat cognitive style differences
may fundamentally affect the nature of interpersoakationships (Armstrongt al,
2002). Several studies found relationships betwpenple’s preferred way of
information processing and their styles of handlingerpersonal conflicts e(g,
Chanin and Schneer, 1984; Johnson, 1997). Prevesesarch within the cognitive
style field also looked at cognitive styles andmeerk (e.g, Fisheret al, 1998;
Priolaet al, 2004; Volkema and Gorman, 1998) and cognitiviestgnd interpersonal

relationships€.g, Allinsonet al, 2001; Armstronget al, 1997).



Based on previous (mainly quantitative) researodifigs within the field of
cognitive styles, we expect that people with ddfercognitive styles will approach
their management job differently. We will know etate on the methodology of our
study.

METHODOLOGY

Procedure

We collected testimonies from people with differemgnitive styles with
regard to a whole range of organisational behavaspects. People were invited to
write a testimony on how they typically behave m @ganisational context. The
format of data collection consisted of open-endadstjons, asking about people’s
preferred way of making decisions, handling coislicand dealing with others.
Additionally, people were asked to let two colleageomplete the same questions for
them. As stated by Church and Waclawski (1998,9), dpen-ended questions give
people the opportunity to answer “from their ownque perspective instead of being
forced into the response options that are driventh®y paradigm of the survey
practitioner or design team”. Moreover, Mitroff adimann (1975; Kilmann and
Mitroff, 1976) used a similar technique to colledata on managers’ ideal
organisations. In their study, written stories o&rmagers were content analysed,
matched with MBTI types, and compared with quatitieaMBTI results. Similarly,
besides writing a testimony people also complete®l Cognitive Style Indicator
(CoSl) (Cools and Van den Broeck, in press). Imgdty, people were not aware of
the theory on cognitive styles or their own profildile writing their testimonies.
CoSl is an 18-item cognitive style instrument digtiishing between a knowing,
planning, and creating style. Iltem and factor asedyconfirmed the three-factor
cognitive style model, with Cronbach alpha coeéints in our study being 0.78, 0.83,
and 0.77 for the knowing, planning, and creatiiytestespectively.



Sample

Two diverse samples were part of our exploratonyalitptive study. The
testimonies included (1) management and MBA stiglesit a leading Western
European business schodN (= 275), (2) as well as employees from diverse
organisationsN = 278). In both samples, 63 per cent of peoplesween, and 37 per

cent were women.

Sample 1The age of the management and MBA students irsaonple ranged
from 21 to 31 years old, with a mean age of 233 £ 1.59). They had a variety of
educational backgrounds, with 50 per cent havibgekground in economic sciences,
16 per cent in engineering, and 9 per cent in $sciances. About half of the students
(N = 135) also gave us testimonies from two colleadueside their own testimony.
These testimonies were coded independently frometsigondent’s own opinion. Data
triangulation, using multiple sources of data, gtbens our findings and increases
the validity of our study. Beret al. (2000) also recommended the use of behavioural
ratings from others, as they provide a useful smwifcexternal validation of the focal

person’s characteristics.

Sample 2.Similarly to a procedure of Butterfielet al. (1996), data of this
sample were collected through the management andA MBidents who each
contacted one employee in the context of a “Manaygnand Organisational
Behaviour” course [1]. Mean age of the 278 workgepple in our sample was 38.31
years old $D = 11.35). They had a wide range of functions, \&&hper cent from the
general management department, 22 per cent frorketirag and sales, 18 per cent
from the finance and administrative department,p&8 cent from production and
logistics, and 4 per cent from the IT departmeriteyl represented diverse sectors,
including 34 per cent from industry and producti@7, per cent from the service
sector, 14 per cent from government and educatimséitutions, 8 per cent from IT
and communication, and 5 per cent trade and digioib. Various hierarchical levels
are represented: 19 per cent general managergr3Eempt director or senior managers,
23 per cent middle managers, 23 per cent profesisioand 7 per cent clerical staff.
For the purpose of this study, only people withanagement function were withheld

from this sample.
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Final sampleFor further analysis, we selected those indivislwéth the most
‘extreme’ or ‘pure’ profile from the two samples feach of the three cognitive styles.
This means, people had to score more than oneasthdéviation above the mean for
one of the cognitive styles, in combination withoas score on the other two styles
(one standard deviation below the mean). In thissse sampling was based on
theoretical considerations instead of randomnedsate@ clear examples of possible
cognitive style differences and similarities (seattéh (2002) for purposeful
sampling).

In the end, 100 testimonies were selected: 16 pewjth a knowing style, 41
with a planning style, and 43 with a creating stylable 2 includes more in-depth

information on the 100 managers that were inclidebe content analysis.

Insert Table 2 About here

Coding and analyses

A three-stage content analytic procedure was ugistinguishing between a
unitising, categorising, and classifying stage figendorff, 1980; Weber, 1990). (1)
After selecting the ‘pure’ profiles, their writtelestimonies were introduced in the
gualitative software package ATLAS.ti. Units foradysis in our study were sentences
or paragraphs in each testimony that dealt witle@asate managerial behaviour. A
coding scheme was developed. As recommended by sthelars €.g, Brown and
Eisenhardt, 1997; Potter and Levine-Donnersteif9)1,9we developed a preliminary
coding scheme based upon the conceptual framewopplementary literature on
managerial behaviour, and the initial questionsasked our respondents. (2) After
final refinements and adaptations of the codingesah the testimonies were coded.
Three categories were distinguished. The first gmaie contained task-oriented
behaviours, including paragraphs on decision makiogmmunication, problem
solving, and meetings. The second category handiéd people-oriented aspects,
including quotes on teamwork, interpersonal behayioonflict handling, and giving
feedback. A third category was called self-awarenéscluding quotes in which
managers indicated the tasks they like or dislikethieir job, their strengths and
weaknesses, and their least/most preferred co-wsrk8) For the analysis of our

gualitative data, cross-case analysis was cartéd o
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The cognitive styles were used as ‘families’ in ANR.ti. The creation of
families is a way to form clusters for easier hargllof groups of codes (Muhr and
Friese, 2004). Once formed, these families weratdtk as a criterion along which
similarities and differences occurring in the qtadive data were compared against.
This procedure gets the researcher more focusedhatlarge amounts of data since it
provides a structure for cross-case analysis.

To enhance the reliability and validity of our csesase analysis, we randomly
selected 20 testimonies for coding by another, peddent researcher (Neuendorf,
2002). Initial intercoder reliability was 0.83. Tmprove the code-recode reliability, a
sample of testimonies was coded simultaneouslyddly boders. When disagreements
occurred, coders discussed on the specific vasalmil there was agreement on the
judgments. This procedure for reconciling codingsadreements has been
recommended by Gerstner and Day (1997). This le@intincrease in the reliability
measure (0.92). These results for intercoder rét\ademonstrate that the categories
were clearly defined and could be located in tiéwgth little ambiguity.

Overall, we did not find differences in our crosse analyses between self-
reporting answers and other opinions, as well aglifierences were found between
the two subsamples.€., MBA students and managers of different orgarosei).
Consequently, in the results and discussion seatodistinction is made between the
data sources. To strengthen and verify our findimgsused several of the techniques
discussed in Miles and Huberman (1984), like ‘cogitor ‘looking for negative

evidence’.

RESULTSAND DISCUSSION

We first report on the findings with regard to mgees’ task-oriented
behaviour. Afterwards, we focus on their peopleated behaviour. As we used
open-ended questions to collect our data, peopletapeously added other interesting
information, which we coded in a ‘self-awarenesategory. When relevant, we add
some of these elements, dealing with manager’s /least preferred tasks and co-
workers and their strengths and weaknesses. Ody dad to a rich amount of

information on how different types of managers @réd do their job.
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Based on our qualitative data, we tried to buildraage of a ‘typical’ manager
for each of the cognitive styles. Table 3 summarithee qualitative image we have

developed of managers with different cognitive etyhfter analysing the testimonies.

Task-oriented managerial behaviour

Knowing style Asked about their habitual way of decision makindpecame
clear that managers with a knowing style like aalgical approach. They want to
make informed decisions based on facts and figuues)g logical and rational
arguments. That is also why they do not like thas&s in their job that seem to serve
no purpose, that are undefined, ambiguous, inteldly not challenging, and that
lack facts and figures. They prefer to take thimiretto make decisions, sometimes
postponing them to collect more information. A cquatf an MBA student with a
knowing style makes their preferred way of decidimgre concrete [2]'By gathering
facts and asking questions | try to get a thorougHerstanding of the problem before
taking action. | make decisions only after a dethilanalysis of all the possible
options and possibilities{P1).

Several managers with a knowing style consider @alytical skills and their
logical reasoning as their major strengths. Howetrezir strong focus on rationality
and facts and figures is sometimes also seen asaawvdntage:l am too much
focused on finding an optimal solution within therders that | do not see feasible
answers outside the box. Sometimes | shoot dowaadive idea too fast, because it
seems strange at first sight. | want proof rightagwbut sometimes an idea needs to
grow” (P5, MBA student)Our findings are consistent with previous quatitiea
research that found that individuals with a knowstgje prefer a logical, rational, and
impersonal decision making approach (Cools and Wan Broeck, 2006). Other
studies on the link between cognitive styles andisiten making also found that
people with an analytical style based themselvesalsiract thinking, logic, and
careful analysis to make decisiomsg, Leonardet al, 1999).

Planning styleManagers with a planning style also prefer a rai@pproach.
They do not like to make decisions based on ‘geliig’. However, our analysis
indicated that managers with a planning style @irtdecision making are less focused
on facts and figures (like people with a knowinglest but preferred above all a

structured approach.
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They try to be quick decision-makers in order torggn the uncertainty that
surrounds decision making, as this confronts theth many doubts. In this respect,
they also report a tendency to stick to decisiomahey are made. A quote from a
planner can illuminate thist desire to have full control of the situation loeé taking
a decision. By making outstanding plans, and lgkistg to them, good decisions can
be achieved. Nevertheless, decisions may becorfieuldifsince | seek extreme
excellence in planning. It is not always feasildartake the best preparation, setting
up, scheduling, forecast and arrangement” (P26, dliedmanager of a consulting
firm).

This quote already gives an idea of the strengtits \eeaknesses that are
mentioned by managers with a planning style. Onaihe hand, they report strong
organising and planning skillsShe has an excellent ability to take any task and
define it, organise it, plan it, and implementhtdugh to completion. She is a very
hard worker, who does not allow obstacles to gehéway of performing her duties”
(P36, colleague on an MBA studenDn the other hand, they are sometimes over-
planning, which makes them feel uncomfortable withcertainty, unexpected
changes, and strategic reorientations. Previousarels indeed found a negative
correlation between the planning style and tolezafar ambiguity (Cools, 2006).
Cools and Van den Broeck (2006) also found a dmamt positive correlation
between the planning style and Sensing (MBTI), lhhgidMBTI), and Adaption
(KAI), indicating a preference for an objectiverustured, conventional, and efficient
problem-solving approach. Earlier research with M&TI found that judging types
[planning style] prefer to make decisions quicklpdawith certainty, seeking
immediate closure of a situation (Gardner and Maaj 1996; Myerset al, 2003).
Accordingly, managers with a planning style repbety like tasks which involve a
planned, organised, and methodical approach, anchwéad to concrete results.
like all tasks that have to do with organising. Foe, everybody needs a clear-defined
task and has to carry out his duties. | prefer ften things are structured. | always
create schemes. | want to know exactly what hdmetdone and when” (P40, middle
manager in an energy services compar@ardner and Martinko (1996) also found
that sensing types [planning style] have a strormgeference for structured tasks,

routine, and detail-oriented activities than intugttypes [creating style].
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Creating styleManagers with a creating style tend to make dextsbased on
data as well as ‘gut-feeling’. They describe iaamixture of an intuitive and a rational
process. Quoting an MBA student with a creatindesty like to make decisions and
do that merely based on gut feeling or an impuldivenination, although of course
some thinking is part of the process, but my fgekill dominate” (P75). They do not
doubt much when making decisions and even if tlegytdloes not prevent them from
fast decision makingl think making a wrong decision is better than rimak no
decision” (P93, middle manager of a textile company

Managers with a creating style have a strong insgin and are good at
developing new ways of doing thing$.can adapt quite easily to new situations. |
think out of the box and can find solutions nottizeught about” (P73, MBA student).
Accordingly, managers with a creating style pretfewse tasks in their job which
require creativity, action, flexibility, and ownpat. The weaknesses that are reported
by managers with a creating style are related ®r thtrength in imagination.
“Working on projects, he proposes original ideaghout sometimes considering the
feasibility of his propositions. He tends to propas multitude of solutions the one
after the other. It happens that not all projectripapants adhere to this style of
working” (P101, colleague on an MBA studenBeople with a creating style
sometimes keep on suggesting original ideas, withmnsidering the possible
implementation of these ideas. In previous qudntégaresearch the creating style
showed a strong correlation with the Innovator (KAlntuiting (MBTI), and
Perceiving (MBTI), indicating a preference for aative, unconventional, flexible
decision-making approach (Cools and Van den Bro20R6). In their study on the
link between individual differences and managepeiformance, Beret al. (2000)
found that people with a preference for Intuitiocreating style] tended to be
consistently perceived (by others) to be more &ffecin behaviour related to
innovation and strategic thinking than managershwat preference for Sensing
[planning style]. Additionally, they also found thperceiving managers [creating
style] were rated better on innovation, as theyrmaoee willing to take risks or to try
something new than their judging counterparts [pilag style]. Research from Kirton
(1994) concluded that in problem solving Adaptgrkaifning style] tend to take the
problems as given and that they focus on generatengs to develop better solution

for immediate high efficiency.
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Innovators [creating style], on the other handufoon redefining problems,

breaking previously defined restraints, and proggichultiple, non-obvious ideas.

Conclusion.Overall, our results confirm previous, mainly gtigtive studies
that found that people with different cognitive let/ use different problem solving
strategies and demonstrate various decision mdiehgviour (Gardner and Martinko,
1996; Hough and ogilvie, 2005; Leonatdal, 1999) (see Table 3). Managers with a
knowing and planning style tend to make decisiona rational way (although they
emphasise different elements), whereas people wittreating style combine an
intuitive and a rational approach. Creating managhky not mind taking decisions
based on gut-feeling, whereas knowing and planmagagers try to base themselves
on data and information. Knowing and creating mansigeem to be mainly focused
on the content of decision making (taking factseldasor creative decisions
respectively), whereas planning people mostly refeéhe decision-making process as
such. Managers with a knowing style like to takeirthtime to make decisions,
whereas managers with a planning and creating pr@éer quick decision making.
Doubts are part of the decision making procesdafring people, whereas knowing
types report less doubts given their strong foausasts and figures. From our data,
we could also derive that managers’ cognitive stytduence which tasks they like or
dislike most in their job. It is remarkable thabpée mostly dislike those tasks that do
not play their strengths. They mostly like thossktathat make use of their preferred
way of perceiving and processing information. Givee largely ill-defined nature of
the managerial job, part of the managerial worklesermining its own boundaries
(Hales, 1986; Tetét al, 2000). Our findings are highly valuable in thégard, as it
became clear that managers’ cognitive styles infteethe tasks they will emphasise

most in their job.

People-oriented managerial behaviour

Knowing style.Our analysis makes clear that managers with a kgpatyle
preferably interact with others in a straightfordiarational way. When asked about
their preferred way of dealing with conflicts, thieglicate a preference for rationality.

They stay calm, never get emotional.
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Managers with a knowing style take their time tstdh to someone’s
arguments and expect that the other one listetiseto too. When they are convinced
of their solution, they have difficulties to compnise. Rational and logical arguments
are the basis of acting in conflict situations alvHe will search for a compromise,
but without neglecting his own point of view. Hell valways try to find the
best/smartest solution for the problem he faceg. guwill be irritated by unwise
choices, so if he estimates a choice has been mateut thinking, he may be
capable to impose his standpoint” (P6, colleague am MBA student)Previous
research on the link between the MBTI and confii@tdling behaviour found that
Thinking types [knowing style] primarily prefer tmndle conflicts in an assertive and
competing way (meaning they are primarily focusadsatisfying their own concerns
and forcing others to do what they think is right)hich is consistent with their
pragmatic, rational, and unemotional way of dedismaking €.g, Johnson, 1997,
Percivalet al, 1992). However, one study found that Thinkingety@lso sometimes
used a collaborating mode of conflict handling ndey to find a solution that fully
satisfies all parties concerned (Chanin and Schiééd).

Managers with a knowing style also like to givedieack in line with their
strengths, preferring a rational and straightfoovapproach. They sometimes have a
tendency to postpone negative feedback to be duis justified. Given their
rationality, they are inclined to give more negatitaan positive feedback, as they find
it more useful to give people ways to improve thesaknesses instead of just praising
them. “l only tend to give feedback when | feel it is llganecessary” (P8, MBA
student).Accordingly, a weakness that several knowing peopéntioned is that they
are sometimes too much focused on rationality aga lwhen interacting with others
that it leads to a lack of empathy and difficultieexplaining and ‘selling’ their ideas.
Sometimes they might hurt people’s feelings, beeahgy are too honest in their

interaction and communication, focusing only onféres and rational arguments.

Planning style.Managers with a planning style preferably intenactre in a
rational than in an emotional way with others, lthey are also concerned with
diplomacy. Although they value honesty and intggviery much when dealing with
others, they also take care to do it in a diplomatay. In that sense, they are less

focused on rationality alone as the knowing people.
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Managers with a planning style prefer a calm, djraonest, and diplomatic
approach when dealing with conflicts. If a conflacurs, they want to handle it as
soon as possible. Like managers with a knowingestihey mostly like to solve
conflicts through open discussion. In general, ttrgyto search cooperatively for the
best solution for the parties involved, howeverhwiit neglecting their own standpoint
(certainly not in the case of important issué$)always try to be open for each
remark, and willing to engage in a discussion. $®mvthere is a conflict, | prefer to
get all parties round the table and just get to thatom of the problem. When |
honestly believe to be right | will be more relutdtéo change my opinion. In a neutral
conflict, | try to come up with a solution that leneficial to both” (P43, MBA
student). Previous research found that managers with a higgreson Sensing
[planning style] like to use the compromising modben dealing with conflicts,
indicating a preference for searching a middle gdbsolution (Chanin and Schneer,
1984).

Similarly, managers with a planning style like iwegfeedback to their people
in a direct, straightforward, and diplomatic wayey give both positive and negative
feedback. They find positive feedback importanstimulate people. They also have
no problem providing negative feedback to give pedpe chance to improvéln
relation towards feedback, | will always be straigiward, but at the same time | will
try to be as diplomatic as possible. This is beedusm thinking very much about the
way the other could perceive the feedback, andrit\wan to perceive it in a positive
way” (P44, MBA student).

Creating style.Our results reveal that managers with a creattylp sise a
combination of an emotional and a rational appraadhteracting with others. Some
managers tend to use a rational approach to solviiats: staying calm, listening to
the different opinions, searching for consensube@tare more emotionally involved.
“On the outside, | try to use my calm and ratiobalio answer conflicts. But, this
rational behaviour hides a more emotional driverrso@. If | cannot connect to a
situation emotionally, it is a non-issue for me”7@& MBA student)ln general,
managers with a creating style assertively trydmspade and convince others of their

ideas. This does not mean they are not open ton@raonise.
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If others can convince them with good argumentsy tare willing to change
their mind. Some managers really try to avoid dotd] while others are open for a
good discussion and even seek a conflict. This sdenevolve with experiencén
former times, | was somebody who liked confrontation a conflict situation.
Nowadays | would rather let the storm blow over wthikere is a disagreement.
Afterwards | will try to stick the pieces togetlaerd continue cooperating in a positive
way” (P90, senior manager in an automotive prodaigctcompany)Armstronget al.
(2002) suggested that intuitive people [creatinde§t given their social orientation
and strong interest in being with other people, ikdae more likely to shift their
opinions to resolve a conflict than analytic peoftaowing style], who are less
willing to adapt their views to those of othersedo their strong cognitive analysis
skills and more impersonal nature. However, thggmtheses were not confirmed in
their research.

Concerning giving feedback to their co-workers, agars with a creating
style prefer to do it in a direct and honest wdihaagh they attach a lot of importance
to being positive and constructivé.prefer to be direct, but in a light hearted way”
(P68, MBA student)They give both positive and negative feedbackh witstronger
focus on the positive one. They like to give pesitieedback to make people feel
good and to stimulate their self-esteem. They arg vareful with negative feedback,
taking their time to check their findings, beingryweolerant before giving their
opinion, and attaching much importance not to lsameone’s feelings. Different
managers with a creating style report that theyehawpersonal approach in giving

feedback, adapting it according to the situatiotherperson they have to deal with.

Conclusion.Based on our findings, we can conclude that the imayhich
people with different styles approach conflict attans resembles their preferred way
of making decisions (see Table 3). Although marmageéth a knowing and planning
style both prefer a rational and straightforwardywra dealing with others, planning
types are more inclined to handle conflicts andite feedback in a diplomatic way,
whereas knowing types purely focus on the ratibpaind logic of the situation.
Managers with a creating style tend to be more emal involved, using a personal
approach in handling conflicts and giving peopledigack. These differences imply
that knowing types tend to emphasise negative gdhwhereas creating types focus

on positive and constructive feedback.
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Our findings indicate that people’s cognitive styladeed influence the way
they relate to others, as has been suggested wopseresearche(g, Armstronget
al., 1997; 2002; Kirton, 1994; Riding and Rayner, 1998lelping managers
understand the impact of cognitive styles on irgespnal behaviour can in this regard
provide a basis to foster better working relatiopst{Allinsonet al, 2001; Armstrong
and Sadler-Smith, 2006; Hayes and Allinson, 19%#wever, concerning the link
between cognitive styles and interpersonal behaviwere seem to be less conclusive
results from previous research where we can relaedindings with (as was the case
for the link with task-oriented behaviour). In thast, more attention has been devoted
to linking cognitive styles to task-oriented belmawi than to people-oriented
behaviour. In this regard, our findings are hightyevant to complement previous
guantitative findings on the link between cognitigtyles and people-oriented

behaviour.

Insert Table 3 About Here

CONCLUSION

As there currently is a strong interest in the lrdtween individual differences
and managerial behaviour, the unique contributibow study lies in its qualitative
approach to further grasp the implications of ctgaistyle differences on managerial
behaviour. Based on content analyses of 100 writéstimonies of a variety of
managers, we have identified differences in prettmanagement styles for managers
with a knowing, planning, and creating style. Thdgierences became clear both for
various task-oriented as well people-oriented manal practices. Our findings
complement previous quantitative results on th& letween cognitive styles and
managerial behaviour. For instance, quantitativedies mainly emphasise the
intuitive and creative aspects of creating typebemas our findings reveal that
managers with a creating style preferably show mlbgoation of rationality and

intuition in their task- and people-oriented managdehaviour.
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As cognitive style research stems from the psychioengradition, cognitive
styles are mainly studied with quantitative reseanethods, being almost exclusively
self-report measures. Recently, more and more saie# for qualitative research in
the field to better understand what it implicateshiave a certain cognitive style
(Rayner, 2006; Riding, 2000). Cognitive style reskacan significantly increase its
credibility and relevance towards practice by faegsnore on the ‘so what’-question.
With the increased prevalence of executive coacldand the use of managerial
assessment, research on the impact of individdf@reinces on managerial behaviour
is highly relevant (Beret al, 2000). Moreover, as cognitive styles are considéo
be fairly stable characteristics of people, the angnce of understanding cognitive
style differences can not be underestimated. Howyélvis may not lead to a fatalistic
attitude (“I can not do anything about it"), as pko might be trained to adopt
strategies that overcome the weaknesses of thglesstn specific situations
(Armstrong and Sadler-Smith, 2006; Hayes and Adims1994; Sadler-Smith and
Badger, 1998).

Managerial implications

Understanding the interplay between your preference., cognitive style)
and your day-to-day workplace behaviour is crutdaldesigning and implementing
effective individual development efforts (Beet al, 2000). According to George
(2003), to be authentic in your management behaviwans that you have to develop
your own style in accordance with your personadityd character. Knowing your
strengths and weaknesses and having insight intogreferred way of handling tasks
and dealing with people is highly relevant as pedphd to develop those areas in
their job they like. On the contrary, people tryawoid those aspects in their job they
dislike or those elements they are not that goodlednard and Straus (1997) report
that people effectively tend to choose professitmst reward their own style.
Research also found that people will learn moreatiffely in learning environments
that match their cognitive styles (Hayes and ABims1994). Importantly, no style is
inherently better than another, but increased tidteor person-organisation fit might
lead to better performance (Chan, 1996; Kirton,499
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To be successful, managers should not only be awfatleeir own cognitive
style. To effectively manage the people that surdotlhem, they should also know the
cognitive styles of their people. Effective managemimplies matching people’s
capabilities and skills with the requirements oé fob (Rowe and Mason, 1987).
George (2003) considers dealing with different s/pé people and in different types
of environments as an important developmental fiaisknanagers. Good management
also implies being able to deal with the demandthefsituation. To be effective in
today’s fast-moving, highly competitive businessvimnment, managers need to
adapt their styles to the immediate situation. \Wémeet al. (2000) emphasise the
importance of intrapersonal skills for effective maging. This means in their
perspective developing self-awareness through atysia of one’s strengths and
weaknesses. People can only be effective in magaghrers as they first understand
themselves. In this regard, we have identified sostevant action points for each of
the cognitive styles to become more effective asamager (Table 4). This way, we
want to provide managers in practice with relevantjcrete, and useful managerial

applications of our study.

Insert Table 4 About Here

Resear ch implications

However, some limitations of our study also need¢otaken into account.
Although qualitative research is widely promotedonganisational studies, practical
and accessibility problems limit the research mashthat can be used (Spector,
2001). One of the biggest challenges facing adescaf qualitative methods in the
domain of work and organisational psychology implienaking an effective
contribution for organisational practice, while alsetaining rigour and credibility
(King, 2000). Continuous compromises need to beentmdween strong methodology
and practical limitations. According to Spector @2, every study is a compromise
between what should be done from a scientific pointiew to examine the question
of interest and what can be done from an ethicdlpaactical standpoint. As for every
research project, our conclusions can not be gkseulao all managers with a certain

style.
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Given its exploratory and inductive nature, thediings of our study are an
indication of some trends in the qualitative dafaur study is a first step in the
direction of enhanced qualitative understanding cofgnitive style differences.
However, to increase the relevance and rigor offioglings, further research will be
needed.

A necessary next step will be observing peoplergaoisations. This study is
based on written testimonies, without taking intzaunt organisationally relevant
elements, like sector differences, type of orgditea.. . We have included a wide
variety of managers in our study, but could notetakto account differences with
regard to level, function,... in our analyses. Relgemtuch attention has been devoted
to the importance of the organisational contexdriganisational studies (Chatman and
Flynn, 2005; Johns, 2006). Further research shantiegrate this organisational
context.

Additionally, by integrating organisational contetements in future research,
it will also be possible to take managerial perfante and effectiveness into account.
Currently, there is an interest in the assessmemamagerial performance and the
development of managerial competency modelg, (Batram, 2004; Tett al, 2000).
Our study has not examined the influence of pretermanagerial styles on
effectiveness. A next logical step will be the linkth performance. Knowing what
your cognitive style is and how it influences yonanagerial behaviour is one thing.
However, making the link to how this implicates ygerformance as a manager is
another thing.

Furthermore, it can also be of interest to studyhagarial styles from the
perspective of co-workers (being subordinates, pesipervisors). Although we have
included descriptions from others in our studyytivere not always from co-workers.
However, in this stage no differences were fourntsvben self- and other-reports with
regard to behavioural descriptions. Additionallye wwave not included ratings of
cognitive styles by others in our study either. ther research needs to include
assessments from co-workers, as they are in a @rmagsition to provide valuable
behavioural assessments for two reasons (Beral, 2000). On the one hand,
colleagues are often affected by the consequerfabe docal manager’s actions. On
the other hand, they can observe this behaviour twee and in a variety of
situations. To conclude, it is important to consitiee findings of this study in the

light of these limitations.
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NOTES

[1] We are grateful to the management and MBA sttglevho helped us with
collecting the testimonies and completed questimasaof this diverse sample of
employees.

[2] The code behind the exemplary quotes referght®o number of the primary

document in the qualitative coding program (ATLAS.t
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TABLE1

Description of the CoSl model

Knowing style Planning style Creating style
Facts, details Sequential, structured Possibilities, meanings,
Logical, reflective Conventional, conformity ideas
Objective, impersonal, Planned, organised, Impulsive, flexible,
rational systematic open-ended
Precision, methodicalness Routine Novelty

Subijective

Inventive, creative

Note.Based on Table 1 in Cools and Van den Broeckrgss).
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TABLE 2

Sample description (N = 100)

Students Manager s
N =57 N =43

Profile®

Knowing style 8 (14%) 8 (19%)

Planning style 18 (32%) 23 (53%)

Creating style 31 (54%) 12 (28%)
Mean age 23.20 SD = 1.56) 37.143%D = 11.58)
Sexe

Men 55% 58%

Women 45% 42%
Degree

Economic sciences 49% 28%

Engineering 24% 17%

Social sciences 7% 6%

Exact sciences 2% 11%

Medical sciences 6% 17%

Other 12% 21%
Functiorf

General management department 56% 14%

Sales and marketing department 25% 24%

Finance, administrative department 19% 24%

Production, logistics department 17%

IT department 7%

Other 14%
Sector

Services 24%

ICT 5%

Industry and production 31%

Government and education 24%

Other 16%

Note.? This sample includes 16% general managers, 19% digsemt@enior managers, and 65% middle
managers.For 58% of the students, we could include testin®friem two colleagues, giving a total of
66 secondary sources (8 testimonies on students witbwaitkg style, 18 testimonies on students with a
planning style, and 40 testimonies on students witheatiolg style)® For the students, we include
percentages with regard to the specialisation theg bagsen in their management education.
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TABLE 3.

MANAGING WITH STYLE: SUMMARISING TABLE

Knowing style Planning style Creating style
In general
Motto Think before you act Plan before you act Cre-act
Attracted by Knowledge, facts Structure Future
Rational arguments Control Possibilities
Logic Plans Ideas
Sear ches for Accuracy Certainty Renewal
Task-oriented behaviour
Focus Factual content Process Creative content

Decision making

Strengths

Weaknesses

Preferred tasks

Detailed analysis Structured analysis

Take their time

Intuitive analysis

No doubts
Analytical skills
Logical reasoning

Lack of creativity

Think-tasks
Intellectually
challenging tasks

Clear purpose

Quick decision-makers Quick decision-makers
Doubtful No doubts
Organising, planning Strong imagination
Sticking to agreements Thinking out-of-the-box
Dealing with Implementation of ideas
unexpected changes
Plan-tasks Cre-action tasks
Tasks involving Creatively challenging
planned, organized tasks
work Allowing own input,
Structured, concrete,  flexibility, action, fun

well-defined

People-oriented behaviour

Conflict handling

Feedback

Main quality
Weaknesses

Rational, direct approach Rational, diplomatic

Based on rational and

logical arguments

Rational, straightforward

approach

Emphasise negative over

positive feedback

Reliable
Too straightforward
Lack of empathy
‘Selling’ ideas

Combining emotional
approach and rational approach
Quick solutions Assertive, sometimes
even provocative
Direct, diplomatic Direct, constructive
approach approach
Both positive and Emphasise positive over
negative feedback negative feedback
Dutiful Flexible
Demanding to oneself Difficulty compromising
and others

Too controlling Impulsive
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TABLE 4

Managing with style: managerial implications

Knowing style Planning style Creating style
Task-oriented behaviour
Speed of decision making: Flexibility and change: Project finalisation:
do not try to gather all not everything can be a project includes a

possible information. Speed planned beforehand, learn toconceptualisation and an

is as important as the quality be flexible and to be open forimplementation phase:

of a decision. unforeseen situations, commit yourself also to the
changes, and innovations. implementation phase.

Effective Decision = Action! Effective Decision =
Quality x Acceptance: Stop planning, rethinking the Quality x Acceptance:
work on ‘selling’ your planning, restructuring the check the underlying facts
decision. It is not enough to planning of the planning,...: before moving on with an
have the ‘right’ decision. focus and go for it. idea.

People also need to be
convinced that it is the right
one.

Stimulate your creativity: Stimulate your creativity: Balance your creativity:
do not directly ask for proof, learn to think more out-of- check your ideas for their
give ideas a chance. the-box, give ideas a chancefeasibility with someone else.

People-oriented behaviour

Empathy: Empathy: Empathy:
not everyone thinks in the learn to be less demanding learn to have comprehension
same rational, logical way asfor yourself and for others. for people who need more

you — learn to understand  Open up for other time, who need more details,

other people’s ‘logic’. approaches, even if you who want to put everything
would have done it in procedures,... as you need
differently. them to realise your ideas.

Try to balance your direct, Relax! Let yourself go from Be open for the ideas of
no-nonsense, rational time to time, just enjoy. others. Listen. Don’t impose
communication and your ideas.

interaction style with more

emotional connection.
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