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I. Introduction 

Change is an accelerating constant. With the changing environment, the organizations have to plan for bringing 

change inside the organization. The more recent rise of ever more service industries and the information 

technology explosion, the pace of change in the environment in which organizations operate has quickened to 

such an extent that, sixteen  years ago, writer  Clarke (1994) said, ‘ The last decade  has brought with it a time of 

totally unprecedented change.   In every direction business are in turmoil, from computing to financial services, 

from tele-communication to health care.  Change is an accelerating constant’.  This view was broadly confirmed 

by Dawson (2003) in his discussion of a ‘new bias for organizational action’ by which he means the need for 

managers to be leaders of change or else, in an increasingly competitive environment their organizations will 

cease to exist. Information technology, globalization, diversity and ethics are very important aspects of 

organizational behaviour.  Human side of the organization is very important for any successful organization.  

People in organizations are considers as human capital or intellectual capital.  Human resources of an 

organization should be managed effectively to face competitive advantage of an organization. Change in human 

side is not as fast as technological changes which can be copied and implemented.  Organizational development 

is the process which helps the leaders to embrace change, to view change as an opportunity rather than a threat. 

Organization Development is concerned with interplay of structure/technology and people.  It is also concerned 

with the behaviour of employees in different groups, department and location. 

\ 

II. Organizational change – employees’ response 

As the business world becomes increasingly complex through the development of new technologies, methods, 

and procedures, employees are expected to not only adapt to but embrace change as a way of their working life.  

Employees must respond to continuous smaller scale changes that happen on an almost daily basis, as well as 

discrete large-scale change initiatives that completely alter the way they do their jobs (Weick & Quinn, 1999). 

Understanding the psychological and behavioural roots of employee reactions to change is integral to 

understanding how to manage and support employees going through major transitions in the workplace. 

However, much of the research in the field of organizational development and change focuses on change at the 

organizational (or macro) level as opposed to change at lower levels of analysis (Judge et al., 1999). Recently, 

researchers have postulated that both the ability to cope with change as well as the tendency to resist change lies 

within the individuals who are experiencing the change (Judge et al., 1999; Oreg, 2003). In essence, they have 
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proposed that reactions to change are heavily dependent on personality characteristics. In an organizational 

context, any changes in work life, would make demands on individuals and would challenge their capacities.  

This results in generating stress among the employees.  However if the coping resources are strong enough, they 

cope with stress and offer cooperation to the organization for the successful implementation of an organizational 

change.   Therefore, one needs to probe further to find out what kind of employees have strong resources to cope 

with the stress generated by organizational change. Individual factors such as personality are essential for 

coping.  Coping has been described as ‘personality in action under stress’ (Bolger, 1900, p.525), and theorists 

have suggested that ‘coping ought to be redefined as personality process’ (Vollrath, 2001, p.341). Several 

studies in the area of change management have focused on systems approach in change management and on 

organizational development (OD) interventions (Ferman, 1997).  There are studies linking human resources with 

work attitudes of employees.  However, the study and analysis of individual behaviour and factors that affect the 

employees coping with the change have neglected in the research.  Hardly have we found any study in the 

Indian context based on individual factors in relation to coping with organizational change.  Therefore, there is a 

need to study the relationship between individual factors in organizational change.  On the basis of the review, 

eight personality variables has been identified: self-esteem, change self-efficacy, internal locus of control, 

optimism, neuroticism, openness to experience, risk aversion, and tolerance for ambiguity, Thus the present 

study aimed at finding out the relationship between individual factors and coping with organizational change.   

 

III. Intra individual factors related to coping with organizational change 

Self-Esteem: 

Coopersmith (1967) defined self-esteem as the evaluation which the individual makes and customarily 

maintains with regard to himself and the extent to which an individual believes himself to be capable, important, 

successful and worthy.  Research in the field of organizational behaviour generally has found self-esteem to be a 

significant variable in the measurement of workplace attitudes and behaviours. High self-esteem correlates 

positively with work attitude i.e. Job satisfaction (Adler, 1980). Several research studies have been conducted to 

establish the relationship between self-esteem and organizational change. Folkman, Lazarus, Gruen, and 

DeLongis (1986) found a direct effect of self-esteem on adaptation to change. Ashford (1988) in his study about 

the employees’ reactions after the transformation of the Bell Telephone system, had discovered a negative 

correlation between self-esteem and stress levels. In the same study, self-esteem was found to be a positive 

predictor of perceived change efficacy of individual employees. Similarly, Callan, Terry, and Schweitzer (1994) 

had found significant, negative associations between self-esteem and levels of stress, anxiety, and depression 

among a sample of attorneys who had perceived a high degree of change within their respective firms. To 

conclude many research findings relating self-esteem to work behaviours and attitudes suggest a positive 

relationship between self-esteem and coping with organizational change. 

Hypothesis 1: Self-Esteem would be positively related to coping with organizational change 

Change Self-efficacy: 

Change related self-efficacy is an individual’s perceived ability to handle change in a given situation to function 

well on the job despite demands of the change (Wanberg & Banas, 2000).  There is a subtle difference between 

self-efficacy and self-esteem.  Those with high self-efficacy feel capable and confident of performing well in a 

situation.  However the difference is that self-esteem tends to be generalized trait (it will be present in any 

situation), while self-efficacy tends to be situation specific (Shawn, O’Connor & Rosenblood, 1996).  In a study 

done by Ravikumar and Kamalanabhan (2005)  in a large public sector undertaking in India that had undergone 

a major change recently, examined the influence of personality factors on employees ability of coping with 

organizational change, had found that the personality factors—perceived control, optimism and change self-

efficacy—indicated a significant positive relationship with coping with organizational change. Ashford (1988) 

also found a significant positive correlation between change self-efficacy and coping with change. 

Hypothesis 2:  Change .self-efficacy would be positively related to coping with organizational change. 

Internal locus of control: 

Rotter (1966) developed the concept of locus of control as the perceptions of the individual about his or her 

ability to exercise control over the environment.  Individuals with internal locus of control believe that they have 

control over their environment and their personal successes, whereas those with an external locus of control 

view their lives as controlled by external factors such as luck, fate, chance or powerful others.  Many researches 

in the field of personality is suggestive of a link between locus of control and coping with organizational change. 

Judge, Thoresen, pucik and Welbourne  (1999) had proved that the personality factors such as internal locus of 

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

ambiguity influenced the coping with change.  Lau and woodman(1995) found that employees with internal 

locus of control had more positive attitudes in their organizations which is experiencing changes than the  

employees with external locus of control. 

Hypothesis 3: Internal locus of control would be positively related to coping with organizational change. 

Optimism: 
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Scheier and Carver (1985) defined optimism as a set of generalized positive expectancies.  Optimistic people 

generally expect things to happen in their favour.  They also expect that future will be more of good outcomes 

than bad ones. People with optimistic outlook have found to be more motivated,  have more persistence, and 

perform well in their job ( Taylor & Brown, 1988).  Natali-Alemany (1991) had found out that optimism 

positively related to adaptive coping skills, while Weintruab, Carver and Scheier (1986) found pessimism to be 

associated with maladaptive coping strategies. Wanberg and Banas (2000) had proved that self-esteem and 

optimism had a strong positive relationship with coping with change.   

Hypothesis 4:  Optimism would be positively related to coping with organizational change. 

Neuroticism: 

It is associated with emotionality, self-consciousness, physiological reactivity to stress and behavioural 

inhibition. (Costa &Mc Crea, 1992).  Core self-evaluation theory of Judge, Locke, Durham,and Kluger (1998) 

proposed  that self-esteem, neuroticism, locus of control, and generalized self-efficacy contribute to the 

employee perceptions of work characteristics and job satisfaction.  Kammeyer-Mueller, judge and Scott (2009) 

investigated whether core self-evaluations (CSE) serve as an integrative framework for understanding individual 

differences in coping processes. Personality traits such as internal locus of control, generalized self-efficacy, 

self-esteem and emotional stability were considered to be core self-evaluations. A meta-analysis was conducted 

to find out the relationship between CSE and coping. A meta-analytic review demonstrated that CSEs were 

associated with fewer perceived stressors, lower strain, less avoidance coping, more problem-solving coping, 

and were not strongly related to emotion-focused coping. More research is focused on emotional stability and 

coping.  

Hypothesis 5:  Neuroticism would be negatively related to coping with organizational   change. 

Openness to experience: 

Openness to experience stands in the fifth position among the Big Five personality dimensions. Researchers 

always had some disagreement as to the exact definition of openness (Peabody & Goldberg, 1989), it is 

generally associated with intelligence, perceptiveness, creativity, imagination, tolerance, culturedness, and 

inquisitiveness (Goldberg, 1992). McCrae and Costa (1986) found that openness (measured by both self- and 

peer report) was positively related to the coping in dealing with stressful life events i.e., individuals 

characterized with openness to experience utilize effective coping strategies. In turn, these coping strategies 

influence positively overall life satisfaction. Whitbourne (1986) stretched these findings to the specific 

dominion of the workplace, noting that openness to experience was positively associated with identity flexibility 

in work as well as family roles. Individuals who scored high on openness was found to be tolerant and 

inquisitive when confronted with unique situations (as well as to actively seek out such situations), were less 

likely to perceive change as stressful, and cope more effectively with organizational change. 

Hypothesis 6: Openness to experience would be positively related to coping with  organizational change. 

Risk aversion  

The tendency of individuals to seek out or avoid risky situations has typically been seen as entirely situational 

(Kahneman & Tversky, 1979), and a very few research had focused on the hypothesis that predisposition toward 

risk-taking is an individual difference variable. The dispositional theory of risk aversion had emerged  from the 

research conducted by Lopes (1994). Lopes (1994) has theorized that risk aversion is a function of differential 

attention to various stimuli in risky situations. Specifically, risk aversion is associated with a security orientation 

on the part of the decision maker, as opposed to seeing risk in terms of potential gains. Other research had 

acknowledged a positive correlation between the perception of risk and various measures of anxiety (Schaninger, 

1976). However, little research has considered risk aversion as an individual difference. Maehr and Videbeck 

(1968) measured risk aversion across subjects and stated that individuals who were averse to risk avoided taking 

chances and tended to be unhappy in situations where risk was salient. Because organizational change efforts 

often involve increased risk, managers who are averse to such risk should cope less well with these changes. In 

fact, several studies considering risk aversion as an individual difference have found that individuals who are 

averse to risk view novel and risk-oriented situations negatively and seek to withdraw from such situations 

(Cable & Judge, 1994; Gomez-Mejia & Balkin, 1989). Judge et al.,(1999) had found a negative correlation 

between risk aversion and coping with organizational change 

Hypothesis 7: Risk aversion would be negatively related to coping with organizational    change. 

Tolerance for ambiguity 

Budner (1962) defined tolerance for ambiguity as "the tendency to perceive ambiguous situations as desirable," 

whereas the intolerance of ambiguity refers to "the tendency to perceive (i.e., interpret) ambiguous situations as 

sources of threat" (p. 29). One of the first empirical investigations of the construct found tolerance for ambiguity 

to be associated with the willingness of persons to change their opinions on matters, as well as tolerate and cope 

with new experiences (Rydell, 1966). Much of the research on tolerance for ambiguity had focused on 

identifying the relationship between tolerance for ambiguity and work-related anxiety and stress. For example, 

Keenan and McBain (1979) found a positive relationship between role ambiguity and psychological strain 

among midlevel managers who were low in tolerance for ambiguity. In another study done by Keenan, (1978), 
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investigated the effects of ambiguity tolerance on anxiety levels prior to a job interview found a negative 

correlation between tolerance for ambiguity and anxiety levels. Uncertainty typically involved in organizational 

change efforts,as well as the stress typically associated with such changes, the tolerance for ambiguity construct 

should be useful in describing coping reactions to such changes. Several studies support this inference. In a 

sample of Bell Telephone system employees, Ashford (1988) found that tolerance for ambiguity was related to 

several aspects of coping with the changes induced by AT&T's divestiture. Rush, Schoel, and Barnard (1995) 

found that items assessing tolerance for ambiguity were correlated with several aspects of coping with change 

among state government employees. Finally, a study involving organizational development consultants in the 

U.S. Navy identified comfort with ambiguity as a characteristic of successful change agents (Hamilton, 1988). 

Hypothesis 8: Tolerance for ambiguity would be positively related to coping with organizational change. 

IV. Method 

Settings, Participants and procedure  

An ex-post facto research design has been used in the present study.  Participants of the present study belong to 

three different organizations which had undergone a large scale changes i.e., acquisition, which has been 

confirmed by the top management.  A check list had been prepared by the researcher to confirm the change 

process and the same was evaluated and confirmed by the top management.  Junior, middle and senior level 

management employees were selected for the study using purposive sampling method.  Respondents were 

assured with confidentiality.  A total of 170 participants were included (53 from insurance company 49 from 

BPO and 68 from production sector).  Average age of the participants was 34.2, out of which 120 men and 50 

women.  Among the samples 29 belong to junior management, 105 to middle management and 36 to senior 

management. 

V. Measures 

The tools which are used in the present study originally developed using various response formats.  In order to 

avoid confusion to the respondents, all measures used a five point scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 

(strongly agree).   Relatively minor changes in the questionnaire response do not affect the validity of the tool 

(Matell & Jacoby, 1971). 

1. Locus of control by Levenson (1981) 

2. Change self-efficacy by Ashford (1988) 

3. Self-esteem by Rosenberg (1965) 

4. Revised Life Orientation Test (LOT-R) by Scheier, Carver and Bridges (1994) 

5. Openness to experience & Neuroticism – subscale from NEO FFI Costa and  McCrea (1992) 

6. Risk aversion scale by Cable and Judge (1972) 

7. Tolerance for ambiguity  by Lorsch and Morse (1974) 

8. Coping with organizational change by Judge and Vladimir (1998) 

Reliability of the above tools was established by the researcher once again with reference to the present study 

 

VI. Results 

Statistical analysis – reliability analysis, correlation, regression, ANOVA, pairwise comparison were carried out.  

Table 1 shows the mean, standard deviation of all the variables.  One way analysis of variance was carried out to 

the find out the possible difference among the variables across the organizations.  And pair wise comparison of 

the variables was also done to find out the variance.   

 

Table 1: Mean and SD of study variables 

 Descriptive Statistics  

 

          Mean 

       Std. 

Deviation 

 

N          

Cronbach’s 

coefficient 

SE 50.86 5.777  170 0.747 

CSE 42.84 4.381  170 0.492 

LOC 16.92 2.187  170 0.802 

OPT 34.69 3.923  170 0.776 

NEU 25.69 2.976  170 0.757 

OPEN 24.13 4.857  170 0.757 

RISK 48.62 6.174  170 0.667 

TOL 17.81 3.942  170 0.623 

COPE 16.28 2.208  170 0.857 

 
SE – Self –esteem; CSE – Change Self-efficacy; LOC – Locus of control; 

OPT – optimism; NEU – Neuroticism; OPEN – Openness to Experience; 
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RISK – Riskaversion; TOL – Tolerance for ambiguity;  

COPE – Coping with Organizational Change 

 

Table 2: Mean and SD 
Variables Org. 1 (N = 53) 

Mean / SD 

Org.2 (N = 49) 

Mean / SD 

Org.3 (N = 68) 

Mean / SD 

SE 42.96/3.42 41.96/4.62 43.37/4.81 

CSE 16.15/1,78 17.55/2.47 17.07/2.11 

LOC 33.74/3.27 34.96/4.29 35.24/4.03 

OPT 25.00/2.60 25.57/3.30 26.3/2.92 

NEU 26.09/3.98 23.84/4.84 22.8/5.05 

OPEN 45.17/5.57 49.02/6.39 51.01/5.25 

RISK 19.83/3.33 18.27/3.84 15.91/3.61 

TOL 49.57/5.37 52.37/6.18 50.76/5.1 

COPE 49.57/5.37 52.37/6.18 50.76/5.61 

 

Table 3:  Difference among the study variables across the organizations 

  
Sum of Squares df Mean Square F 

      

SE Between Groups 57.737 2 28.868 1.513 

Within Groups 3185.652 167 19.076  

Total 3243.388 169   

CSEF Between Groups 52.459 2 26.229 5.798** 

Within Groups 755.547 167 4.524  

Total 808.006 169   

LOC Between Groups 72.021 2 36.010 2.378 

Within Groups 2528.456 167 15.140  

Total 2600.476 169   

OPT Between Groups 51.962 2 25.981 3.004* 

Within Groups 1444.515 167 8.650  

Total 1496.476 169   

      

NEU Between Groups 327.416 2 163.708 7.470** 

Within Groups 3659.737 167 21.915  

Total 3987.153 169   

OPEN Between Groups 1028.710 2 514.355 15.867** 

Within Groups 5413.437 167 32.416  

Total 6442.147 169   

RISK Between Groups 471.483 2 235.742 18.273** 

Within Groups 2154.493 167 12.901  

Total 2625.976 169   

TOL Between Groups 42.114 2 21.057 4.497** 

Within Groups 781.892 167 4.682  

Total 824.006 169   

COPE Between Groups 200.364 2 100.182 3.076* 

Within Groups 5439.524 167 32.572  

Total 5639.888 169   

*significant at 0.05 level; **significant at 0.01 level 

 

Table 4: Pairwise comparison 
Dependent Variable (I) Organization (J) Organization Mean Difference (I-J) 
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Self-Esteem 1.00 1.00   

    2.00 1.0031 

    3.00 -.4054 

  2.00 1.00 -1.0031 

    2.00   

    3.00 -1.4085 

  3.00 1.00 .4054 

    2.00 1.4085 

   3.00   

Change self-efficacy 1.00 1.00   

    2.00 -1.4001(**) 

    3.00 -.9226(*) 

  2.00 1.00 1.4001(**) 

    2.00   

    3.00 .4775 

  3.00 1.00 .9226(*) 

    2.00 -.4775 

    3.00   

Locus of control 1.00 1.00   

    2.00 -1.2233 

    3.00 -1.4994 

  2.00 1.00 1.2233 

    2.00   

    3.00 -.2761 

  3.00 1.00 1.4994 

    2.00 .2761 

    3.00   

Optimism 1.00 1.00   

    2.00 -.5714 

    3.00 -1.3088(*) 

  2.00 1.00 .5714 

    2.00   

    3.00 -.7374 

  3.00 1.00 1.3088(*) 

    2.00 .7374 

    3.00   

Neuroticism 1.00 1.00   

    2.00 2.2576(*) 

    3.00 3.2855(**) 

  2.00 1.00 -2.2576(*) 

    2.00   

    3.00 1.0279 

  3.00 1.00 -3.2855(**) 

    2.00 -1.0279 

    3.00   

Openness to experience 1.00 1.00   

    2.00 -3.8506(**) 

    3.00 -5.8449(**) 

  2.00 1.00 3.8506(**) 

    2.00   

    3.00 -1.9943 

  3.00 1.00 5.8449(**) 

    2.00 1.9943 

    3.00   

Risk aversion 1.00 1.00   

    2.00 1.5649 

    3.00 3.9184(**) 

  2.00 1.00 -1.5649 

    2.00   

    3.00 2.3535(**) 

  3.00 1.00 -3.9184(**) 

    2.00 -2.3535(**) 

    3.00   

Tolerance for ambiguity 1.00 1.00   

    2.00 -.9426 

    3.00 -1.1440(**) 

  2.00 1.00 .9426 

    2.00   

    3.00 -.2014 

  3.00 1.00 1.1440(**) 
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    2.00 .2014 

    3.00   

Coping with organizational 

change 

1.00 1.00 
  

    2.00 -2.8013(*) 

    3.00 -1.2281 

  2.00 1.00 2.8013(*) 

    2.00   

    3.00 1.5732 

  3.00 1.00 1.2281 

    2.00 -1.5732 

    3.00   

    

*Significant at 0.05 level; **significant at 0.01 level 

The results indicated that there is a significant difference among the individual factors across the organizations 

expect for self-esteem and locus of control.  Even the pair wise comparison results indicate that insurance 

company significantly differ from BPO and production unit.  These differences were likely due to the 

differences in the size and structure of the organizations.  Statistical control was ensured before the correlation 

analysis as the present study is not aimed at finding out the difference in the function of the change. 

Table 5: Correlation matrix 

*0.05 level of significance 

**0.01 level of significance 

The correlation table values indicate that all intra individual variables are significantly related to coping with 

organizational change.  Also organizational commitment is significantly related to coping with organizational 

change.  Age is not a significant predictor for any of the variables except for tolerance for ambiguity.  

Correlation matrix suggests that locus of control is highly correlated (collinearity) with emotional stability and 

openness with experience.  Results indicate that there might be multi-collinearity problem.  Multi-collinearity 

can produce harmful effects on multiple regression, particularly when interpreting the results (Hair et al,1998).  

Hence all the independent variable have been tested for multi-collenerity.  If the VIF value is larger than 10 and 

tolerance value less the .10 (i.e., tolerance is inversely proportional to VIF) the one can assume the existence of  

multi collinearity (Hair et al, 1998). 

Table 6: Tolerance and VIF values for intra individual factors 

Model Collinearity Statistics 

 Tolerance VIF 

    

SE .701 1.426 

CSEF .693 1.442 

LOC .364 2.748 

OPT .711 1.406 

NEU .352 2.838 

OPEN .494 2.025 

RISK .608 1.645 

TOL .607 1.647 

The above table indicates that intra individual factors have crossed the threshold limits.  Hence it can be 

concluded that multi-collinearity does not exist.  

 

 Age SE CSE LOC OPT NEU OPEN RISK TOL COPE 

           

Age  .06 .00 .01 .00 -.05 .01 -.05 .17* .00 

SE   .36** .48** .20** -.47** .23** -.19** .29** .41** 

CSE    .42** .26** -.50** .33** -.39** .37** .49** 

LOC     .43** -.73** .60** -.45** .57** .-66** 

OPT      -.37** .48** -.39** .26** .41** 

NEU       -.59** -.54** -.55** -.66** 

OPEN        -.51** .47** .54** 

RISK         -.42** -.45** 

TOL          .55** 

COPE           
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Table 7: Summary of Regression Analysis for intra individual variables predicting coping with 

organizational change 

Model Summary 

variables R R Square Adjusted R Square significance 

a. .749a .561 .539           .000 

 

a. TOL, OPT, SE, CSEF, RISK, OPEN, LOC, NEU 

The above table indicates that 56% of variance is determined by the intra individual factors. 

Table 8: Beta coefficients 

Model Unstandardized Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients t 

 B Std. Error Beta  

     

 SE .091 .082       .069 1.111 

CSEF .382 .166      .145 2.305** 

LOC .316 .127       .214 2.475** 

OPT .175 .120           .090 1.458 

NEU -.239 .105     -.201 -2.285** 

OPEN .094 .070     .101 1.358 

RISK -.021 .098      -.015 -.217 

TOL .438 .175       .167 2.498** 

  ** 0.01 level of significance 

The above table indicates that the significant predictors among the intra individual variables are change self-

efficacy, internal locus of control, neuroticism and tolerance for ambiguity. 

Table 9: Step wise regression analysis for variables predicting coping with change 

 

 

Unstandardized Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

B Std. Error Beta 

Model    

Step:1     

LOC .966 .086 .656** 

Step:2     

LOC .563 .117 .382** 

NEU -.449 .095 -.377** 

Step:3     

LOC .532 .115 .361** 

NEU -.357 .098 -.300** 

CSE .484 .165 .183** 

Step:4     

LOC .440 .118 .299** 

NEU      -.306 .098 -.257** 

CSE .437 .163 .165** 

TOL .464 .174         .177** 

   

                          **p<.01 (Note: R2= .43 for step 1; R2 = .49 for step 2;R2 = .51 for step 3; R2 = 0.53 for step 4) 

From the above results all the eight hypotheses is accepted ie., the hypotheses stating that intra individual factors  

(self-esteem, change self-efficacy, internal locus of control, optimism, neuroticism, openness to experience, risk 

aversion, tolerance for ambiguity) would be  significantly related to coping with organizational change  is 

accepted.   

VII. Discussion 

The present study is about the intra individual factors that affect organizational change. The successful change 

implementation lies in the abilities and motivation of individuals within the organization, an individual-level 

approach to managing change seems appropriate. Results of the present study supported this individual-level 

effort. The study had identified eight personality constructs that were, to varying degrees, related to successful 

coping with organizational change. In the past decade of organizational behaviour research, personality 

characteristics have been linked to leadership, job attitudes, job stress, and work performance (House, Shane, & 
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Herold, 1996). One continuing area for development, however, is to link personality variables to important work 

behaviours. Because successful coping with change is one such behaviour, one of the potential contributions of 

this study is to the individual perspective in organizations. Though it is not tabulated in the results, no 

significant gender differences were found in intra individual factors except for openness to experience and 

tolerance for ambiguity.  Multi-collinearity of the variables did not exist among the intra individual variables. 

Regression analysis pointed out that individual factors significantly contributed in predicting the dependent 

variable coping with change and altogether explaining 56% of the variance.  Thus the employees who have 

these personality factors will be in a better position to cope with the change in an organizational setting.  Beta 

coefficient indicated that among the eight intra individual factors, only four factors i.e., change self-efficacy, 

locus of control, neuroticism and tolerance for ambiguity was found to be significant.  Step wise regression 

analysis was carried out.   All four variables together explained 53% of variance on the dependent variable. 

Internal locus of control alone predicted 43% of variance. This is in line with the observations of earlier 

researchers who posited that employees who perceive themselves more in control would experience fewer 

negative consequences of role stressors than other who are perceived less in control (Ganster & Fusiier, 1989; 

Schaubroeck & Merritt, 1997; Tetrick & Larocco, 1987).  Emotional stability also regressed significantly on the 

dependent variable coping with change.  This proves that emotional stability plays a vital role in coping. 

Kammeyer-Mueller, Judge and Scott (2009) investigated the relationship between core self-evaluations and 

coping through a meta-analysis. This study demonstrated that emotional stability was uniquely related to the 

stress and coping process and that emotional stability moderated the relationship between stressors and strain.  

Further the meta-anlytic review done by Connor-Smith and Flachbart (2007) demonstrated a significant 

relationship between emotional stability and coping. Change self-efficacy also regressed significantly on the 

dependent variable coping with change.  This is in line with the observation made by Wanberg and Banans 

(2000) that change related self-efficacy helps individuals to cope well despite demands of the change.  Conner 

(1992) also suggested that individuals perform well in change contexts only if they are confident.  The above 

results clearly indicated that change self-efficacy would lead to coping with change.  Tolerance for ambiguity 

was also a significant predictor of  coping with change.  This is in line with the results found by Lorsch and 

Morse (1974) which stated that tolerance for ambiguity is significantly related with effectiveness to build SBU.  

Also it is similar with the studies done by Gupta and Govindarajan (1984). Several implications for research and 

practice were very clear from the present study. Porras and Robertson (1992) had stated that most of the change 

intervention fail due to the macro approach to organizational change.  Thus there is a room for improvement in 

the change implementation in micro level i.e., at individual level.  Intra individual factors play an important role 

in the change process. Characteristics of Individual manager are important for successful change 

implementation.  The study suggests that while recruiting managers they can be assessed with these factors as 

they play an important role in coping with organizational change.  As these factors form a resilient personality, 

already existing managers may be given training for the same. Furthermore, before organizations actually begin 

selecting managers on the basis of these characteristics; more research is required in several areas. First, 

although there is an extensive body of literature supporting the reliability and validity of the dispositions 

included in this study, few of these characteristics have been studied in a selection context. Thus, although the 

results of the present study are suggestive, they do not directly demonstrate the validity of these dispositions in 

managerial selection. Second, responses to personality inventories are subject to social desirability biases 

because most questions are relatively transparent (i.e., it is often apparent what qualifies as a "good" answer). 

Although it is far from clear that faking is a problem with the use of personality measures in selection (Barrick 

& Mount, 1996), the falsifying potential of measures.  

VIII. Limitations and suggestions for future research: 

The limitation of the present study is that it has not considered all the potential individual factors especially not 

all the factors of Big five.  There are studies suggest that extraversion, conscientiousness and agreeableness are 

significantly related to coping.  The present study has taken in to account only neuroticism and openness to 

experience.  Affectivity also not been considered in the present study.  Many research studies suggest the 

relationship between emotional intelligence and coping with change.  Hence the future research in this area can 

take up, affectivity, emotional intelligence and all Big Five dimensions.  As far as organizational factor was 

concerned, the present study has not considered any of the organizational factors such as organizational 

commitment, job satisfaction etc. Oreg (2006) in his studies had found out that organizational commitment 

along with dispositional characteristics influenced the coping process and also the employees’ intention to leave 

the organization.  There are many research studies which had considered job satisfaction as a variable related to 

coping with change (Ravikumar and Kamalanabhan, 2005; judge et al, 1999).  Other studies (Woodward & 

Hendry, 2004) had stated a significant relationship between leadership and coping with change.  One of the 

potential limitations includes of not considering job satisfaction and leadership.  The replication of the same 

study can be conducted including job satisfaction and leadership.  The present study had covered only three 

types of organizations.  There are many other type of business organizations which can be considered for the 

study. 
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