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ABSTRACT

AN ESSAY ON SALESFORCE AGILITY: IS THE CONCEPT WORTHY OF STUDY?

Shahriar Gias, Ph.D.

The University of Texas at Arlington, 2016

Supervising Professor: Dr. Lawrence Chonko

Sales force agility has been identified as an important issue for contemporary
professional selling and sales management (Jones et al. 2005). However, up until now, marketing
scholars have sparingly paid attention to the concept of sales agility. Marketers as well as
salespeople are not quite informed about the term “salesperson agility” even though they sense
the need for agility in order to deal with the changing business environment and customer
requirements. Therefore, this dissertation explores sales agility in detail. First, in this
dissertation, an extensive literature review is conducted to conceptually ascertain how agility
might be different than adaptive selling, flexibility, diligence - metrics that contain some
measure of adaptive behavior. Once this conceptual distinction is made, this research seeks to
begin the journey toward the development of a salesperson agility scale based on the agility
foundation of Kidd (1999) and Chonko and Jones (2005) agility selling. In examining the
wisdom of developing an agility metric, this dissertation presented preliminary empirical
examination of the construct and its relationship to other “adaptation” metrics including the
adaptive selling approach. The work presented provide a starting point into the investigation of

salesperson agility as a variable worthy of study in salesforce research. The question was posed



as to whether or not salesperson agility provides any marginal contribution to knowledge of sales
outcomes beyond that provided by adaptability. The answer based on the preliminary research
presented is “yes”. Finally, a preliminary test of a proposed model in which the salesperson’s
intrinsic motivation, customer orientation, and learning orientation are viewed as antecedents to
salesperson agility which in turn impacts salesperson’s outcome performance, job satisfaction,

and customer’s satisfaction with the salesperson has been conducted.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

A recent article published in Harvard Business Review by Rigby, Sutherland, and
Takeuchi (2016) discussed the importance of the application of agility in all business sectors,
mentioning that “now agile methodologies- which involve new values, principles, practices, and
benefits and are a radical alternative to command-and-control-style management- are spreading
across a broad range of industries and functions and even into the C-suite” (p.42). As further
evidence of the importance of agility, many business are now promoting their agile nature in
advertising. Agility is about being innovative in businesses, such as software, in which change is
continuous. However, it is a viable skill for all business functions. As Rigby et al. (2016) assert,
““...the greatest impediment is not the need for better methodologies, empirical evidence of
significant benefits, or proof that agile can work outside IT. It is the behavior of executives.
Those who learn to lead agile’s extension into a broader range of business activities will
accelerate profitable growth” (p. 50).

As change is constant in today’s increasingly turbulent business environment (Jaramillo
et al. 2012), this dissertation asks if successful salespeople should evolve their sales approach to
one incorporating “agility selling” — a strategy that demands that salespeople anticipate
customer’s changing need, wants, and preferences and that they are ready to quickly offer total
value solutions to the customer (Chonko and Jones 2005). In other words, is there traction to the
assertion that agile salespeople are more successful than salespeople who are not agile? Sales
force agility has been identified as an important issue for contemporary professional selling and

sales management (Jones et al. 2005). Sales agility is purported to enable a sales force to respond



in a timely and effective manner to market volatility and other uncertainties, thereby allowing the
salesperson to establish a superior competitive position (Swafford et al. 2006). Jones et al. (2005)
state that increasing external marketplace turbulence and competition as well as the nature of the
internal organizational environment challenge both salespeople’s and sales managers’ ability to
adapt and perform to meet the current customer’s expectations. Sales agility has been asserted to
impact both how salespeople perform their regular sales responsibilities and how they anticipate
the customer, market trends and change complexity (Jones et al. 2012).

This dissertation explores sales agility in detail. Up until now, marketing scholars have
sparingly paid attention to the concept of sales agility (Chonko and Jones 2012; Chonko and
Jones 2005, Jones et al. 2005). However, agility has a long history research in a number of
disciplines, such as manufacturing (Goldman et al. 1995; Kidd 1994; Kumar and Motwani 1995;
Dove 1994; Dove 1995; Yusuf et al. 1999; Quinn et al. 1997; Zhang and Sharifi 2000), logistics
and supply chain management (Li et al. 2009; Swafford et al. 2006; Naylor et al. 1999; Van Hoek
et al. 2001), knowledge management (Dove 1999; Holsapple and Jones 2005), information
systems (Sambamurthy et al. 2003, Morgan 2004), and workforce management (Sherehiy et al.
2007; Gunasekaran 1999; Plonka 1997; Dyer and Shafer 2003; Breu et al. 2002). Since “the
principles of agility can equally apply to other functions of a business and to service industries”
(Katayama and Bennett 1999, p. 44), agility applications soon broadened into the wider business
contexts such as the notion of ‘the agile competitor’ (Goldman et al. 1995), ‘agile business
relationships’ (Preiss et al. 1996), ‘agile supply chains’ (Christopher 2000), ‘agile enterprises’
(Goldman and Nagel 1993), ‘agile decision support systems’ (Huang 1999) and, most recently,

the ‘agile workforce’ (Sherehiy et al. 2007). In professional selling and sales management, agility



selling has received attention by several researchers as change is the paramount rule of agile
marketing (Accardi-Petersen 2011).

Most of the scholarly work done on sales force agility, thus far, has been conceptual in
nature (Chonko and Jones 2005; Chonko and Jones 2012). Despite the increasing recognition that
workforce agility is critical to achieve competitiveness, the concept of workforce agility, in
general, and sales force agility, in particular, has not yet been systematically studied (Chonko and
Jones 2012). Research on workforce agility has largely given attention to production personnel
(Gunasekaran 1999) while studies on how demand for increased agility impact sales force
personnel are still lacking (Chonko and Jones 2012). According to Rigby, Sutherland, and
Takeuchi (2016, p. 42), “when we ask executives what they know about agile, the response is
usually an uneasy smile and a quip such as just enough to be dangerous”. Marketers as well as
salespeople are not quite informed about the term “salesperson agility” even though they sense
the need for agility in order to deal with the changing business environment and customer
requirements. Practitioners as well as academics suggest that the field needs a sound, empirically
based, and generalizable salesperson’s agility scale (Chonko and Jones 2005; 2012).

Agility is a broad and multidimensional concept (Gligor and Holcomb 2012a), the breadth
of which has led to much confusion and ambiguity as there is no unified conceptualization of
agility (Li et al. 2008) is available. Further the specifics of agility dimensionality are
underexplored, especially in the areas of the workforce and salesforce field. The elements and
linkages among agility elements are under developed such that it is uncommon for any two
articles to adopt the same definition (Conboy 2009). One focus of this dissertation will be a
thorough review of agility literature, the intent being to begin investigating the wisdom of

studying agility and, subsequently, assessing the wisdom of crafting a validated scale to measure



salesperson agility so that researchers can begin to reliably test explanatory theories regarding
causal links among capabilities, practices, and performance outcomes related to this phenomenon
(Sherehiy et al. 2007; Li et al. 2009). As with any sales research, in the absence of a valid and
reliable salesperson agility scale, the means of assessing effects of sales agility remain ambiguous
at a practical level.

Further adding to the confusion, Sherehiy et al. (2007) noted that three concepts -
adaptability, flexibility, and agility - all represent the idea that an organization is capable of
adjusting or modifying its strategy quickly in response to marketplace change. Agility does overlap
with constructs already existent in the literature - adaptive selling, proactive selling, flexibility and
diligence constructs. In this dissertation, the assertion that sales agility with its emphasis on
improved ability to “anticipate”, differentiates it from these other constructs that seek to provide
explanation for how salespeople can deviate from original plans as unexpected requests from
customers occur (Chonko and Jones 2012). Only if sales agility includes a unique anticipatory
component (Chonko and Jones 2012), or some other unique component not evident in other

“adaptive-focused” metrics can it be deemed worthy of study.

PURPOSE AND SCOPE OF THE DISSERTATION
A particular challenge in embracing agility selling is that it requires fundamental changes
in the salesperson’s approach to customer relationships. According to Chonko and Jones (2012),
there is a great potential for agility applications in the sales force since the long-standing practice
of developing customer relationships is experiencing increased customer demands for more
flexibility from sales organizations and their salespeople. Agile organizations are excellent at

assessing environment, making sense of what they encounter, and quickly mobilizing and



redeploying assets to manage what they encounter (McCann and Sesky 2003). However, an agile
sales organization is not possible without an agile salesforce (Chonko and Jones 2005).

The objectives of this research are twofold. First, the sales literature contains references
to adaptive (not agile) selling behavior and sales scholars as well as practitioners have long
recognized the importance of an adaptive (not agile) salesforce. However, it is quite surprising
that, since the concept of sales force agility was introduced by Chonko and Jones in 2005, no
empirical studies have been conducted on salesforce agility. Furthermore, there is no published
scale available to measure salesperson agility in the business-to-business selling context. Before
scale development can proceed, this dissertation presents an extensive literature review
conducted to conceptually ascertain how agility might be different than adaptive selling,
flexibility, diligence - metrics that contain some measure of adaptive behavior.

Only if this conceptual distinction is made, the second objective of this research be
undertaken - to begin the journey toward the development of a salesperson agility scale. This
developmental work will be based on the agility foundation of Kidd (1994) and Chonko and
Jones (2005). In examining the wisdom of developing an agility metric, this dissertation will
present preliminary empirical examination of the construct and its relationship to other
“adaptation” metrics including the adaptive selling approach. The intention is to demonstrate
empirically that agility and adaptability are different and have differential effects on sales
outcomes. A preliminary finding of differential effects will provide evidence that agility is worth
of study in salesforce research. The, a test of a proposed model in which the salesperson’s
intrinsic motivation, customer orientation, and learning orientation are viewed as antecedents to
salesperson agility which in turn impacts salesperson’s outcome performance, job satisfaction,

and customer’s satisfaction with the salesperson will be conducted.



RATIONALE FOR RESEARCH

A salesperson’s ability to manage, analyze, and communicate information to customers is
a basic requirement for survival (Chonko and Jones 2005). A salesperson’s ability to manage and
apply knowledge effectively helps the sales organization gain competitive advantage. According
to Charbonnier-Voirin (2011), American firms such as IBM, Google and other large IT and
telecom companies have adopted the concept of agility and relied on the agility models to
increase their competitiveness. However, even though large industrial and service groups often
use the terms “agile” or “agility” in their communication, there is rarely any consensus as to
what the term actually means in concrete terms (Sherehiy et al. 2007). Chonko and Jones (2005)
state that it is imperative for an organization to have agile workforce in order to achieve
organizational agility. In business-to-business selling situation, an organization with an agile
salesforce will be more capable of providing continuous value proposition improvement for
customers. This dissertation examines the agility concept and provides preliminary assessment of

whether or not the concept is worthy of study in salesforce research.

ORGANIZATION OF THE DISSERTATION

This dissertation is organized into the following chapters:

Chapter | Introduction and Overview of the Research
Chapter 11 Review of Literature
Chapter 11l Hypotheses and Model Development

Chapter IV Research Design, Methodology and Results

Chapter V Overview, Implication, and Conclusion



Chapter 11

LITERATURE REVIEW

In this chapter, the literature on agility is reviewed with the objective of ascertaining if,
conceptually, agility has traits different from other concepts that assess adaptation to marketplace
conditions. The origins of agility are presented first. Then, a discussion of organizational agility,
workforce agility, and salesforce agility is presented. Next, discussions of salesperson
adaptability, diligence, and flexibility are presented with conclusions drawn about identified
differences between these concepts and agility. Finally, a discussion of two key components of

salesforce agility, knowledge and change proficiency, concludes the chapter.

ORIGINS OF THE AGILITY CONSTRUCT

Agility is still a relatively new concept in business workforce research, even though it has
been an important component in many manufacturing, sports and military operations. The word
“agility” was first originated by American Air Force strategists in early 1950. They defined
agility “as the ability to change maneuver state, or, put another way, as the time derivate of
maneuverability” (Richards 1996, p. 60). Subsequently, researchers, particularly from
manufacturing and production, became interested in knowing how the concept of agility could be
used in the business sector in order to gain competitive advantage. The concept of agile
manufacturing was first introduced by Goldman, Preiss, Nagel, and Dove (1991) at the [acocca
Institute located at Lehigh University (Charbonnier-Voirin 2011). The introduction was the result
of the Secretary of Defense funding a project at Lehigh University to identify the next

manufacturing competitive focus beyond lean manufacturing. From this grant, the Agility Forum



was founded in 1992. It was formed on the premise that the pace of change is accelerating and
already outpacing the abilities of many established organizations (Dove 1999).

Having understood that faster change is expected and unique skills and abilities are
necessary to keep up with continuous and unexpected change, early researchers sought to
identify the important factors and aspects of manufacturing and the importance of knowledge of
environmental changes to organizations' success (Dove 1999; Hosein and Yousefi 2012). As a
result, the Agility Forum offered its first attempt at defining agility as "the ability of an
organization to thrive in a continuously changing, unpredictable business environment” (Dove
1999, p.2). Later, the agility concept was extended to the broader business context where it has
been defined as an organization-wide capability of responding rapidly to marketplace changes
and to cope flexibly to manage unexpected change in order to survive unprecedented threats
from the business environment (Huang, 1999).

There are several definitions of agility that exist in the early extant literature. All imply
that agility relies on a strong knowledge component in order to implement effective change.
Agility has also been referred to as having four competitive capabilities - cost, quality, delivery,
and flexibility (Burgess 1994; Fliender and Vokurka 1997; Yusuf et al. 1999). Hence,
Narasimhan and Das (1999) address agility as a “multidimensional competence”, combining
knowledge of all four of those capabilities (Menor et al. 2001, p.274). Kidd (1994) had earlier
included an anticipatory component defining agility as a rapid and proactive adaptation of
enterprise elements to unexpected and unpredicted changes.

Yusuf et al. (1999) proposed that agility is the successful application of competitive bases
such as speed, flexibility, innovation, and quality by means of integrating of reconfigurable

resources and best practices in a knowledge rich environment to provide customer-driven



products and services in a fast changing environment. Sharifi and Zhang (2001) emphasized the
anticipatory nature of agility describing it as the organization’s ability to react quickly and
effectively to anticipated and unexpected changes in the marketplace. Wadhwa and Rao (2003)
suggest that agility focuses more on innovation response, as it addresses unpredictable changes.
Sanchez and Nagi (2001) indicate that agility is an overall strategy focused on thriving in an
unpredictable environment and a response towards the complexity which is brought by constant
changes. Sambamurthy et al. (2003) refer to agility as the ability to detect and seize market
opportunities with speed. Based on this review of the early literature on agility, Table 2-1 lists
some of the identified traits of agility.

Table 2-1: Traits of Agility
Decision Domain Related Traits
Integration Concurrent execution of activities
Enterprise integration
Information accessible to employees

Competence Multi-venturing capabilities
Developed business practice difficult to copy
Team Building Empowered individuals working in teams

Cross functional teams
Team across company borders
Decentralized decision making
Technology Technology awareness
Leadership in the use of current technology
Skill and knowledge enhancing technologies
Quality Quality over product life
Products with substantial value addition
First time right design
Short development cycle time

Change Continuous improvement
Culture of change
Partnership Strategic relationship with customers
Close relationship with suppliers
Market Close relationship with suppliers

New product introduction
Customer driven innovations
Customer satisfaction
Response to market changes
Education Learning organization
Multi-skilled and flexible people
Workforce skill upgrade
Continuous training and development
Welfare Employee satisfaction
*** Adapted from Sherehiy (2008) “Relationship between agility strategy, work organization and workforce
agility”.



As is evident, agility is a very broad concept and one that has been applied to various
functions such as the idea of agile supply chains (Aitken et al. 2002; Christopher 2000), agile
decision support systems (Huang 1999), and agile workforces (Van Oyen et al. 2001). However,
available work on the conceptualization of workforce agility and even less empirical examination
of workforce agility is available (Gunasekaran 1999; Van Oyen et al. 2001). Very little
conceptual work and nothing empirical exists on sales force agility, although it is regarded by
many as a key to organizational agility (e.g. Chonko and Jones 2005, Goldman and Nagel 1993;
Goldman et al. 1995; Kidd 1994). Three types of agility are shown in figure 2.1. Each is

discussed in the next part of the dissertation.

Figure 1.1: Agility Funnel
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THREE LEVELS OF AGILITY

The concept of agility has been represented broadly as a total integration of business
components (Kidd 1994). It has also been defined narrowly as the ability to accomplish rapid
changeover from the assembly of one product to the assembly of a different product (Quinn et
al., 1997). Most of the work on agility has been at the organizational level.
ORGANIZATIONAL AGILITY

The following definition captures the essence of organizational agility;*... successful
exploitation of competitive bases (speed, flexibility, innovation, proactiveness, quality, and
profitability) through the integration of reconfigurable resources and best practices in a
knowledge-rich environment to provide customer-driven products and services in a fast changing
market environment” (Yusuf et al., 1999, p. 37). Organizational agility is a firm’s ability to adapt
continuously to a complex, turbulent and uncertain environment (Charbonnier-Voirin 2011;
Goldman et al. 1995; Jorroff et al. 2003; Shafer, 1997).
Organizational Agility as Organizational Internal Capabilities

Sherehiy et al. (2007) described two different ways in which researchers have explored
the concept of organizational agility — internal and external capabilities. The group of researchers
who have focused on internal firm capabilities is discussed first. This group asserts that the
concept of unanticipated change can be translated into several achievable objectives such as
speed, cost, quality, flexibility, innovation, proactivity. Organizational agility is enhanced by
implementation of activities that focus on one or more of those dimensions (Sherehiy et al.
2007). Thus, to have agility, a firm must first identify its’ critical agile strategies and then
reconfigure or integrate existing resources and capabilities to engage in different activities to

achieve such objectives, which ultimately provides the firm with competitive advantage (Yang

11



and Liu, 2012). For example, Goldman et al. (1995) indicates that a firm could enhance its
enterprise agility by maintaining a perfect balance among the following internal strategic
activities - enriching the customer, cooperating both internally and externally to enhance
competitiveness, organizing to both adapt to and thrive on change and uncertainty, and
leveraging the impact of people and information. Many others have provided thoughts on agility.
Dove (1999) conceptualized organizational agility in terms of four principal dimensions -
cost, time, robustness, and scope and suggested that firms could operate with agility by focusing
on these four elements. According to Dove (1999), an organization must score well on all four
dimensions in order to be truly agile. For example, an organization can change virtually anything
if cost is not an issue (Dove 1999). Like cost, the other three dimensions of time, quality and
scope are equally important for an organization to be agile. Dove’s perspective is also supported
by Yusuf et al. (1999) who stated that agility refers to the successful exploration of competitive
strategies including speed, quality, flexibility, innovation, proactivity, and profitability through
the synthesized utilization and reconfiguration of extant resources and developed technologies.
Many others have addressed agility from the perspective of internal capabilities.
Gunasekaran (1999) articulated that agile manufacturing is the capability of surviving and
prospering in a competitive environment of continuous and unpredictable change by reacting
quickly and effectively to changing markets, driven by customer defined products and services.
Nelson and Harvey (1995) describe agility as an "organization's capacity to respond rapidly and
effectively to unanticipated opportunities and to proactively develop solutions for potential
needs". Tsourveloudis and Valavanis (2002) defined agility as the ability of enterprise to operate
profitably in a rapidly changing and continuously fragmenting global market environment by

producing high-quality, high-performance, and customer configured goods and services. In this

12



context, agility is regarded as a holistic strategy that employs extant capabilities of a lean or

flexible strategy and then integrates parts of these capabilities into a new firm capability in order

to adapt to unanticipated and sudden changes in the business environment (Yang and Liu, 2012).

Table 1-2 summarizes various definitions of organizational agility that focus on agility as internal

capabilities along with the essential characteristics embedded within those definitions. As a

summary, it is evident from the key organizational literature that organizational agility is all

about environment and market (Charbonnier-Voirin 2011) as well as organizational capability to

cope with changing market condition and a chaotic environment (Barrand 2006; Joroff et al.

2003).

Table 2-2: Synthesis of the main contributions of the literature devoted to agility:
definitions, and characteristics

Author

Definition

Conception and Characteristics of Agility

lacocca/Lehigh
(1991)

A system that shifts quickly among
product models/lines, ideally in real time
in order to respond to customer needs

Speed, responsiveness, flexibility, customer needs

Dove (1999, Ability of an organization to respond Speed, cost, responsiveness, flexibility, quality and
2001) efficiently and effectively to both customer needs
proactive and reactive needs and
opportunities on the face of an
unpredictable and uncertain environment
Barrand Organizational model allowing for Seven principles of agility which are anticipation,
(2006) increased reaction speed, flexibility, cooperation, innovation, customer orientation,
anticipation, and permanent innovation culture of change, global offering, human
(p. 41-42) dimension complexity
Breu, et al. Organization-wide capability to respond Agility attributes: environmental scanning,
(2001) rapidly to market changes and to cope responsiveness of change, skills assessment and
flexibly with unexpected changes (p. 21)  development, employee empowerment and
autonomy in decision making, information and
knowledge access, collaboration and virtual
organization, business process integration,
information system (IS) integration and work flow,
mobile technology
Goldmanetal.  Ability to thrive and prosper in a General characteristics: flat and cooperative
(1995) competitive environment of continuous structure, decentralization and employee

and unanticipated change and to respond
quickly to rapidly changing markets
driven by customer- based valuing of
products and services (p. 8)

empowerment, real time, flexible technologies,
customer enrichment, innovation, continuous
learning

Four categories of agile practices: (1) enriching the
customer, (2) cooperating to enhance
competitiveness, (3) mastering change and

13



uncertainty, and (4) leveraging people and
information

Fliedner and Ability to market successfully low-cost, Responsiveness and time competence
Vokurka high- quality products with short lead
(1997) times and in varying volumes that provide
enhanced value to customers through
customization
Gunasekaran Ability to survive and prosper in a Agility requires flexibility and responsiveness in
(1999) competitive environment of continuous four key dimensions: (1) Strategies (virtual

and unpredictable change by reacting
quickly and effectively to changing
markets (p.87)

enterprise, supply chain, concurrent engineering),
(2) technologies (equipment, tools and IT), (3)
people (knowledge workers, managerial support,
employee empowerment, training), and (4)
systems (of conception, control, production
planning)

Kassim & Zain
(2004)

Ability of a firm to face and adapt
proficiently in a continuously changing
and unpredictable business environment
(p.174)

Four categories of agile practices adapted to
information systems and technologies: (1)
enriching customers, (2) mastering change, (3)
cooperating to compete, and (4) leveraging
resources, especially human resources

Lin, etal. The agility supply chain focuses on Four agility capabilities: responsiveness,
(2006) promoting adaptability and flexibility, competency, flexibility, and quickness
and has the ability to respond and react Four agility enablers/pillars or main attributes:
quickly and effectively to changing collaborative relationships (strategy), process
markets (p.286) integration (foundation), information integration
(infrastructure), and customer/ marketing
sensitivity (mechanism)
Shafer (1997) Being infinitely adaptable without Three agile dimensions: reading the market,
having to change (p. 1) mobilizing rapid response, and embedding
Core competency of the organization organizational learning
which enables it to succeed in a dynamic ~ Seven HR activities of the agile firm: development
environment and training, performance management, rewards
and recognition, work relationships, work design,
staffing, employee communication,
employee/labor relations
Sharifi et al. Capacity to understand the environment Four agility capabilities are responsiveness,
(2001) and to be flexible, cost effective and competency, quickness, and flexibility
productive with consistent high quality Five agility providers are organization, people,
(p. 857) technology, information system, and innovation
Yusuf et al. Ability of a business to grow in a General characteristics: high-quality and highly
(1999) competitive market of continuous and customized products, products and services with
unanticipated change and to respond high information and value-adding content,
quickly to rapidly changing markets mobilization of core competencies, responsiveness
driven by customer based valuing of to change, efficient use of technologies, response
products and services (p. 36) to change and uncertainty, cooperation and
collaboration
Six competitive bases: speed, flexibility,
innovation, proactivity, quality and profitability
Four core concepts: core competence management,
virtual enterprise, knowledge driven enterprise,
capability for reconfiguration
Zain et al. Agility is a new way of doing business. It Perceived usefulness and perceived ease of use of
(2005) reflects a new mind-set on making, IT influenced organizational agility indirectly

selling, and buying, an openness to new
forms of commercial relationships, and

through actual systems or technology use and
attitudes towards using the technology. Central to
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new measures for assessing the
performance of companies and people.

success is having accurate and timely information.
Therefore, the acceptance (and effective use) of IT
has become a key component of organizational
agility and success.

Menor et al. Agility is the ability to excel Speed of new service development, brand
(2001) simultaneously on operations capabilities ~ management, leveraging service supply chains
of quality, delivery, flexibility, and cost in
a coordinated fashion.
Vazquez- Agile manufacturing is identified with a Other dimensions of the business environment
Bustelo et al. global production model that is reflected  could be included, such as diversity or complexity.
(2007) in full integration of: highly trained, Industry effects on the development of agile
motivated and empowered employees manufacturing and whether some combinations of
working in teams; the use of advanced agility practices are more effective than others.
design, manufacturing and administrative
technologies; internal integration of
operations, with suppliers and customers;
concurrent engineering; and knowledge
management.
Yang and Liu A firm’s agility is a high-order construct, ~ Network structure mediates the effect of enterprise
(2012) determined by its ability to sense and agility on firm performance.
respond to unpredicted changes related to
customers, suppliers, and competitors.
Sambamurthy  Ability of a firm to redesign their existing ~ Time, responsiveness, flexibility, customer needs
et al. (2003) processes rapidly and create new

processes in a timely fashion in order to
be able to take advantage and thrive of
the unpredictable and highly dynamic
market conditions

Mathiyakalan
et al. (2005)

““Ability of an organization to detect
changes (which can be opportunities or
threats or a combination of both) in its
business environment and hence
providing focused and rapid responses to
its customers and stakeholders by
reconfiguring its resources, processes and
strategies’’

Speed, responsiveness, customer needs

*** Adopted and modified from Charbonnier-Voirin (2011), “The development and partial testing of the
psychometric properties of a measurement scale of organizational agility”

One conclusion that can be drawn from the myriad of definitions of organizational agility

is that measurement of the construct is difficult, at best. Dozens of traits are ascribed to agility in

these definitions. Each trait, may indeed be measureable. However, if all these traits are true

indicators of agility there is little hope that any single research undertaking can capture all of

these traits. Therefore, it is necessary to ascertain which of these traits, if any, are indicative of

agility and add marginal knowledge to our understanding of change in the marketplace.
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Organizational Agility as Organizational External Capabilities

The second group of researchers identified by Sherihiy et al. (2007) focus on external
capability and assert that organizational agility allows firms to first sense unanticipated changes
and then prepare ahead to respond effectively to actual changes, seeking to manage uncertainty.
This focus is supported by considerable academic literature and business practice (Goldman et al.
1995; Kidd 1994; Sharifi and Zhang 2001). According to Sharifi and Zhang (1999), responding
to change in proper ways and exploiting changes are the two key agility factors. Dove (2001)
referred to such marketplace responses as the ability to take physical action based on the results
of a sensing component. An agile enterprise must have a strong ability to identify market needs
and opportunities and then respond to them efficiently and effectively (Yang and Liu 2012). The
ability to sense and respond is further elaborated on by Mathiyakalan et al. (2005) who defined
organizational agility as a firm’s ability to sense opportunities, threats, and changes embedded in
its business environment and then provide a rapid response to them by reconfiguring its
strategies and resources. Ashrafi et al. (2005) provided a similar definition in which agility is
regarded as the ability to sense external unpredicted changes and respond to them effectively and
efficiently. Overby et al. (2006) subsequently integrated this perspective asserting that sensing
and responding are critical components of organizational agility.

In a recent empirical study, Yang and Liu (2012) reported that a firm’s agility is
significantly influenced by its ability to sense and respond to its customers, suppliers, and
competitors, and firm performance is significantly increased by its enterprise agility which
provides the resources and capabilities to deal with unexpected changes in the business
environment. They also found that a firm could detect changes in customer preferences and then

determine customer segment shifts through the sensing ability related to customers. The sensing
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ability for competitors and suppliers also helps the firm to craft advantages by tracking its

competitors’ strategic actions. A firm’s responding ability enables it to make a variety of

responses to enrich customer value, satisfy customer desire, and enhance a firm’s competitive

advantage. Table 2-3 summarizes the characteristics of organizational agility viewed from an

external perspective.

Table 2-3: Characteristics of Organizational Agility

Variables
Speed/time

Cost

Responsiveness

Flexibility

Quality

Customer needs

Top management support,
employee involvement and
empowerment

Team working, self-
directed teams, cross-
functional teams

Job rotation,
multifunctional workforce,
job enrichment

Training and education,
skill levels, workforce skill
upgrade, continuous
training and development
Knowledge workers,
IT-skilled workers

Related studies

lacocca /Lehigh (1991); Kumar and Motwani (1995); Cho et al. (1996); Fliedner
and Vokurka (1997); Yusuf et al. (1999); Dove (1999. 2001); Menor et al. (2001);
Sambamurthy et al. (2003); Ashrafi et al. 2005; Raschke and David (2005);
Mathiyakalan et al. (2005)

Fliedner and Vokurka (1997); Yusuf et al. (1999); Dove (1999. 2001); Menor et
al. (2001)

lacocca /Lehigh (1991); Goldman et al. (1995); Kumar and Motwani (1995); Cho
et al. (1996); Yusuf et al. (1999); Dove (1999. 2001); Sambamurthy et al. (2003);
Ashrafi et al. 2005; Raschke and David (2005); Mathiyakalan et al. (2005)
lacocca /Lehigh (1991); Goldman et al. (1995); Vokurka and Fliedner (1998);
Yusuf et al. (1999); Dove (1999. 2001); Menor et al. (2001); Sambamurthy et al.
(2003); Zhang et al. (2003); Raschke and David (2005)

Fliedner and VVokurka (1997); Yusuf et al. (1999); Dove (1999. 2001); Menor et
al. (2001);

lacocca /Lehigh (1991); Goldman et al. (1995); Kumar and Motwani (1995); Cho
et al. (1996); Fliedner and Vokurka (1997); Yusuf et al. (1999); Dove (1999.
2001); Sambamurthy et al. (2003); Ashrafi et al. 2005; Raschke and David (2005);
Mathiyakalan et al. (2005)

Sharp et al. (1999), Sharifi and Zhang (1998, 2001, 1999), Zhang and Sharifi
(2000), Gehani (1995), Sheridan (1996), Gunasekaran (1999a, 1998),
Gunasekaran and Yusuf (2002), Forsythe (1997), Yusuf et al. (1999), Gehani
(1995), Sahin (2000), Meredith and Francis (2000), Goldman and Nagel (1993)
and Fliedner and Vokurka (1997)

Sharp et al. (1999), Sharifi and Zhang (1998, 2001), Zhang and Sharifi (2000),
Gehani (1995), Gunasekaran (19993, 1998), Gunasekaran and Yusuf (2002),
Yusuf et al. (1999), Gehani (1995), Sahin (2000), Jin-Hai et al. (2003), Meredith
and Francis (2000), Goldman and Nagel (1993) and Fliedner and VVokurka (1997)
Gehani (1995), Gunasekaran (1999a), Forsythe (1997), Sahin (2000) and Jin-Hai
et al. (2003)

Zhang and Sharifi (2000), Gunasekaran (1999a), Gunasekaran and Yusuf (2002),
Yusuf et al. (1999), Sahin (2000), Jin-Hai et al. (2003), Goldman and Nagel
(1993), Fliedner and Vokurka (1997), Hormozi (2001),

Gunasekaran (1999a), Gunasekaran and Yusuf (2002), Yusuf et al. (1999), Jin-
Hai et al. (2003) and Goldman and Nagel (1993)

*** Adopted and modified from Ganguly et al. (2008), “Evaluating agility in corporate enterprises”
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In summary, themes that are prominent in the organizational agility literature include the
importance of knowledge, speed of response, proactiveness, sensing (anticipation), and change
capabilities.

WORKFORCE AGILITY

As the business environment increases in complexity and change becomes the normal
concern for action for any business organization, workforce agility has been deemed as necessary
to deal with the rapidly changing business environment. According to Youndt et al. (1996),
computer-integrated manufacturing (CIM) can be used to achieve agility. Sherehiy et al. (2007)
asserted that any manufacturing flexibility depends much more on people than on technologies
because it is the humans only, not the machines that have the ability to anticipate future
marketplace needs and market changes. In that respect, Upton (1995) states that operational
flexibility is achievable through the plant operators using their communication skills. In an
attempt to achieve manufacturing flexibility, Youndt et al. (1996) concluded that the achievement
of manufacturing flexibility requires developing and maintaining a “highly skilled,
technologically competent and adaptable workforce that can deal with non-routine and
exceptional circumstances.....” (p. 845). Hence, some work has been devoted to migrating
organizational agility traits to workforces.

Agile Workforce —Essential Component of Organizational Agility

The literature suggests that agility cannot be achieved without leveraging employees’
knowledge and skills (Sherehiy et al. 2007; Dove 1993; Forsythe 1997; Nagel and Dove 1991;
Plonka 1997). Pinochet et al. (1996) stated that introduction of advanced manufacturing
technologies can have several specific effects on the workforce. Based on this premise, many

authors have addressed the idea of an agile workforce, focusing on characteristics necessary for
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workforce agility. Following is a summary of the work concerning characteristics conducive to
workforce agility.

Gunasekaran (1999) suggested that an agile workforce has certain unique characteristics
such as IT skills, teamwork, good negotiation skills, capabilities in understanding advanced
manufacturing strategies, willingness to empower employees, multi-functionality, multilingual,
sound technological skills, self-directedness and motivation. The agile workforce expects to face
uncertainty and, hence, they are also expected to provide fast response to unexpected events in
the changing business environment (Plonka 1997). An agile workforce can work effectively in
any collaborative environment (Forsythe 1997). They are proficient at working in cross-
functional project teams, collaborative ventures with other companies, or virtual organizations
(Van Oyen et al., 2001, Sherehiy et al. 2007). According to Sherehiy et al. (2007), workforces
employed in an agile manufacturing environment utilize flexible technologies and infrastructure
that support change and require higher cognitive thinking. In order to provide suggestions
concerning improvements in controls and equipment, manufacturing employees must be familiar
with the equipment and technology (Sherehiy et al. 2007). The workforce becomes more agile by
acquiring new knowledge and engaging in accelerated learning as well as training in areas such
as just-in-time delivery (Plonka 1997). Agile workforces use new information, communication,
and mobile technologies to enhance their ability for speedy action and operational flexibility
(Goldman and Nagel 1993; Yusuf al. 1999, Sherehiy et al. 2007).

According to Muduli (2013), an agile workforce is an organized and dynamic collection
of talents that can quickly deliver the right skills and knowledge at the right time to meet
business needs of problem solving. An agile workforce is a flexible well-trained workforce

which can adapt quickly and easily offer solutions to take advantage of new opportunities and
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market circumstances. An agile workforce can enhance an organization’s ability to survive in a
volatile global business environment (Katayama and Bennett 1999). Borrowing from the
organization agility literature, workforce agility involves two main elements: the ability of the
workforce to quickly respond to changes in proper ways and the ability of the workforce to
exploit marketplace changes and take advantage of them as opportunities (Kidd 1994). Thus, an
agile workforce comprises people with a broad vision and the capabilities to deal with
marketplace turbulence through assessment of the advantageous side of such dynamic
conditions, such as abrupt shifts in customer preferences and account structure (Zhang and
Sharifi 2000).

Based on the review of the demands of agile and lean manufacturing, Plonka (1997)
identified some important attributes of agile workforce including: (1) attitude toward learning
and self-development; (2) problem-solving ability; (3) being comfortable with change, new
ideas, and new technologies; (4) the ability to generate innovative ideas, and (5) accepting new
responsibilities. In another review of the organizational agility literature, Breu et al. (2002)
identified indicators of the workforce agility including responsiveness to external change,
benchmarking for skill assessment, speed of skill development, speed of adaptation to new work
environments, speed of information access, speed of IT change, use of mobile technologies,
workplace independence, mobile information access, collaborative technologies, virtual team,
knowledge sharing, and employee empowerment. This work is consistent with that of Sharifi and
Zhang (1999), who asserted that agility is about responsiveness, competency, flexibility, and
quickness. Based on their definition, they suggest that agile workers are (i) responsive, being
able to sense, perceive, and anticipate changes; responding to the changes proactively and

rapidly; and recovering from changes quickly; (ii) quick in operating; (iii) competent,
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knowledgeable and empowered to be productive, efficient, and cost-effective; and (iv) flexible in
processing different products and achieving different objectives (Qin and Nembhard 2015). In
another review of agile organizations, Yusuf et al. (1999) discussed workforce agility from the
following perspectives: (i) competence: workers have the right information and knowledge; (ii)
flexibility: they are multi-skilled; (iii) teamwork. Team members are empowered to involve in
decision-making and can take actions quickly; teams are cross-functional and cross-unit within
the organization. Table 2-4 summarizes the literature that has focused on identifying
characteristics of agile workforces.

Table 2-4: Characteristics of Agile Workforces

IT skilled worker Gunasekaran (1999); Breu et al. (2002); Yusuf et al. (1999);
Plonka (1997)

Teamwork Gunesekaran (1999): Hopp and Oyen (2004); Breu et al.
(2002)

Problem-solving ability Plonka (1997), Breu et al. (2002); Sharifi and Zhang (1999)

Knowledge-sharing Breu et al. (2002); Sharifi and Zhang (1999); Qin et al. (2015)

Responsiveness to external change Breu et al. (2002); Yusuf et al. (1999); Dyer and Shafer
(1999); Sherehiy et al. (2007); Plonka (1997)

Empowered employees Kidd (1994); Yusuf et al. (1999); Gunasekaran (1999); Breu
et al. (2002)

Multi-functional workforce Hopp and Oyen (2004); Dyer and Shafer (1999); Plonka
(1997), Gunasekaran (1999); Breu et al. (2002)

Collaborative technologies Breu et al. (2002); Plonka (1997), Sherehiy et al. (2007)

Adaptability Yusuf et al. (1999); Sharifi and Zhang (1999); Sherehiy et al.
(2007); Dyer and Shafer (1999); Griffin & Hesketh (2003)

Resiliency Griffin & Hesketh (2003); Sherehiy et al. (2007)

As a summary, knowledge sharing is specifically identified as a trait of an agile
workforce. While anticipation and change proficiency are not specifically identified in those
terms, agile workforces are characterized by problem solving ability. Change proficiency is about
solving problems.

Types of Agility-Related Behavior in Workforce
Dyer and Shafer (1999) identified twenty personnel competencies and behaviors that are

relevant to workforce agility, and grouped these into five characteristics of agile workers: (1)
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taking the initiative to identify risks and opportunities in the marketplace, and deal with these by
moving resources needed in a timely manner and to appropriate places; (ii) willingness to be
rapidly redeployed whenever and to wherever they are needed; (iii) spontaneously collaborating
to pool resources for quick results; (iv) innovation when old solutions do not work; and (v)
learning rapidly and continuously (Qin and Nembhard 2015). Later, Dyer and Shafer (2003)
extended their own work and stated that organizational agility requires mainly three kinds of
workforce behaviors: proactive, adaptive and generative. Proactive behavior consists of two
facets: initiation and improvisation. According to Pulakos et al (2000), proactivity occurs when a
person initiates activities that have a positive effect on the changed environment such as creative
problem-solving and dealing with crises. Dyer & Shafer (2003) add that proactivity involves
active search for opportunities that contribute to organizational success and requires devising and
implementing creative approaches to pursue opportunities and deal with threats. Sherehiy et al
(2007) emphasize that proactive behavior requires a personal initiative to anticipate change-
related problems, and to suggest suitable solutions. Proactive initiative involves active search for
opportunities to contribute to organizational success and take the lead in pursuing those
opportunities that appear promising. Proactive improvisation involves devising and
implementing new and creative approaches to pursue opportunities and dealing with threats.
Adaptive behavior includes the assumption of multiple roles to enable performance in
different capacities as projects often simultaneously move from one role to another very quickly.
Agile employees simultaneously learn multiple competencies and educate themselves by actively
sharing information and knowledge. According to Liebowitz (2008) adaptability is about the
ability to adapt quickly to unanticipated changes, and learning to be responsive to new market

demands. Hence, adaptability, as a workforce agility attribute, is based on changing or modifying
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oneself or one's behavior to better fit in a new environment (Sherehiy et al, 2007) and
transferring learning from one task to another as job demands vary (Allworth & Hesketh, 1999).
It requires professional flexibility to work concurrently on different tasks in different teams
(Sherehiy et al, 2007).

Generative behavior relates to learning and training themselves to be multi-skilled and
competent in team-work (Sherehiy et al, 2007). Hopp and Van (2004) stated that the workers’
cross-training is a powerful mechanism that can enhance workforce agility. They developed an
agile workforce evaluation framework in which workforce agility consists of three basic
elements: cross-training skill patterns, worker coordination policy, and team structure. They
argue that workforce agility can be achieved via cross training because cross-trained workers
represent a flexible capacity since workers can be shifted to where and when they are needed.
According to them, cross training can increase the production flexibility of an organization. The
workforce with a broader set of skills would perform a wider range of tasks efficiently and would
provide task redundancy (Sherehiy et al. 2007) since number of workers are capable to perform
the same tasks. This in turn allows team members to share their knowledge base with each other.
Cross-training and greater task variety may also facilitate performance due to the experience of
less fatigue, boredom or repetitive stress. However, it should be noted that there is no empirical
research that has examined effect of cross-training on production agility and/or business
performance (Sherehiy et al. 2007).

Griffin and Hesketh’s (2003) framework describes adaptability at work consisting of
three broad types of behavior: proactive, reactive, and tolerant which correspond to the three
adjustment style dimensions from the Theory of Work Adjustment (TWA). According to them,

tolerant behavior is evidenced by continued functioning despite the changing environment or
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when proactive or reactive strategies may not be appropriate (Sherehiy et al, 2007). On the basis
of the models of Griffin & Hesketh (2003), Dyer & Shafer (2003) and Sherehiy et al (2007), the
attributes of the agile workforce have been grouped in three dimensions: proactivity, adaptability,
and resiliency. Resiliency is another attribute of workforce agility that manifests itself in the
ability to function efficiently under stress against a changing environment (Griffin & Hesketh,
2003; Sherehiy et al 2007). Resiliency implies that employees have a positive attitude to
changes, new ideas, differences in opinions and approaches as well as possessing tolerance of
uncertain and unexpected situations (Sherehiy et al 2007; Al Faouri et al. 2014).

In examining the literature based on theoretical developments for workforce agility, Qin and
Nembhard (2015) developed a classification framework which characterizes workforce agility as
a multi-dimensional construct, involving five attributes: responsiveness, quickness, competence,
adaptability, and cooperativeness. According to them, the responsiveness of a workforce is
implied by their attitude, capability, and behavior in reacting to unexpected changes in, for
example, market, competition, consumers, workplace, products, roles, and tasks. Agile workforce
have positive attitude and reactions to unexpected changes, higher capability of sensing future
changes and better preparedness for change. Quickness is measured relative to the time
dimension, wherein an agile workforce is able to adjust rapidly to a new or radically transformed
set of conditions while maintaining a relatively high work pace. Competence is a measure of
workers’ abilities (cognitive and physical), which can be measured by their 1) comprehension of
new ideas, knowledge, or technologies; 2) the degree of creativity and innovative in problem-
solving; and 3) the level of skills or knowledge that they master; and their productivity.

Cooperativeness is a measure of workforce collaboration including attitudes and abilities to work
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on common goals. Table 2-5 summarizes the attributes of workforce agility including metrics

proposed to assess workforce agility.

Table 2-5: Synthesis of Attributes and Metrics for Workforce Agility

Workforce Agility
Attributes

Metrics

References

Responsiveness

Positive attitude and reactions to unexpected
changes

o Degree of self-motivation

o Degree of autonomy in responding to changes

Higher capability of sensing future change

o Confidence level in forecasting change

e Frequency of information update

Better preparedness for change

o Availability of quality workforce solutions to
change issues

o Frequency of learning

Yusuf et al. (1999), Sharifi and Zhang
(1999), Dyer and Shafer (1999), Plonka
(1997), Hosein and Yousefi (2012),
Hopp and Oyen (2004), Sherehiy et al.
(2007), Dyer and Shafer (2003), Harvey
et al. (1999), Breu et al. (2002)

Sharifi and Zhang (1999), Overby et al.
(2006), Breu et al. (2002), Gunasekaran
(1999)

Sherehiy et al. (2007), Overby et al.
(2006), Dyer and Shafer (1999), Dyer
and Shafer (2003), Harvey et al. (1999),
Griffin and Hesketh (2003),
Gunasekaran (1999), Hopp and Oyen
(2004)

Shorter transition or recovery time
o Time for learning/training on new skills and
knowledge time

Hopp and Oyen (2004), Sharifi and
Zhang (1999), Dyer and Shafer (1999)

Greater flexibility to work conditions

Quickness e Redeployment or recovery time
Faster completion time Sharifi and Zhang (1999), Dyer and
e Products or services delivery speed Shafer (1999), Gunasekaran (1999),
e Problem-solving speed Hopp and Oyen (2004)
Higher cost-effectiveness of workforce solutions | Sharifi and Zhang (1999), Dyer and
e Labor costs Shafer (1999), ), Hopp and Oyen (2004),
e Breadth and level of worker knowledge/skills | Qin et al. (2015)
inventories
o Degree of worker-task matching
o Workforce utilization
Competence Greater workforce capability Yusuf et al. (1999), Sharifi and Zhang
o Degree of comprehending new (1999), Dyer and Shafer (1999), Dyer
ideas/knowledge/technologies aH”; \i@azra??fggé)laIoeqlsfiiﬁlgr?g)’
) F[,)r%%ze;n?z;r\??%\“ty and innovation in Hgsketh (2003), Hopp and Oyen (2004),
o Level of skills/lknowledge/ Qin et al. (2015)
expertise/information
o Worker productivity
Greater variety Yusuf et al. (1999), Sharifi and Zhang
o Degree of multi-functionality, multi-skills, (1999), Sherehiy et al. (2007), Hopp and
and multi-roles Oyen (2004), Qin et al. (2015), Dyer and
¢ Mix of multiple labor sources Shafer (2003),
Adaptability

Dyer and Shafer (2003), Qin et al.
(2015)
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o Degree of working time flexibility
o Degree of work location flexibility

Adaptive behaviors
o Degree of tolerance to unexpected working
environments

Sherehiy et al. (2007), Harvey et al.
(1999), Griffin and Hesketh (2003),

Cooperativeness

Positive attitude towards collaboration
o Degree of tolerance to different or new
opinions/approaches

Cooperative behavior in collaborating working
environments

e Ease of communication

o Degree of autonomy in collaboration

Higher efficiency and effectiveness in

collaboration

o Degree of decentralization of decision-making

o Ease of moving among
projects/teams/tasks/roles

e Improvement from collaborating across
functions or disciplines

Plonka (1997), Harvey et al. (1999),
Griffin and Hesketh (2003), Forsythe,
1997

Sherehiy et al. (2007), Dyer and Shafer
(1999), Dyer and Shafer (2003), Hopp
and Oyen (2004)

Yusuf et al. (1999), Sherehiy et al.
(2007), Hopp and Oyen (2004), Breu et
al. (2002), Qin et al. (2015)

multiple competencies areas and educate by
actively sharing of information and knowledge.

Proactive Person initiate the activities that have positive Dyer and Shafer (2003); Sherehiy et al.
effect on changed environment (2007), Griffin and Hesketh (2003)

Reactive Changing or modifying oneself to better fit to Dyer and Shafer (2003); Sherehiy et al.
new environment (2007), Griffin and Hesketh (2003)

Tolerant Continuing functioning despite changing Dyer and Shafer (2003); Sherehiy et al.
environment or when proactive or reactive (2007), Griffin and Hesketh (2003)
strategies are not appropriate

Resilient Ability to function efficiently under the stress Dyer and Shafer (2003); Sherehiy et al.
and despite changing environment or when (2007), Griffin and Hesketh (2003)
applied strategies have not succeeded

Generative Employees have to simultaneously learn in Dyer and Shafer (2003)

*** Adapted and modified from Qin and Nembhard (2015), “Review Workforce agility in operations management”

In summary, some agility metrics do assess proactiveness as a key agility trait. Similarly,

some agility metrics assess competence, a trait that implies the knowledge required to engage in

strategies and tactics (some of which may involve change) that achieve success.

Empirical Research on Workforce Agility

Several empirical research efforts have been conducted on workforce agility for the

purpose of developing scales to measure workforce agility and to examine antecedents of

workforce agility. Sherehiy et al. (2007) and Breu et al. (2002) represent two efforts that were
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undertaken to craft scales for measuring workforce agility. Indicators of workforce agility offered
by Breu et al. (2002) are from an IT perspective while Sherehiy (2008) proposes a general scale
for measuring workforce agility by utilizing work adjustment theory (Alavi and Wahab 2013).
Table 2-6 summarizes the indicators of workforce agility provided by Breu et al. (2002). The
workforce agility scale proposed by Sherehiy (2008) is listed in the Appendix A.

Based on a review of the organizational agility literature, Breu et al. (2002) classified
initial attributes of the workforce agility in terms of two agility dimensions - speed, and
flexibility (Sherehiy et al 2007). The result of their “factor analysis of determined agile
workforce attributes revealed a single component that was recognized as a global indicator of the
workforce agility” (Sherehiy et al. 2007, p.453). The analysis showed that, among ten
components, the most important factors for workforce agility were speed of developing new
skills, responsiveness to changes in customer needs and market conditions, and speed of
acquiring the skills needed for business process change. Their ten identified workforce attributes
were grouped into five higher level categories: intelligence, competencies, collaboration, culture,
and information system. The grouping of the attributes into the categories is shown in Table 2-6.
After further analysis, Breu et al. (2002) found that intelligence and competence are the most
fundamental elements of workforce agility. They also suggest that the continual innovation of
workforce’s IT and software skills allow agile workforce to exploit opportunities in changing
environments. Sherehiy and Karwowski (2014) also used a Workforce Agility Scale (WAS)
based on Sherehiy (2008). The scale consisted of three subscales reflecting three workforce
agility dimensions: proactivity, adaptivity, and resilience. The WAS scale is provided in the
Appendix A. The main goal of their study was to explore the effect of agile strategies on work

organization and employees’ performance. The result of their study supported the fact that
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workforce agility requires empowerment and autonomy in decision making and hence employee
empowerment is one of the most important predictor of workforce agility.

Table 2-6: Capabilities for Workforce Agility

Capabilities for workforce agility (after Breu et al., 2002)

Intelligence

Responsiveness to changing customer needs

Responsiveness to changing market conditions

Competencies

Speed of developing new skills and competencies

Speed of acquiring the skills necessary for business process change

Speed of innovating management skills

Speed of acquiring new IT and software skills

Collaboration

Effectiveness of cooperating across functional boundaries

Ease of moving between the projects

Culture

Employee empowerment for independent decision making

Information System

Support of the IT infrastructure for the rapid introduction of new IS

**** Adopted from Sherehiy et al., 2007, “A review of enterprise agility: Concepts, frameworks, and attributes”

Sumukadas and Sawhney (2004) conducted an empirical assessment of a theoretical
model of employee involvement (EI) to examine how workforce agility is affected by various
workforce management practices. The effect of employee involvement (IE) practices such as: (1)
information sharing; (2) training; (3) rewards; and (4) power sharing was investigated. Based on
the previous research on the effects of IE practices on satisfaction and performance, Sumukadas
and Sawhney (2004) assumed that power sharing may have a significant effect on the workforce
agility. They demonstrated that power sharing practices positively influence the architecture for
workforce agility, such as improving efficiencies of training, shifting workers between task
types, multi-tasking, and collaboration (Hopp and Van Oyen 2004). Other EI practices have
secondary effects, both directly and indirectly via power sharing, on workforce agility (Sherehiy
et al 2007). Later Results from using structural equation modeling indicated that the power

sharing techniques (job enrichment and enlargement, self-management teams, quality circles,
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suggestions systems) had strong and significant effects on workforce agility (Sherehiy and

Karwowski 2014). Their results are also consistent with the finding of Youndt et al. (1996) who

reported that human-capital-enhancing practices improve manufacturing strategies and also

consistent with the findings of Kathuria and Partovi (1999) that higher-order EI practices support

plant flexibility. Bosco (2007) performed a study on workforce agility in the service sector, in

this case US hospitals. The author identified a relationship between environmental turbulence,

workforce agility and patient outcomes. The results of these studies are summarized in Table 2-7.

Table 2-7: Research on Workforce Agility

control; skill variety; job
uncertainty; job complexity)

Reference Predictors of Workforce Agility Workforce Agility as Workforce Agility scales
Sherehiy (2008) Agility strategy (product; Dependent Variable Proactivity;

cooperation; organization; people) Adaptability;

Work organization (job demand; job Resilience;

Sumukadas and
Sawhney (2004)

Employee involvement

Information sharing

Training (multiple task skill, quality
skill, group skill, leadership skill,
business skill, team skill)
Salary-skill-based pay improvement
incentives non-monetary incentives
team based production incentives

Dependent Variable

Multiple tasks

Bosco (2007)

Power sharing
Turbulent environment

Mediator

Competency;
collaboration;
information
system;
intelligence;
group culture;

*** Adopted and modified from Alavi and Wahab (2012), “A Review on Workforce Agility”

To summarize, some empirical work on workforce agility does include attention to

competency, information sharing and proactivity, traits that suggest that knowledge and change

proficiency are, potentially, key attributes of agility
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SALESFORCE AGILITY

The subject of this dissertation concerns the efficacy of studying agility in the sales force.
Chonko and Jones (2005, 2012) and Jones et al. (2005) asserted that agility research should be
extended to the non-production personnel such as salesforce. They noted that existing agility
research had mainly focused on speed and flexibility from an operations perspective (Goldman
and Nagel 1993; Gunasekaran 1999), although it has been argued that strong attention should be
given to agile workforce on the factory floor (Gunasekaran 1999) and supply chains (Van Hoek
et al. 2001).

According to Chonko and Jones (2005), an agile salesperson is one who delivers value to
customers, shortens time horizons, improves cycle time for customers, has knowledge of
network roles — central connectors, boundary spanners, information brokers, peripheral
specialists, and has high change proficiency. They have knowledge of procedures, people,
practices, and processes. Agile salespeople implement rapid, low cost predictable changes. They
have high knowledge management capabilities including tacit knowledge, use of multiple
knowledge repositories, and knowledge of building relationships in the organization. They have
an ability to acquire, transfer, and unlearn knowledge. Salesperson agility is characterized
knowledge management and change proficiency as balanced salesperson competencies (Dove
1994).

Sales Agility Model
Chonko and Jones (2005) developed a framework concerning why todays’ salesforces
need sales agility. Figure 2-2 presents their framework for “understanding the sales force’s
need for agility in the consideration of offering new value propositions that may break strategic

precedent when salespeople confront new customer needs” (Chonko and Jones 2012, p.520).
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Referring to Figure 2-2, salesperson agility includes five major components: agility drivers,
what the customer is thinking, agility capabilities, market strategy formulation, agility
providers.

Agility drivers are the changes/pressures from the business environment that require a
company or salesperson to search for new ways of doing business in order to maintain
competitive advantage (Sharifi and Zhang 2001). Changes in the business environment impose
pressures on the sales activities of salespeople and are the drivers of the need for agility (Preiss
1997). Agility drivers urge salespeople to respond in appropriate ways to maintain advantage in
the marketplace. Agility drivers demand that agile salespeople should be involved in various
activities such as continuous learning, intelligence generation, knowledge collection, and
continuous scanning of the external environment. These agility drivers can vary from one sales
organization to the next or even one market to the next (Zhang and Sharifi 2000). In organizing
business environmental knowledge to master change and uncertainty, an agile salesperson
thrives on change and uncertainty because he/she is flexible enough to allow complete resource
reconfiguration in efforts to serve customers (Chonko and Jones 2012).

Figure 2-2: Sales Agility Model (Chonko and Jones 2005)

A Model of Sales Agility

Prevailing Sacial Values.

Agility Enablers

- Knowledge Management
- Change Proficiency

propositions still |

provide advantage |
;

Performance
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Responsiveness: Organization
Agility Drivers e
gility Strategy Formulation Agility
i Providers
* Technology i Salespeople must !}
* Globalization i beagile inorder 1} Salesperson Creates
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Products and Services Customer Is T - Information
* Production to Order in Thinking: * Innovation
Arbiti Lot Sizes H: 1l -
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Understanding what the customer is thinking is rooted in the wisdom of forming deep
customer relationships. Uncertainties and pressures (agility drivers) may lead customers to
change their ways of thinking (Chonko and Jones 2005). When customers change their thinking,
the need for agility is invoked. Knowledge of agility drivers and what the customer is thinking
informs salespeople of needed change. Thus knowledge is the first agility enabler (Chonko and
Jones 2005, Dove 1999). The second agility enabler is change proficiency (Dove 1999), the
ability to exploit knowledge and make change to take advantage marketplace changes as
opportunity (Chonko and Jones 2005, Kidd 1994).

Agility capabilities are the essential capabilities that the company needs in order to
positively respond to and take advantage of the changes (Sharifi and Zhang 2001). Agility
capabilities include change and knowledge proficiency that represents the third component of the
agility model. Reid et al. (1996) suggested a list of agility attributes including sensing and
anticipating changes; adaptability; ability to recover from change; quickness; innovation;
flexibility; and efficiency. Agility in the organization has been described as dynamic, context-
specific, change-focused, and growth-oriented (Goldman et al. 1995). It is dynamic in that the
way a salesperson demonstrates change proficiency today may not always be effective. It is
context-specific as customers current needs/wants influence the level of needed agility. It is
changed-focused as changes in what the customer is thinking require salespeople to use the
agility response capabilities of knowledge and change proficiency. It is growth oriented in that in
requires the salesperson to have ability to re-conceptualize his/her vision, strategies and
techniques.

Market Strategy Formulation is the fourth component of the agility model. Strategy

formulation involves salespeople using their agility capabilities (Chonko and Jones 2005).
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Salespeople offer actual strategies and tactics using their capabilities that come from five major
aspects of their organizations - the organization itself, its people, technology, information, and
innovation - to solve customer problems or create customer opportunities.

Agility Providers, the fifth model component, includes a firm’s resources, collaboration,
culture, and firm capabilities. Kidd (1995) suggested that agility may be achieved through the
integration of agility providers of people, organization and technology into a coordinated system.
Gunasekaran (1999) considered agility practices and tools from four provider categories:
technology, people, systems and strategies. According to Chonko and Jones (2005), agility
selling includes capabilities and resources that a sales organization provides to their salespeople.
They also state that agility selling is based on salespeople using each partner’s resources. The
degree of agility required by salespeople will differ depending on the situation (James-Moore
1996). An agile salesperson leverages agility providers’ people and resources in entrepreneurial
ways to provide mutual benefit for all, including their customers (Chonko and Jones 2012).

Agile salespeople view changes in agility drivers as opportunity (Chonko and Jones
2005). Therefore, they are always ready to cope with four types of change originating from
agility drivers (Sharifi et al. 2001).

1. Anticipated change: Anticipated change is the expected change which can be
practically well predicted. Salespeople do not usually face problems dealing with
anticipated change as they have a contingency plan to manage anticipated change
(Chonko and Jones 2012).

2. Created change: Created change is the organized change by initiated by
salespeople. These are usually undertaken within the organization’s capability to
manage the change process (Chonko and Jones 2005). For example, a salesperson
can create change by providing new information that might drive account

penetration strategies.

3. Unpredicted change: Unpredicted change occurs “within normal expectations” of
an agile salesperson’s conceptualization of change (Chonko and Jones 2005,
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p.374). Agile salespeople should respond effectively very quickly in order to
handle these kinds of changes.

4. Unprecedented change: Unlike unpredicted change, unprecedented change lies

2 (13

outside the salesperson’s “normal expectations” (Chonko and Jones 2005, p. 374),
which demands more innovative coping strategies from agile salespeople.
Salespeople must use anticipatory skills when dealing with anticipated and created

change in order to prepare for future actual change. Hence anticipatory skills might be termed as
proactive agility. Sales opportunities and threats that deal more with unpredicted and
unprecedented change might be called reactive agility (Chonko and Jones 2005). As a summary,
the Chonko and Jones (2005) model emphasizes the importance of anticipation as critical to the
agile capabilities of knowledge and change proficiency , two aspects of agility purported to make

it unique from other concepts that deal with adaptation behavior.

IS AGILITY DIFFERENT THAN OTHER CONCEPTS THAT ASSESS ABILITY TO
ADAPT?

Critical to the efficacy of salesforce agility research is the determination of unique
aspects of agility vis-a-vis other concepts in the literature that deal with change. Three of these
concepts — adaptability, diligence, and flexibility — are discussed next.

ADAPTIVE SELLING

It has long been recognized in the sales literature that there is a strong relationship
between adaptive selling behavior and sales performance outcomes (Anglin et al. 1990;
Giacobbe et al. 2006; Sujan et al., 1994; Marks et al. 1996; Weitz et al. 1986). Adaptive selling is
defined as “altering of sales behavior during a customer interaction or across customer

interactions based on perceived information about the nature of the selling situation” (Weitz et al.
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1986, p.175). Through adaptive selling techniques, salespeople comfortably alter their sales
message in order to seek a fit with individual customer’s needs and preferences. Salespeople who
engage in adaptive selling customize their sales strategy to fit the needs of each customer and
sales situation and adapt their behaviors across customers, across time and within a customer
interaction (Weitz 1978). Salespeople who are adaptive exploit the unique capability of personal
selling compared with other one-way marketing communications (mass media, sales promotion)
(Bradford and Weitz 2012). The adaptive selling scale used in this research is shown in
Appendix B. Further, Appendix A provides a taxonomy of adaptability traits. In both cases,
adaptability appears to include a salesperson that he/she can undertake different activities.
However, there are no specific references to knowledge required to make change and change
proficiency.
Empirical Research on Adaptability

Empirical research conducted in various contexts has confirmed that adaptive selling
behavior improves salesperson performance regardless of the circumstances (Boorom et al. 1998;
Franke and Park 2006; Jaramillo and Grisaffe 2009; Spiro and Weitz 1990; Weitz et al. 1986).
Recent studies have concluded that adaptive selling enables salespeople to become more
customer oriented (Franke and Park 2006) and mediates the effect of customer orientation on
sales performance (Jaramillo and Grisaffe 2009). Giacobbe et al. (2006) empirically tested
whether adaptive selling has different effects on sales performance based on adaptive condition
versus non-adaptive condition. They found that a positive role of adaptive selling on sales
performance under both adaptive and non-adaptive condition. In their review of the adaptive
selling behavior literature, Giacobbe et al. (2006, p. 116) catalogued 27 studies of adaptive

selling and characterized the findings from studies investigating the relationship of adaptive
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selling with sales performance as mixed. According to Autry et al. (2013), a number of studies
have found support for a positive relationship between adaptive selling and performance (e.g.,
Booram et al. 1998; Franke and Park 2006; Park and Holloway 2003; Siguaw 1993; Sujan et al.
1994) while others found either mixed results or non-support (e.g., Anglin et al. 1990;
Blackshear and Plank 1994; Keillor et al. 2000; Marks et al. 1996). Hence, Giacobbe et al.
(2006) and Porter et al. (2003) assert, based on the theoretical models of Sujan et al. (1988), that
mixed findings concerning the adaptive selling and sales performance relationship are the result
of differing situational effects (Autry et al. 2013).

In a meta-analysis, Franke and Park (2006) combine findings from 155 samples of more
than 31,000 salespeople to test alternative models of antecedents and consequences of adaptive
selling behavior and customer orientation. They conclude that adaptive selling behavior and
selling experience increases self-rating, manager-ratings, and objective measures of performance
(Valenzuela et al. 2014). Guenzi et al. (2007) examine the link between adaptive selling and the
relational selling strategies and found that the organization’s relational selling strategies is
positively related to key account mangers’ adaptive selling nature. Robinson et al. (2005)
demonstrate that salespersons’ intent to practice adaptive selling mediates the relationship
between behavioral intentions to use technology and salesperson performance. Deeter-Schmelz
and Sojka (2007) found that a significant relationship between self-monitoring and sales
performance where high self-monitoring salespeople scored more highly on a self-rated measure
of performance than low self-monitoring salespeople. Jaramillo et al. (2007) established that
intrinsic motivation positively related to adaptive selling. Their empirical study also
demonstrates that level of initiative positively moderates the effect of intrinsic motivation on

adaptive selling.
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Salespeople using adaptive selling adjust their approach by reacting to signals given by
the buyer and/or the selling situation (Locander et al. 2014). Research has shown that effective
salespeople are better at detecting cues, particularly nonverbal cues, than their less effective sales
counterparts (Chang, 2006; Grikscheit, 1971; Sager et al. 2006). Likewise, research has linked
adaptive selling to self-ratings and objective indicators of performance (e.g., Fang et al. 2004;
Park & Deitz, 2006). Marks et al. (1996) demonstrates that the original adaptive selling scale
developed by Spiro and Weitz (1990) is actually a combination of two dimensions: adaptive
selling belief and adaptive selling behavior (Miao and Evans 2013). However, their results show
that adaptive selling beliefs do not influence sales performance, but adaptive selling behaviors do
have an impact on sales performance and hence are an immediate precursor of sales performance
(Fang et al. 2004; Marks et al. 1996; Roman and Iacobucci 2010). Miao and Evans (2013) found
a significant interaction effect of adaptive selling behavior and selling effort on outcome control
and activity control. Activity control appears to be a double-edged sword in that it enhances the
positive effect of outcome control on selling effort but at the same time dampens outcome
control’s positive effect on adaptive selling behavior. Rapp et al. (2006) demonstrate that
empowerment enhances salespeople’s likelihood of using adaptive selling techniques. In later
study, Rapp et al (2008) further shows that CRM usage positively influence adaptive selling and
adaptive selling positively influence sales performance. However, Valenzuela et al. (2014) found
that the optimum level of customer lifetime value (CLV) orientation is not dependent on
salesperson adaptive selling behavior.

Summary of key facets of Adaptability
Adaptability is a vital component to selling success. According to Locander et al. (2014,

p. 390), “salespeople rely on adaptive capabilities as a means of selecting information cues to
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make adjustments during presentations or other interactions with customers”. Adaptability is
necessarily the inherent ability to adjust according to demand and it is the defensive approach in
response to marketplace changes (Katayama and Bennett 1999). Adaptability is positively related
to sales experience, effort, functional flexibility, and sales performance (Siguaw 1993; Rapp et
al. 2008; Robinson et al. 2002). Intrinsic motivation and learning orientation are also positively
related to adaptability (Spiro and Weitz 1990; Jaramillo et al. 2007; Park and Holloway 2003).

Table 2-8 provides a summary of research conducted on adaptive selling.

Table 2-8: Adaptive Selling Behavior: Measures and Summary of Findings
Authors Context of the Study | ASB Measure Relevant Findings
Adaptive selling is correlated significantly with
Develops a 16-item eight general measures of interpersonal
268 salespeople ofa | ADAPTS scale to flexibility.
Spiro and manufacturer of measure ASB and Adaptive selling is positively correlated to
Weitz (1990) | diagnostic equipment | empirically test intrinsic motivation.
and supplies hypothesized Adaptive selling is not correlated to experience
relationships managerial style and management ratings of
performance.
62 sales reps and
Anglinetal. | field managers for an | Cognitive sales script | Mixed support for ASB leading to sales
(1990) agricultural products | elicitation performance.
firm.
69 salespeople, Importance rankings .
. . ) In missionary sales contexts, all three
Weilbaker managers, and buyers | of adaptive selling (as : .
. d X . stakeholder groups perceive ASB as being very
(1990a) in the pharmaceutical | a selling skill) were -
. important.
industry. measured.
106 female/71 male Gender differences were significant in those
Goolshy et members of a ADAPTS regressions relating to three of the five
al. (1992) professional sales dimensions of sales performance and total
association. performance.
Motivation to work,
Vink and 201 employees from att_rlbutlons for ASB is not the same as just "working smarter."
failures, reward - .
Verbeke 50 randomly selected . . It is determined to be a more complex
- orientations, and
(1993) companies. o construct.
organizational
characteristics.
Sales call planning, Adapters show the greatest difference from
Bodkin and I customer information | non-adapters in sales call planning. Sales
101 food distributors . . - Lo L
Stevenson and wholesalers gathering, competitor | position characteristics distinguish the two
(1993) ' information gathering, | types of sellers across ASB measures. Sales
intention to adapt. experience findings were mixed.
306 personal sellers .
. in the information Role (_:onf_llct, ASB is positively related to sales experience,
Siguaw . organizational . L
and image . effort, functional flexibility, and sales
(1993) commitment,
management . A performance.
. functional flexibility
industry.
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Learning orientation positively influences

Sujan et al. 190 salespeople from | 16-item ADAPTS . X .
(1994) different industries scale \_/vorklng smart. Working smart positively
influences sales performance.
58 booth attendants Training level, booth Booth attendants adapt to the type of customer.
from producers and - . O
Tanner - experience, sales Experience was unrelated to ASB. Training
distributors of - ! ; .
(1994) . experience, and being received by the observed attendants did
networking products,
. purpose not seem to affect ASB.
services, and data.
Predmore E;;:gg:lss);;ght?ﬁw ASB and two Telemarketers who adjust their communication
and Bonnice | ; . measures of sales style during the course of the sales exchange
industrial trade .
(1994) . performance. demonstrate higher sales performance.
magazine sales.
Blackshear 118 sales reps who Sellers' behavior have a positive impact on
and Plank were also assessed by | Five ASB scales sales performance. ASB seems to be positively
(1994) their managers. related to sales performance.
Levy and 201 retail salfespeople 16-item ADAPTS Gender, age, experience and education are not
Sharma from one major scale linked to adaptive sellin
(1994) department store P g
Siquaw and 268 salespeople from
Hgne cutt the Association for 16-item ADAPTS No gender differences were found for adaptive
(19953/ Information and scale selling.
Image Management
Grant and 146 field sales four behavioral items !—hgher levels Of. beljawor—base_d control system
in terms of monitoring, rewarding and
Cravens managers from adapted from the luating i behavi :
(1996) different industries ADAPTS scale évaluating Increase behavior performance (a
construct that includes adapting selling).
Two dimensions from
179 the ADAPS scale:
Marks et al. | telecommunications | Adaptive selling Adaptive selling beliefs do not influence sales
(1996) equipment beliefs (four items), performance, but behavior does.
salespeople Adaptive selling
behavior (seven items)
179 sellers from a ASB and task_—related sales behavior are related
Marks and . to goal commitment. However, there is no
: major U.S. telecom . '
Badovick equipment ADAPTS support that goal commitment influences sales
(1997) quip performance or that ASB is related to task-
manufacturer. .
relates sales behavior.
124 sellers and
. purchasing agents, Industrial buyers do not perceive female
Dion et al. members of National . . .
o ADAPTS industrial salespeople as being any more or less
(1997) Association of : . :
- adaptive than male industrial salespeople.
Purchasing
Management
Boorom et 239 insurance 16-item ADAPTS Interaction involvement is positively associated
al. (1998) salespeople scale with adaptiveness in sales presentations
ASB is positively related to the sellers' self-
Eppler et al. monitoring trait and to their sales performance.
(1998) 329 real estate sellers | ADAPTS Self-monitoring is not related to sales

performance.

39




155 business to
business salespeople

Higher levels of salesperson-manager

DelVecchio and their respective 16-item ADAPTS relationship quality are associated with higher
(1997) scale - .

managers from levels of adaptive selling.

different industries

144 field sales four behavioral items Higher levels of behavior-based control system
Piercy et al. in terms of monitoring, directing, rewarding

managers from adapted from the L .
(1998) . . . and evaluating increase behavior performance

different industries ADAPTS scale - - .

(a construct that includes adapting selling).

Kaeillor et al. 126 me_mbers ofa ADAPTS, SOCO, and A$B tepds 'go bg s_ltuatlon specnjc. Service _

professional sales . . . orientation is difficult to assess in terms of its
(2000) service orientation

organization

actual impact on sales performance.

Pettijohn et

62 sellers in a retail

ADAPTS

Higher ASB can bring higher closing ratio, but
there is no support that higher ASB would
provide higher sales volume. No clear

al. (2000) environment relationship between ASB and sales
performance.
Porter and 161 industrial 16-item ADAPTS Motivation/interest to understand behavior and
introspection of behavior positively influence
Inks (2000) salespeople scale adaptive selling.
122 marketing ten (motivational Intercultural disposition (a second-order
Bush et al executives from capability and ’ construct composed of empathy, world
several industries - . mindedness, ethnocentrism, and attributiona
(2001) | involv:x.j 31 tk:e. beﬁaworil) items from co.m(:)lgxity) artlrc]i adaptti\;e sellindg \}\fe.rl; r:.ot |
selling the ADAPTS scale positively related.
igge;gﬁrfg 236 salespeople from ge(tzz Szxzﬁ;oiTZL]asnﬁ om Sales experience and sales training positively
(2002) five companies the ADAPTS scale influence adaptive selling.
. ADAPTS-SV (short version) is significantly
;0?2'833? et gé?gcztggggfglzo le Ce?s?oPnTS — shorter positively correlated with both sales experience
' PEOPIE. measures and sales performance.
Park and 199 s_alespeople f_rom 7 (mo'glvatlo_n al and A learning orientation is positively related to
Holloway a major automobile behavioral) items from adaptive sellin
(2003) company the ADAPTS scale P 9.
Selling environment does moderate the strength
Porter etal. | 168 sales reps from ADAPTS of relationship between ASB and the selling
WO companies effectiveness outcomes. Suggests tha is
2003 t i ffecti t S ts that ASB i
important across different selling environments.
93 sellers from Pride facilitates goal striving in salespeople and
Verbeke et insurance and eight items from the his adaptive consequences. Pride had the
al. (2004) financial products ADAPTS scale highest positive effects on ASB and self-
industries. efficacy.
ggx?e?::eiz%i%?rl?ezmm Goal difficulty has a negative relationship with
Fang et al (U.S.) and 247 five behavioral items adaptive selling behavior in the U.S. sample,
g ' - from the ADAPTS but not in the Chinese sample. Goal specificity
(2004) salespeople from
severr;l irF: dustries scale has a negative relationship with adaptive selling
(China) behavior in both samples.
. 118 field salespeople r . Behavioral intentions to use technology are
;0?2'33%'; et from a 500 Fortune 21 '}525002%'232{16 et positively related to adaptive selling. Adaptive

firm

selling positively influences sales performance.
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380 sales
Giacobbe et | representatives and Sales managers -rated | ASB is positively significant to sales
al. (2006) 50 regional sales Self-rated performance under "adaptive condition™.
managers
Matched data from Knowledge and empowering leadership
175 female health behaviors positively influence working smart.
care salespeople, - Experience does not have a significant
. 12 (motivational and - . X
Rapp et al. their customers (a - . influence on working smart. Experience does
g behavioral) items from :
(2006) minimum of two not moderate the effect of empowering
the ADAPTS scale : . '
customers per leadership behaviors on working smart.
salesmen) and their Working smart positively influences sales
sales managers performance.
Intrinsic motivation is positively related to
adaptive selling. Level of initiative positively
Jaramillo et | 400 salespeople from | 5-item Robinson et moderates the effect of intrinsic motivation on
al. (2007) four banks al.’s (2002) scale adaptive selling.
Adaptive selling positively influences sales
performance.
Guenzi et al 130 key account four items from The company’s relational selling strategy is
(2007) " | managers from Robinson et al.’s positively related to key account managers’
different industries (2002) scale adaptive selling.
662 health-care _ CRM usage positively influences adaptive
Rapp et al. salespeople and 60 four items from selling
(2008) Peop ADAPTS Adaptive selling positively influences sales
sales managers
performance.

*** Adapted and modified from Giacobbe et al. (2006), “A contingency approach to adaptive selling behavior and
sales performance: Selling situations and salesperson characteristics” (p. 117)

Agility Selling Versus Adaptive Selling

Adaptive selling and agility selling can appear similar as both adaptability and agility

involve salespeople adjusting in response to changing conditions (Weeks and Chonko, 2010).

According to Chonko and Jones (2005), two key characteristics that distinguishes the agile

salesperson from the adaptive salesperson are the development of knowledge and change

proficiency - the knowledge that leads to understanding when to use conventional approaches,

minor adaptations, and radical departures to offer new solutions that meet changes in customer

requirements. Adaptability involves the effectiveness with which employees solve a typical, ill-

defined, and complex problems that confront today’s work situations and organizations (Hatano &

Inagaki 1986; Holyoak 1991) whereas agility is more than reacting to events; it involves

anticipating events (Chonko and Jones, 2005). Agility includes the ability to anticipate and quickly
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perceive market opportunities and threats (Huumonen 2010), whereas adaptability is a reaction to
marketplace opportunity or threat.

Research on adaptive selling includes an information processing approach through which
the causal relationships between organizational traits, reward orientations, attributional styles,
and salesperson motivation to work harder and smarter can be studied (Chonko and Jones 2005).
According to Weitz et al. (1986), working smarter requires use of information to build
knowledge structures, which allow salespeople to develop more selling situation categories.
“Within the framework of these knowledge structures, the salesperson processes knowledge
about customers (Szymanski 1988), but, as Weitz et al. (1986) suggest, the salesperson must be
motivated to try new approaches (Chonko and Jones 2005, p. 372). Agile salespeople require a
broad knowledge base, also characteristic of adaptive salespeople (Chonko and Jones 2005). The
agile salesperson knowledge base has three distinct features: 1) improved organization and
management practices, 2) human capabilities, skills, and motivations, and 3) appropriate sales
technology (Chonko and Jones 2012). The combination of these knowledge components
distinguishes agility from adaptive selling which tends to focus on the customer. Such a
knowledge base is one of enablers of agility (Chonko and Jones 2005). However “agility
specifically calls for change proficiency, including rapid response through reduced reaction time
(Gutman and Graves 1995), improved ability to anticipate (Goldman et al. 1995), the integration
and positioning of resources to effectively respond to change (Global Logistic research Team
1995), continuous market scanning (Van Oyen et al. 2001), autonomy in decision-making (Zhang
and Sharifi 2000), and willingness and ability to make strategic commitments about positioning,

competitive strategy, and sales strategy” (Chonko and Jones 2012, p. 521).
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In summary, agility differs from adaptability in that, according to the literature agile
salespeople require a deeper and broader knowledge base from which to operate. This
knowledge base allows them to better anticipate events rather than waiting for events to occur.
The literature also suggests that agile salespeople also have a change proficiency component that
1) is an indicator of their level ability to make successful change, 2) allows them to use
knowledge effectively to meet changing or anticipate customer requirements and 3) assess more
than just a perception that salesforce can engage in different behaviors.

DILIGENCE

According to the Oxford dictionary, diligence is defined as “careful and persistent work
or effort”. The origin of the word “diligence” is the Middle English in which the term diligence
is referred to as “in the sense of close attention, caution”

(http://www.oxforddictionaries.com/us/definition/american_english/diligence). Diligence is

about working hard and performing one’s responsibilities in the best possible ways. There has
been considerable research on due diligence in the accounting, finance and real estate field, but
very little research is available on diligence in the marketing and sales.

Diligence in the organization is often referred to as carefully and persistently fulfilling
conventional job activities (Eisenberger et al. 1990). According to Eisenberger et al. (1990),
diligence is about spontaneous problem solving during customer interaction. Eisenberger et al.
(1990) found a significant relationship between perceived organizational support and measures
of employee diligence, commitment, and innovation. They showed that perceived high
organization support motivates employees to increase diligence in carrying out their job

responsibilities and enhancing participation in extra-role citizenship behavior.
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Salespeople engaging in B2B selling often maintain a direct contact with customers, and
hence are involved in diligent service behavior. (Ahearne et al. 2007; Agnihotri et al. 2012).
Ahearne et al. (2007) initially proposed the concept of sales service behaviors and
conceptualized these behaviors as having five dimensions: diligence, information
communication, inducements, empathy and sportsmanship. They define diligence as “a
composite of two types of behavior: responsiveness and reliability” (Ahearne et al. 2007, p.605).
Diligence is about salespeople being responsive and reliable in catering to customer needs and
requests (Plouffe et al. 2009). Responsiveness specifically represents speed and timeliness of
service delivery as well as the ability of the salesperson to respond promptly to customer service
requests, whereas reliability represents performing service dependably, accurately, and on-time
(Parasuraman, Zeithaml, and Berry 1988).

Ahearne et al. (2007) suggest that a salesperson who works closely and directly with
customers in a B2B sales context finds that responsiveness and reliability “appear to be
inextricably bound together” (Ahearne et al. 2007, p.605). This sort of behavior includes prompt
responses from the salesperson as well as “following up on commitments, fulfilling customer
requests, and remaining available when needed” (Ahearne et al 2007, p. 605). They found that
salesperson diligence has a significant positive effect on overall satisfaction. Goad (2014) found
that a high level of salesperson diligence strengthens the relationship between listening,
responding and customer satisfaction. Also, Fournier et al. (2013) states that salesperson
polychronic orientation — “an employee’s preference for switching between multiple tasks within
the same block of time” (p.197) helps them to be more diligent and hence allow them to
engaging multitasking effectively, when needed. Stan et al. (2012) notice that an increased

obligation to the employing organization allows employees to work diligently which in turn
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leads to improve job performance. Ahearne’s diligence scale is shown below. The scale contains

no explicit measures of salesperson knowledge or change proficiency.

Diligence (Ahearne et al. 2007)

1. I am often too busy to respond promptly to customers’ special requests.
2. T always make sure that I can be reached whenever a customer needs something
important.

NGO~ W

I return customers’ calls promptly.

I provide the information customers request in a timely manner.

I always make sure that customers are able to see me as often as they need to.
I always make sure that customers can reach me within 24 h.

I always provide services to customers at the time I promise to do so.

I keep good records of my past interactions with customers.

Salesperson’s diligence in relation to fulfilling customer requests is positively related to

customer satisfaction, trust, and share of customer’s wallet (Ahearne et al. 2007; Jaramillo et al.

2012). Salesperson diligence strengthens the relationship between listening and customer

satisfaction (Goad 2014). In sum, salesperson diligence behavior is about being responsive and

reliable in catering to customer needs and requests (Ahearne et al. 2007), which however does

not require a salesperson to utilize anticipatory skills or change management skills. Table 2-9

summarizes the empirical research on diligence.

Table 2-9: Practical research on Diligence

o Reliability

Reference Predictors of Diligence as | Diligence scales
Diligence
Eisenberger | e Perceived Dependent e Number of days absent
et al. (1990) organizational Variable ° Number of periods absent
support e Performance.
Ahearne et ¢ Responsiveness | Independent | e  Never too busy to respond promptly to my special requests.
al. (2007) o Reliability Variable e Makes sure | can reach him/her when | need something
important.
e Returns calls promptly whenever he/she is unavailable.
e  Provides information | request in a timely manner.
e  Satisfies me with the volume and frequency of sample
deliveries.
e  Makes sure that | can always reach him/her within 24 hours.
e  Provides his/her services at the time he/she promises to do so.
e Keeps good records of our past interactions.
Goad (2014) | e Responsiveness | Moderator Diligence Scale (Ahearne et al. 2007)
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Agility versus Diligence

While diligence particularly represents providing service in a timely manner, it does not
include an anticipatory component. Like diligence, agile salespeople provide timely service as
expected. However, they go beyond to their normal day-to-day job responsibilities and engage in
extra-role activities by anticipating customer problems and opportunities. Jaramillo, Chonko and
Weeks (2012) state that agility is similar to diligence in terms of employee’s alertness and rapid
response to customer demands. However, agility also includes 1) pro-activeness in anticipating
customer problems and opportunities, and 2) using market knowledge to provide enhanced
customer value. Agility is about economies of speed while diligence is economies of hard-
working (Moon 2000). Therefore, the agile salesperson is more prepared to provide quick
sales/service support utilizing their anticipatory skills whereas salesperson diligence is about
commitment in providing responsive and reliable service when customer asked for the services.

FLEXIBILITY

According to the definition in the Oxford Dictionary, flexibility is either the “ability to
bend” or the “ability to adapt”. It is the latter part of this definition that has been the focus of
academic discussion as it relates to organizations, in general, and manufacturing systems in
particular (Holweg 2005, p.606). The management literature has considered flexibility as an
adaptive response to environmental uncertainty (Gupta and Goyal 1989; Gerwin 1993).
According to Holweg (2005), “the ability of a system to adapt to changing external and internal
influences has been recognized as a source of competitive advantage (Zelenovich and Dragutin
1982; Hayes and Wheelwright 1984), and was widely promoted in the 1990s by Slack (1991)
and Upton (1994, 1995)”. Even though, flexible manufacturing systems (FMS) (Hill and

Chambers 1991) have been at the center of debate, Holweg (2005) states that research on
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flexibility should be broadened and, hence, should not be restricted to the manufacturing
function.

According to Bernardes and Hanna (2009), several scholarly works can be credited for
advancing our understanding of the topic flexibility, including seminal works proposing an initial
domain (Gerwin 1987; D’Souza and Williams 2000; Das, 2001) to specific dimensions and
flexibility drivers (Upton, 1997; Jack and Raturi 2002; Oke 2005; Karuppan and Kepes 2006)
and their measures (van Hop 2004; Wahab 2005), enablers (Narasimhan and Das 2000; Zhang et
al. 2006), application in the service industries (Aranda 2003), and, more recently, in the supply
chain context (Stevenson and Spring 2007). “Flexibility” was identified as a key element of a
sustainable commercial enterprise (Hart 1937).

The term ‘flexibility’ can be defined in many ways, depending on the discipline and the
nature of the research (Alter 2004). Mandelbaum (1978) defines flexibility as “the ability to
respond effectively to changing circumstances”, and classified flexibility into two different
forms: action flexibility and state flexibility. Action flexibility is defined as “the capacity for
taking new action to meet new circumstances”, whereas state flexibility is defined as “the
capacity to continue functioning effectively despite changes in the environment” (p. 203).
Buzacott (1982) defines flexibility as the ability of a system to process a wide variety of parts or
assemblies, which essentially permits changes to the system without any outside intervention.
According to Narain et al. (2000), this type of flexibility is similar to the concept of state
flexibility originally proposed by Mandelbaum (1978). Table 2-10 provides a summary of the
definitions of flexibility. These definitions do refer to quick response as a hallmark of flexibility,
but there is no specific reference to anticipation of change. Nor are the concepts of knowledge

and change proficiency referred to in these definitions.
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Table 2-10: Definitions of Flexibility

Ability to respond effectively to changing circumstances Gerwin (1987)

The quickness and ease with which plants can respond to changes in market conditions | Cox (1989)

The adaptability of a system to a wide range of possible environments that it may Sethi and Sethi (1990)
encounter

The ability of a manufacturing system to generate high net revenues consistently across | Ramesesh and

all conceivable states of the nature in which it may be called to function Maliyakal (1991)
The ability to cope with changing circumstances or instability caused by the Gupta and Somers
environment (1992)

The ability of the system to quickly adjust to any change in relevant factors like Nagarur (1992)
product, process, loads, and machine failure

A response to external uncertainty Newman et al. (1993)
A generic ability to adapt to internal and/or external influences Holweg (2005)

The ability of a manufacturing system to change states across an increasing range of Upton (1994, 1995h)
volume and/or variety, while adhering to stringent time and cost metrics

The ability to respond quickly to changing customer needs at reasonable price Small and Chen (1997)
The capability of an organization to move from one task to another quickly and as a Vokurka and fliedner
routine procedure (1998)

Ability of a manufacturing system to change states across an increasing range of Das (2001)

volume and/or variety, while adhering to stringent time and cost metrics

The organization’s ability to meet an increasing variety of customer expectations Zhang et al. (2003)
without excessive costs, time, organizational disruptions, or performance losses

*** Adopted from Bernardes and Hanna (2009, p.34), “A theoretical review of flexibility, agility and responsiveness
in the operations management literature”

Definitions of flexibility also contain many traits ascribed to flexibility. References can
be found to “ability to respond” which does suggest some relation to change proficiency, but is
not a measure of change proficiency. No specific references to the knowledge that is required to
effectively respond are found in these definitions.

Types of Flexibility

Buzacott (1982) classified flexibility into two classes: job flexibility and machine
flexibility. Job flexibility is the ability of the system to cope with changes in the jobs to be
processed by the system, whereas machine flexibility is the ability of the system to cope with
changes and disturbances at the machine and workstations. Job flexibility can be achieved either
at the machine or at the system level. At the machine level job flexibility is achieved by
increasing the capability of the machine by providing for numerical control, tool magazine and
automatic tool changing, and the ability to change capability. At the system level, job flexibility
is achieved by distributing the required capability among a variety of machines or workstations,
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each of which would then be specialized to certain processing tasks (Buzacott 1982; Narain et al.
2000). On the other hand, Zelenovich (1982) proposed that the flexibility of a production system
is a measure of its capacity to adapt to changing environmental conditions and process
requirements (Narain et al. 2000). Zelenovich (1982) identifies two components of flexibility:
design adequacy and adaptation flexibility. Design adequacy is related to Buzacott (1982)
proposed concept of job flexibility whereas adaptation flexibility is related to the time required to
change between job types (Narain et al. 2000).

Slack (1991) and Correa (1992) each published key papers that have discussed why
companies engage in flexibility and types of benefits they usually obtain from operational
flexibility (Holweg 2005). Their analysis showed that companies have different motives for
increasing their operational flexibility. For example, Slack (1991) proposed a framework with
four main types of flexibility and two dimensions — range and response. These four types of
flexibility are product, mix, volume and delivery. He defined product flexibility as the ability to
introduce novel products or to modify existing ones; mix flexibility as the ability to change the
range of products made within a given time period; volume flexibility as the ability to change the
level of aggregated output; and delivery flexibility as the ability to change planned or assumed
delivery dates. Also, according to Slack (1983), the range dimension can be characterized as the
total envelope of capability through which the production system achieves. The response
dimension can be described as the cost and time within which changes can be made to the
capability envelope (cited in Holweg 2005).

Some authors have made a distinction between internal and external flexibilities
(Bernardes and Hanna 2009). Upton (1994) defines internal flexibility as an operations strategy

including a set of capabilities that a firm can develop to respond to its environment. He defines
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external flexibility as capabilities possessed by the firm that allows firm to achieve sources of
variability in the time when the firm must respond. Referring to external flexibility, Hyun and
Ahn (1992) discussed strategic flexibility which they defined as how well a firm addresses and
adapts its strategic decisions to unexpected changes in competitive environment such as drastic
changes in product demand, customer tastes, number of competitors and technologies employed
(cited in Narain et al. 2000). They also proposed that flexibility be considered as both a reactive
and proactive behavior. Gerwin (1993) also suggested two major strategies for using flexibility:
adaptive and redefinition. The adaptive strategy refers to the defensive or reactive use of flexible
competencies to accommodate unknown uncertainty, while the redefinition strategy refers to the
proactive use of flexible competencies to raise customer expectations, increase uncertainty for
rivals and gain competitive edge (Bernardes and Hanna, 2009).

Darnhofer et al. (2010) distinguish between operational and strategic flexibility.
Operational flexibility is defined as the ability of a system to implement changes in the short
term when facing surprises and strategic flexibility is defined as the long-term choices and
relates to the capacity to change the structure, the resources, and the competences of the firm in
anticipation of, or in reaction to, changes in the environment. Oke (2013) investigated the
relationship between flexibility and product innovation performance with a primary focus on mix
flexibility and labor flexibility. Mix flexibility has been defined as ‘“‘the ability of the
organization to produce different combinations of products economically and effectively given
certain capacity”’ (Zhang et al., 2003, p. 177), Labor flexibility has been defined as “‘the ability
of the workforce to perform a broad range of manufacturing tasks economically and effectively”
(Zhang et al., 2003, p. 177). According to Oke (2013), the higher the labor flexibility, the higher

the employees are cross-trained with a variety of skills which further allows them to exploit
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opportunities and generate different ideas. Chonko and Jones (2005) states that agile salespeople
need to be cross-trained and hence they will have higher degree of labor flexibility. Table 2-11
summarizes the classification of manufacturing flexibility.

Table 2-11: A Summary of Manufacturing Flexibility Classifications

= Machine flexibility — refers to the various types of operations that a machine can perform without requiring a
prohibitive effort in switching from one operation to another.

= Job Flexibility — refers to the ability of the system to cope with changes in the jobs to be processed by the
system.

= Material handling flexibility — is the ability of a material handling system to move different part types
efficiently for proper positioning and processing through the manufacturing facility it serves.

= QOperations flexibility - of a part refers to its ability to be produced in different ways with alternate process
plans by either an interchange or a substitution of certain operations by others.

= Process flexibility - of a manufacturing system relates to the set of part types that the system can produce
without major set-ups. (Another preferred term for it is mix flexibility).

= Product flexibility - is the ease with which new parts can be added or substituted for the existing parts. In other
words product flexibility is the ease with which the part mix currently being produced can be changed
inexpensively and rapidly.

=  Mix Flexibility — refers to the ability to change the range of products made within a given time period.

= Routing flexibility - of a manufacturing system is its ability to produce a part by alternative routes through the
system.

= Volume flexibility - of a manufacturing system is its ability to be operated profitably at different produce
overall output levels.

=  Expansion flexibility - of a manufacturing system is the ease with which its capacity and capability can be
increased when needed.

= Program flexibility - is the ability of the system to run virtually untended for a long enough period.

=  Production flexibility - is the universe of part types that the manufacturing system can produce without adding
major capital equipment.

= Material flexibility — is the capability to make parts with alternative composition and dimensions of raw
materials.

= Labor flexibility — is the ability to change number of workers, tasks performed by workers, and other worker
responsibilities.

= Market flexibility - is the ease with which the manufacturing system can adapt to a changing market
environment.

= Response — refers to the cost and time within which changes can be made to the capability envelope.

= Range — refers to the total envelope of capability through which the production system achieves.

= Internal — refers to an operations strategy including a set of capabilities that a firm can develop to respond to
its environment.

= External — refers to as capabilities possessed by the firm that allows firm to achieve sources of variability in
the time when the firm must respond.

= Delivery — refers to the ability to change planned or assumed delivery dates.

=  Strategic flexibility — refers to how well a firm addresses and adapts its strategic decisions to unexpected
changes in competitive environment.

Flexibility and Response to Change
Flexibility has long been considered an important research topic in the organizational

change literature (Dunford et al. 2013). The Management literature has also addressed the
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importance of change capabilities when faced with fluid market conditions (Lange 1944; Stigler
1939; Dunford et al. 2013). In that context, Gerwin (1987) defined flexibility as the ability to
respond effectively to changing circumstances. Based on this definition, Bernardes and Hanna
(2009), discussed flexibility is means of responding to changes. Flexibility also has been linked
to environmental uncertainty (Narain et al. 2000). At the organization level, Evans (1991)
describe flexibility as a composition of a number of “senses” that includes adaptability, agility,
corrigibility, elasticity, hedging, liquidity, malleability, plasticity, resilience, robustness, and
versatility. He argued that each of these organizational flexibilities can be invoked in response to
some form of external environmental uncertainties or pressures. The type of reaction could be
“offensive” or “defensive”. These issues also come into play at the manufacturing flexibility
level (Narain et al. 2000).

Furthermore, many authors (e.g. De Meyer et al. 1989; Suarez et al. 1996; Kathuria and
Partovi 1999; Golden and Powell 2000; Urtasun-Alonso et al. 2014) consider flexibility as the
building block of competitive advantage for firms in the twenty first century. In an empirical
study, Swamidass and Newell (1987) found that environmental uncertainty influenced
manufacturing flexibility, which in turn influenced business performance. Their results imply
that manufacturing flexibility facilitates adaptation to uncertainty. Reix (1979) also related the
concept of flexibility to adaptive capacity employing flexibility as one of the way to deal with
uncertainty. Other researchers have provided theoretical support for the idea that flexibility
increases as market uncertainties increases (Tombak and DeMeyer 1988; Chen, et al. 1992). The
need for incorporating flexibility into the organization is the result of these internal and external

uncertainties (Narain et al. 2000).
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In a comprehensive review of forty two empirical papers on manufacturing flexibility,
Mishra et al. (2014) asserted that variables related to manufacturing flexibility can be categorized

b 1Y Y14

into six broad groups: “environmental uncertainties”, “strategy”, “organizational attributes”,

“manufacturing technology”, “innovation”, and “product types”. According to Mishra et al.
(2014), environmental uncertainties were found to be most important in relation to flexibility. He
and his colleagues also stated that environmental uncertainty leads to uncertainty about
marketing and manufacturing functions. They describe strategy from the perspective of both the
business strategy and competitive strategy of a firm. Also, they defined advance manufacturing
technology as something that involves a flexible manufacturing system, group technology, and
use of computer controlled systems for design and manufacturing etc. They further stated that,
“organizational attributes entail structural, non-technological, behavioral factors and design
characteristics of a firm such as process scale, technology age, workforce experience, multi
skilled workforce, team building, employee empowerment, size of the organization, span of
control etc. Innovation incorporates innovation related to product, process, business practices and
product type includes products that require incremental or radical change, also known as
incremental or radical products” (p.105). Table 2-12 summarizes the classification of

manufacturing flexibility.

Table 2-12: Research Studies in terms of Variables

Variables Related studies
Environmental Gerwin (1987); Swamidass and Newell (1987); Pagell and Krause (1999); Vokurka
uncertainties and O’Leary Kelly (2000); Chang et al. (2002); Pagell and Krause (2004); Kara

and Kayis (2004); Boyle (2006); Sawhney (2006); Hutchison and Das (2007);
Anand and Ward (2004); Patel (2011); Chang 2011; Singh et al.(2012); Fernandes
et al. (2012); Goyal et al. (2012); Ojha et al. (2013)

Strategy Ettlie and Penner-Hahn (1994); Gupta and Somers (1996); Vokurka and O’Leary-
Kelly (2000); Chang et al. (2003); Hutchison and Das (2007); Ling-yee and
Ogunmokun (2008); Fernandes et al.(2012)

Organizational attributes  Upton( 1995); Suarez et al.(1996); Upton (1997); Boyer et al. (1997); Lau (1999);
Vokurka and O’Leary-Kelly (2000); Chang et al. (2005); Hutchison and
Das(2007); Ling-yee and Ogunmokun (2008); Ling—yee et al. (2008); Skipper and
Hanna (2009); Urtasun-Alonsoa et al. (2012)
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Manufacturing Upton (1995); Suarez et al. (1996); Safizadeh et al. (1996); Upton (1997); Boyer et

technology al. (1997); Lau (1999); Vokurka and O’Leary-Kelly (2000); Zhang et al. (2006);
Hutchison and Das 2007; Theodorou and Florou (2008); Cordero et al. (2009)

Innovation Menor et al. (2007); Xinhua et al. (2009); Camiso’n and Lo pez (2010); Judi and
Beach (2010);0ke (2011)

Product types Larso et al. (2009)

*** Adapted from Mishra et al. (2014, p.106), “Manufacturing Flexibility Research: A Review of Literature and
Agenda for Future Research”

Summary of Key Facets of Flexibility

Flexibility refers to the willingness and ability of the service worker to alter the nature of
the service or product to meet the needs of the customer (Johnston 1997). Flexibility and agility
have been used interchangeably in the literature (Agarwal et al. 2006). Employees are flexible
when they are able to learn quickly to perform new tasks (Bhattacharya et al. 2005; Wright &
Snell 1998). Rather than focusing on the current breadth of competences, skill flexibility refers to
how easily and quickly employees assimilate new skills and abilities (Beltran-Martin et al. 2008).
Flexibility allows salespeople to avoid wasting resources on ineffective strategies and to quickly
shifting to a new approach when an obstacle is encountered (Conner and Hoopes 1997). The
Zhang, et al. (2003) flexibility scale is shown below as representative of the flexibility literature.
No specific items refer to knowledge or change proficiency.

Flexibility (Zhang et al. (2003)

1. | can perform many types of operations effectively.

2. | can use many different tools effectively.

3. | am a cross-trained worker who can perform a broad range of manufacturing tasks

effectively in the organization.

4. | can operate various types of machines.

5. | can be transferred easily between organizational units.
Agility versus Flexibility:

Agility is different from flexibility in that agility is a proactive adaptation whereas

flexibility is a reactive adaptation (Gunasekaran et al. 2002). Agility also is described as a state of

being ready for change rather than simply adapting to change (Golden and Powell 2000).
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Primary characteristics of agility are speed and flexibility, effective response to change and
uncertainty, as well as exploiting and taking advantages of changes (Sherehiy et al. 2007). Agile
salespeople are multi-skilled and flexible (Breu et al. 2002), being less dependent on sales
systems and more reliant on knowledge and the opportunities that come with building customer
relationships (Chonko and Jones 2012). From an organization perspective, Agility has been
characterized as a strategic ability of the whole organization to adapt to unpredicted and sudden
change in the market whereas flexibility is a capacity of the whole factory to change from one
task or production route to another (Tsourveloudis and Valavanis 2002). Organizational flexibility
is more related to organization’s capacity to adjust internal structures and processes in response to
changes in the environment (Reed and Blunsdon 1998). In a word, flexibility is a prerequisite to

achieve agility (Schulz and Fricke 1999).

MEASURING AGILITY; SIFTING THROUGH THE WORK

The agility literature offers many different frameworks and metrics for developing an
agile model which can serve as foundation in the development of a salesperson agility scale. As
inferred from the literature review above, development of any agility metric is difficult due to the
broadness of the domain of agility and the variations in definitions. The term agility is
understood in a broader perspective and is influenced by many characteristics, as evident from
the previous discussion. Thus there exists a widely diverse set of potential measurement criteria
for agility construct. Many of the initial models developed were empirical in nature, but, these
assessed a wide array of traits ascribed to agility. Later, more comprehensive and flexible models
were developed seeking to integrate organization and workplace (Shaarabh et al. 2014). The

sheer number of these works is at the root of an increasing number of studies proposing various
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measures and techniques for assessing agility (Yauch 2011). Table 2-13 indicates attempts at

measurement of the agility construct exist.

Table 2-13: Recent Work on Measurement of Agility

Authors

Description

Sherehiy et al. (2007)

The model’s framework consists of —determining agility need,
assessing current position, determining capabilities required for agility,
and adopting relevant practices which could bring about the
recognized capabilities.

Jackson and Johansson et al. (2003)

The model’s a three step approach for evaluation- First is evaluating
the market trends, second is the analysis of the strategic objectives to
find out flexibility competency as a long term objective, the final part
is finding out the capabilities that needs to be focused on.

Van Hoek et al. (2001)

The model accesses five characteristics for agility — customer
sensitivity, virtual integration, process integration, network integration
and measurement. The organization is marked based on these
characteristics on 5 point Likert’s scale and the overall agility is
measured average of individual characteristics.

Ren et al. (2000)

The model uses Analytical hierarchy process (AHP) to determine
agility capabilities which is used with the judgments of organization
performance the agility index is calculated.

Yang and Li (2002)

The model is specific to mass customized manufacturing organization.
The model utilizes multi grade fuzzy approach to calculate agility. A
three grade evaluation index is used to measure agility which is
orderly calculated as a weighted sum of companies rating against
agility capabilities mentioned in the framework.

Arteta and Giachetti (2004)

The model determines complexity and consequently agility owing to
the inverse relationship between them. It uses Petri Nets, which
represents two elements needed to measure process complexity -
resources in the process and the interconnection between those
resources, to find the state space probabilities needed for the
complexity measure.

Yauch (2011)

This model conceptualizes agility as performance outcome of an
organization in turbulent environment. Turbulence score and
organization success is calculated using empirical correlation which in
turn is used to calculate agility.

Tsourveloudis and Valavanis (2002)

This model combines all infrastructures -production, market, people,
and information using the knowledge that is included in simple 1F—
THEN rules, as agile characteristics and their corresponding
operational parameters. Based on company’s performance overall
agility is determined.

Lin et al. (2006)

The model introduces a fuzzy agility index (FAI) which is calculated
as a weighted average of performance rating of various agility
attributes and their relative importance. Fuzzy performance
importance index (FPII) is used to identify attributes that need to
ameliorate.

Jain et al. (2008)

The model proposed uses Fuzzy Association Rule Mining
(FARM) .The model with the help of quantitative and qualitative
relational databases derives association rules for evaluating agility.

*** Adapted from Shaarabh et al. (2014), “A Review on Measurement of Agility”
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In addition to the agility metrics, a number of authors have provided frameworks that
serve to guide organizations in assessment of their agility capabilities. Sherehiy et al. (2007) laid
out a framework which consisted of various steps for assessing agility in different kinds of
organizations. The first step consists of determining the nature of environment of the
organization. The next step is the assessment of the current status of agility in the company. Next
a gap analysis presents the plan of action. The last step examines the organization’s agility
providers those aspect of the organization through which agility capabilities of the organization
can be achieved. A similar framework for agility assessment was developed by Jackson and
Johansson (2003) where they specify a three step approach for evaluation. “First being
evaluating the market trends, second being analysis of the strategic objectives in order to find out
whether flexibility competency is a long term objective and the areas of potential development,
the final part of the analysis is to find out the capabilities that needs to be focused on” (Shaarabh
et al. 2014, p. 2).

Van Hoek (2001) also proposed an empirical model based on five characteristics of
agility — customer sensitivity, virtual integration, process integration, network integration and
measurement. “The managers rate their organization these characteristics using a 5 point Likert’s
scale with overall agility represented as the average of individual characteristics” (Shaarabh et
al. 2014, p. 2). Ren et al. (2003) explored how agility traits influence the competitive basis of
organization. In their study, the competitive bases such as cost, quality, speed, flexibility,
innovation, and proactivity, were defined as dimensions that an organization’s production system
must possess in order to meet the demands of the target market (Sherehiy 2008). Yusuf and
Adeleye (2002) also found that agile capabilities such as speed to market and dependability were

significantly correlated with all performance measures such as sales turnover, market share,
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percentage of turnover and customer loyalty (Sherehiy 2008). Lin at al. (2006) identified three
main agility capabilities: organizational management agility, product design agility, product
manufacturing agility.

Sanchez and Rakesh (2001) developed an agility metric to measure responsiveness of
companies relative to product development cycle time (Shaarabh et al. 2014). Arteta and
Giachetti (2004) used complexity as a surrogate measure for agility, stating that a less complex
enterprise in terms of systems and processes is easier to change and hence more agile (Shaarabh
et al. 2014). A different approach was proposed by Yauch (2011). “They proposed a quantitative
index of agility, based on a conceptualization of agility as a performance outcome, which
captures both the success of an organization and the turbulence of its business environment”
(Shaarabh et al. 2014, p. 2). Tsourveloudis and Valavanis (2002) combines all infrastructures -
production, market, people, and information as agile characteristics and their corresponding
operational parameters where they use those knowledge in simple “if-then” rules in order to
determine overall agility (Shaarabh et al. 2014).

Goldman et al. (1995) distinguished four main strategic dimensions that undergird the
achievement of agile competitive capabilities: 1) enriching the customer; 2) cooperating to
enhance competitiveness: 3) organizing to master changes; and 4) leveraging the impact of
people and information (Sherehiy 2008). It is important to note that the fourth dimension of
agility recognizes the importance of employees as a key asset for the firm. Hence, they suggest
special emphasize be placed on workforce agility through education, teamwork, training, and
empowerment. This point of view has opened another avenue of discussion concerning agile
people since organizational agility requires an agile workforce (that is cross trained and is able to

react and adapt to changes appropriately and in a timely manner as well as capability of taking
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advantage of changes and turning them into benefits for the firm) (Chonko and Jones 2005).
Furthermore, Yusuf et al. (1999) suggests the characteristic of agile people as knowledgeable and
skilled workforce whereas Sharifi and Zhang (1999) define agile people as knowledgeable and
multi-skilled people, which leads to knowledge and change proficiency of salesperson.

According to Dove (1999), the knowledge base is exploding and “the duration of value
for any given piece of knowledge is shrinking as new knowledge makes old knowledge obsolete
faster” (Dove 1999, p.16). Even when new knowledge is learned, the pressure for speed of
deployment of that knowledge increases. If useful knowledge is not deployed quickly enough
there is risk of obsolescence before it generates a return on investment (Dove 1999). “This also
puts pressure on the speed of knowledge diffusion and a focus on the anticipation of new
knowledge needs” (Dove 1999, p.16). As Jones et al. (2005) observed customer satisfaction
ratings for many organizations have declined even though those organizations have improved
customer relationship management technology. They observe that “customer expectations are
increasing in relation to salesperson knowledge, speed of response, breadth and depth of
communication, and customization of information and product/service offerings” (Jones et al.
2005, p. 106). Colletti and Chonko (1997) noted long ago, that customer expectations can change
so fast that organizations, particularly salesforce organizations, often cannot effectively respond
to those changes. Sales researchers have questioned whether the salesforce in an organization is
becoming obsolete as those salesforces are no longer capable of adapting and responding to
dynamic change effectively (Jones, Chonko and Roberts, 2004).

Agility selling requires fundamental changes in the salesperson’s approach to customer
relationships (Chonko and Jones 2005). Knowledge and learning are all at the heart of

salesperson agility (Goldman and Nagel 1995; Dove 1999). A knowledge driven business is one
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that recognizes that knowledge and information are key differentiators (Chonko and Jones 2012).
However, the success of any organization ultimately relies on the ability of its workforce to
convert collective knowledge and people skills into customer solutions (Kidd 1994). According
to Chonko and Jones (2005), access to knowledge about customers and the business environment
is a critical factor in developing agility because knowledge is the main “lifeblood of agility”
(p.380). Furthermore, today’s salesperson has to perform beyond the regular skills levels, ability
to manage, analyze, and communicate information to customers. He/she should also be able to
“reduce the time needed to proceed from observation of problem situations to orchestration of
customer focused solutions” (Chonko and Jones 2005, p.380).

Anticipation is an essential component in the identification of customer needs. Previous
research on service quality emphasized on the fact that frontline service workers should be
responsive and be able to react to customer needs quickly in order to delivering a superior
customer experience (Parasuraman, Zeithaml, and Berry 1988). However, this strategy in service
delivery is reactive in nature and is based on addressing customers’ raised concerns (Wilder et al.
2014). According to Wilder et al. (2014, p.3), “a more proactive stance involves anticipating and
identifying customer needs before they are verbalized”, would be better strategy rather than
being only responsiveness. The ability to identify potential customer needs before they are
articulated is an integral resource in determining when to adapt a service offering (Gwinner et al.
2005). Therefore, agility is more than reacting to events (Chonko and Jones 2005) and more on
anticipating the possible future needs through knowledge management and change capability
skills. Salesperson agility, hence, requires a balance of two agility enablers which are knowledge
base and change proficiency. None of the similar constructs such as adaptability, flexibility and

diligence specify the employees’ requirement of anticipatory component. Salesperson agility is
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both proactive and reactive behavior. Based on the above discussion, the development of
salesperson agility construct will be explored in terms of salesperson knowledge and the ability
to enact change quickly. As a summary, agility is a widely written about concept that has been
described in many ways and having many components. Before proceeding, measurement of
agility can only effective if there is strong agreement about what exactly is being measured. In
examining agility, this dissertation seeks to follow the logic presented by Grisaffe et al. (2016)
and Vanmeter et al. (2016) in their examination of the servant leadership phenomenon.

Churchill (1979) observed, “Marketers certainly need to pay more attention to metric
development. Many measures with which marketers now work are woefully inadequate, as the
many literature reviews suggest” (p. 72). Furthermore, Buckley and Chapman (1996) suggest
that a solution for emerging fields of research might lie in the development of “...a set of core
concepts which are analytically rigorous and tractable, yet remain flexible” (p. 244). There is a
need to devote more attention to the content validity of agility measures rather than searching for
a holistic perspective with broad explanation.

The existence of multiple agility definitions and metrics calls for coordinated and
integrative efforts to increase precision of the domain of the agility phenomena. Which of the
definitions of agility, if any, is an accurate reflection of the domain? And, which scale, then,
accurately assesses that domain? With competing definitions and scales, the only conclusion that
can be drawn is that some phenomenon relates to some other variables. There can be no
expression of confidence in relationships as multiple definitions and scales imply different
assumptions made by the crafters of those definitions and metrics.

To advance agility theory, researchers should rigorously adhere to the first step in

Churchill’s (1979) procedure — domain specification, the objective being to ascertain if any
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specific conceptualization or measures of a construct already exist. The conceptual definition
provided in this dissertation, along with the corresponding scale items offer researchers a starting
point for catalyzing constructive dialogue, that hopefully will lead to the articulation of a
conceptualization of agility that follows the imperative of Weick (1999) —the identification of
core servant leadership concepts relating to behaviors and integrate them with constructs drawn
from the other literature.

Agility must be subjected to gradually increasing confirmation for verification (Carnap
1953). Dialogue through journals would serve to provide synthesis as well as replication.
Universal statements can never be verified as complete and definitive, but they can be confirmed
by the accumulation of knowledge. Hunt (1976) concurs, asserting that the key element in
scientific method is inter-subjective certification. Further, in Kuhn’s view (1962) progression is
equated with problem solving. The implications of Hunt’s, Carnap’s and Kuhn’s theses for those
who search for the “definitive” work are clear... there cannot be one definitive work on agility,
there can only be good works that provide a foundation for ongoing agility theory development
and scientific process. Thus, one aspect of the agility research process should be the evaluation
of agility work from the perspective of its potential to stimulate dialogue and subsequent
investigations.

DEFINITION OF SALESFORCE AGILITY

For purposes of this dissertation, salesforce agility is defined as the salesperson’s
effective use of knowledge in the process of implementing successful changes with customers.
The two key components of the definition are knowledge management and change proficiency.
Both of these are cited as key aspects of agility in the early literature (e.g. Dove 1994).

Borrowing from ideas offered by Grisaffe, et al; (2016) and Vanmeter, et al. (2016) in their work
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on servant leadership, it was decided to continue the investigation of the worthiness of agility by

returning to its conceptual roots.

KNOWLEDGE MANAGEMENT - AN ENABLER OF SALESPERSON AGILITY

According to Dove (1999), agility is derived from both the ability to act (change
proficiency) and the intellectual ability to find the right things to act on (knowledge
management). Dove (1999) first identified the importance of knowledge as they defined agility
as the ability to manage and apply knowledge effectively. In order to describe agility in relation
to knowledge management, he uses cats as an analogy. “When we refer to a cat as being agile we
are observing that it is both physically adept (change proficiency) at movement and also mentally
adept at (knowledge proficiency) choosing useful movement appropriate for the situation. Agile
carries with it the elements of timeliness and grace and purpose and benefit as well as
nimbleness. A cat that simply has the ability to move quickly, but moves inappropriately and to
no gain might be called reactionary, spastic, or confused, but never agile. Picture a cat on a hot
tin roof. Conversely, a cat that knows what should be done but finds itself unable to move might
be called afraid, catatonic, or paralyzed, but never agile. Like the cat that's got itself up a tree”
(Dove 1999, p. 20).

In an agile organization knowledge management involves having the right knowledge in
the right place at the right time (Dove 1999). According to Dove, some of the key knowledge
management issues in the agile organization which can be equally applicable for the agile
salespeople are as follows:

What's new and necessary to know changes quickly?
The value of what is already known changes quickly.
Some of what is known is obsolete and toxic.

Applying someone else's knowledge often has no glory.
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Knowledge is often not in the heads of the people who need it.

Knowledge is understanding & appreciation, not data & procedure.

Knowledge is learned, and there's no time-out for learning.

Different people learn differently.

Collaborative learning is best, but (usually) culturally unnatural.

Knowledge is not naturally mobile within an organization.

Large organizations are culturally diverse.

Large organizations are geographically dispersed.

Knowledge Management (KM) and collaborative web tools are in their infancy.
e What to know and when to know it is a vital strategic issue.

According to Dove (1999), having knowledge at the right time means it is available
sufficiently in advance so that salespeople can use it instantly. Having the right knowledge means
managing the salesperson knowledge portfolio to anticipate emerging marketplace needs, satisfy
current needs, and unlearn obsolete knowledge (Dove 1999). For the agile salesperson,
knowledge management is first about learning and then about change proficiency (Dove 1999).
“Knowing what to change and managing the change successfully are two different skills”
(Chonko and Jones 2005, p. 375). Salespeople should know the difference between the
knowledge value growth versus knowledge value decay beyond selling “know-how” (Chonko
and Jones 2005).

Knowledge Components

Almost three decades ago, Weitz, Sujan and Sujan (1986) emphasized on the
salesperson’s knowledge management structure. They used the analogy that “game playing
involves anticipating and responding to an opponent’s move, just as selling involves adapting to
customers’ needs and behaviors” (p.177). According to Weitz, Sujan and Sujan (1986), difference
in knowledge structures is an important determinant of effective selling behavior just as they are
important in problem solving or game playing. They suggest that “to practice adaptive selling

effectively, salespeople need an elaborate knowledge structure of sales situations, sales
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behaviors, and contingencies that link specific behaviors to situations. To utilize this knowledge,
salespeople need to be skillful in collecting information about customers so that they can relate
knowledge acquired in previous sales situations to the interaction in which they are currently
engaged” (Weitz et al. 1986, p.176). Therefore, it is imperative to examine salesperson
knowledge management competencies as it relates to “knowing how to acquire, transfer, and
erase knowledge” (Chonko and Jones 2005, p. 377). The agility literature expands on the
Knowledge management required of salespeople as a process that includes knowledge
dissemination, knowledge portfolio, knowledge generation, knowledge of customer relationships
and knowledge of sales process innovation (Chonko and Jones 2005; 2012) . These five aspects
of knowledge management allow a sales representative to learn and reflect as well as unlearn and
relearn, which are usually considered essential for the building, maintaining, and replenishing of
sales core-competencies (Bhatt (2011).

Knowledge Dissemination: Knowledge workers carry out different kinds of knowledge related

tasks, such as acquiring, storage, dissemination, and processing to produce new, more advanced
knowledge (Méki 2008). Knowledge dissemination had been already identified as a key aspect of
knowledge management and is defined as the process and extent of technological information
exchange with a given organization (adopted from Day 1994; Kohli and Jaworski 1990; Bij et al.
2003). Knowledge dissemination is important for the strategic planning of new product
development because a higher levels of knowledge dissemination leads to a clear overview of
market needs, technological developments, and competitors’ actions within the organization (Bij
et al. 2003). “Generally applicable agility issues include the breadth of dissemination throughout

the organization; the accommodation of both improved understanding as well as substantive
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changes in the message when appropriate; and the ability to bring new membership in the
organization up to speed quickly” (Dove 1996, p.17).

Maiki (2008) stated that knowledge dissemination within a knowledge intensive
organizational working environment is a critical factor for successful knowledge work. A
knowledge sharing culture plays a vital role as it encourages employees to share their knowledge
when needed. According to Dove (1999), employees embrace new concepts only if they are
viewed as related to what they already know. Hence new knowledge that does not require
unlearning of old knowledge is easily be accepted by employees in the organization.

Knowledge Portfolio: Knowledge portfolio is the identification of knowledge which is deemed

critical to the business. According to Dove et al. (1996), “generic Agility issues include identifying
the nature and location of core competency knowledge, identifying knowledge to drive market
positioning and differentiation strategies, identifying knowledge to drive market entry and
penetration strategies, developing a core competency management strategy, reevaluating values
and leveraging techniques of intellectual property rights, and obtaining value from increasingly
complex knowledge with decreasingly applicable lifetimes” (p.68). A salesperson who has a
competency in knowledge portfolio creation is able to anticipate emerging needs and satisfy
current needs as well as identifying obsolete needs.

Knowledge Generation: Knowledge generation is the creation of knowledge assets in

product technology, production process, procedures, markets, and other areas not previously
possessed by the organization through techniques such as acquisition, discovery and
development (Dove et al. 1996). “Generic Agility issues include overcoming not-invented-
here barriers, efficacious and predictable time and cost, applicability to current and future

needs, and synergy with other knowledge” (Dove et al. 1996, p.71). Through knowledge
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generation, salespeople can identify incremental market and sales opportunities and assess
their existing knowledge base to ensure that it is current, relevant and comprehensive.
Continuous learning enables salespeople to handle change on the job. It enables them to
pursue incremental opportunities and, most importantly, it enables them to grow and become
more valuable to the company (Dove et al. 1996).

Customer Relationships: Customer relationships are the inter-relationships that exist between

an organization and their customers and determine value through compensating rewards and
continued relationships (Dove et al. 1996). “Generic Agility issues include developing and
sustaining loyal relationships across product technology cycles; ascertaining unarticulated
needs, developing new relationships in new markets, exploiting emerging electronic commerce
effectively, integrating intra-enterprise information systems, developing and employing a
customer knowledge base, and developing more responsive and more robust logistic and
distribution systems” (Dove et al. 1996, p.45).

Sales Process Innovation: Sales process innovation allows salespeople to create and leverage new

sales concepts which are distinguished by their impact on existing markets or their creation of new
markets. “Generic Agility issues include supporting the pursuit of innovative rather than
incremental products, harnessing increased cross-discipline opportunity and complexity, adding
research activity into the current concepts of integrated product and process development,
increasing the economic lifetime of products that too quickly become obsolete, designing with
reusable building blocks, and eliminating ‘not invented here’ impediments to useful idea

acceptance” (Dove et al. 1996, p.56).
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Assessing Salesperson Knowledge of Agility Drivers

Environmental turbulence, encapsulating continuous, uncertain and potentially disruptive
changes in a variety of factors is the key driver for the development of agility (Vazquez-Bustelo
et al. 2007). Agile salespeople always make an effective response to a distinct set of business
environment realities, called agility drivers, which have been described as originating from five
dimensions - marketplace, competition criterion, customer requirements, technology, and social
factors (Zhang and Sharifi 2000, 2007). According to Chonko and Jones (2011), these agility
drives require salespeople to have advanced knowledge management skills of the external
business environments so that they can consider new ways to work with customers to maintain
competitive advantage (Priess 1997). They represent another way of looking at the knowledge
salespeople require in order to be agile in the marketplace.
Marketplace: As suggested by Zhang and Sharifi (2007), globalization has already brought
significant changes to the marketplace in which the current businesses operate. As a result,
today’s salespeople must constantly deal with more competitors/players, more products, and
more technology. They experience the growth of niche markets, the rapid change of product
models in the marketplace, and the shrinkage of product lifetime (Zhang and Sharifi 2007).
Competition: Rapid change has had impact on ways in which companies compete Today’s
companies have to compete not only on cost and quality but also on technology, time and
responsiveness, etc. (Zhang and Sharifi 2007; 2000).

Customer Requirements: Today’s customers are empowered due to the availability of

information, Customers can learn much about suppliers’ offerings long before they come in
contact with a salesperson. Empowered customers demand individualized products and

services, quicker delivery time and time to market, higher quality, and after sale services.
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Therefore, salespeople must have the ability to learn and unlearn (Chonko and Jones 2005).
They must learn new products, new sales techniques and sales strategies and unlearn the old
ones which are no longer viable.

Technology: Threats to businesses also come from the rapid pace of technological
development, the availability and wide accessibility of new product technology, new
manufacturing processes, and new information technology which impacts the way businesses
operate (Zhang and Sharifi 2007). Faster pace of technology change and its’ direct/indirect
impact on salespeople often drive salesperson agility (Kidd 1995; Zhang and Sharifi 2007).

Social Factors: Changes in “social factors,” or pressures from environmental issues, the

workforce, legal/political systems, culture issues, are also important salesperson agility drivers
(Sharifi and Zhang 1999; 2001).
Identifying Salesperson’s Agility Needs:

Still another way of assessing current agility knowledge needs includes an assessment of
four elements which are 1) the salesperson, 2) time, 3) ease, and 4) range (Chonko and Jones
2012). According to them, the effectiveness of today’s salesperson is asserted to be based on:

e His/her own sales ability: Salesperson’s ability to proactively capture anticipate the
marketplace and customer needs as well his/her capability to change accordingly and
quickly.

e Time: At any time within the life cycle of the selling process, the salesperson must be
alert for changes in what the customer is thinking that can lead to any future change of
customer requirements.

e Range: Agile salesperson has to create and implement different strategies to build and
maintain different customer relationships which range from single transaction to
partnering solutions. In doing so, agile salesperson requires broad knowledge in order to
focus on understanding of the customer and current industry issues and trends.

e Ease: Salespeople need to develop agility skills as they operate within a “mosaic of
relationship” ranging from transactional relationships to collaborative relationships. The
relationship mosaic reflects the strategies to be pursued across the set of relationships, the
agile salesperson electing to span the mosaic rather than treating all customers alike or
having a narrow range of relationship types (p.527).
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Based on these factors, the salesperson who uses these factors wisely has a greater ability
to anticipate, respond and implement change as quickly as possible (Zsiflovits and Engelhardt-
Nowitzki 2007). Alternatively Dove (1996) suggested four change-proficiency metrics for
agility: cost, time, robustness, and scope. He stated that with higher agility, the effort to change
decreases and an organization reach “an ideal point where it takes no time, incurs no cost, has
immediate and robust results and is not an inhibiting factor on the latitude of opportunity and
innovation” (Zsiflovits and Engelhardt-Nowitzki 2007, p.92). According to Chonko and Jones
(2005), effectiveness as agile salespeople need to determine if customer’s needs/wants have
changed due to agility driver, therefore, changes drive salesperson to identify new value
propositions, use new sales strategies and tactics, and assess performance. In the next section,
the concepts of salesperson, time, range, and ease are elaborated upon.

The Salesperson: Weitz, Sujan and Sujan (1986) suggest that salespeople should learn from

their successes and failures in past sales encounters. Therefore, a salesperson’s ability to cope
with changes in the business environment and his/her ability to proactively identify customer
needs as well as his/her capability to convert unexpected change into an opportunity leads to the
discussion of salesperson current agility level (Chonko and Jones 2011). No change is possible if
salesperson him/herself is not ready to accept that change.

Time: Time is how long it takes to effect a needed change (Zsiflovits and Engelhardt-Nowitzki
2007). Anticipating the change and responding effectively to that change in a timely manner is
critical for salesperson agility. The salesperson must be alert for marketplace changes as well as
customer preference changes at any time within the life cycle of the selling process (Chonko and

Jones 2012).
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Ease: Ease measures the level of effort involved in effecting change (Zsiflovits and Engelhardt-
Nowitzki 2007). John Oleson, author of Pathways to Agility, stated that agility involves
something unexpected being anticipated and having the capability to respond with ease (Oleson
1998). Agile salespeople pursue different sales strategies based on their relationship with the
customers. They do not treat all customers alike or maintain a narrow range of relationship types.
Agile salespeople can implement different strategies based on the current change situation with
relative ease.

Range: Range means expanding the breadth and complexity of changes an organization can
handle. In other word, range is the number of options the salesperson is prepared to offer if
needed (Dove 1996). Agile salespeople create and implement strategies to build and maintain
different relationships when relationships evolve from single transactions towards partnering
solutions. Creating models for specific customers requires broad knowledge (range) that focuses
on understanding of the customer and of current industry issues and trends (Chonko and Jones

2012).

CHANGE PROFICIENCY - AN ENABLER OF SALESPERSON AGILITY

The second agility enabler is the change proficiency of the salesperson. Change
proficiency is a competency that involves both initiating and dealing with change (Dove,
Hartman and Benson 1996). Change proficiency allows salespeople to manage and apply
knowledge effectively (Dove 1999b). According to Dove (1994), change proficiency can be both
reactive and proactive. Dove, Hartman and Benson (1996) provide a five-stage change proficiency
maturity framework which can be used as a tool to assess salespersons’ competency at change

proficiency. As salesperson progresses through change proficiency stages, they gradually advance
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their change competency which includes anticipatory skills, a necessary component of salesperson
agility. The five stages of change competency are presented below:

1. Accidental Stage: There is no change-process recognition in the accidental stage.
Having no change-process knowledge, salespeople manage change in an ad hoc
basis: typically exhibiting false starts and retries, surprising results and side
effects, overtime, downsizing (Dove, Hartman and Benson 1996). Speed is not
critical in this stage (Chonko and Jones 2012).

2. Repeatable Stage: The repeatable stage, typically, is based on anecdotal “lessons
learned” from past change activities (Dove, Hartman and Benson 1996,, p.4).
Change proficiency for salespeople in this stage comes from prior successes and
abilities to repeat these successes in relatively quick time frames.

3. Defined Stage: In the defined stage, formal change processes are recognized
(Dove, Hartman and Benson 1996). “The field of successful practitioners of
change is broadened as process rather than as anecdotal talent as in the repeatable
stage” (Chonko and Jones 2005, p.375). Rigid change procedures based on
studied experience and analysis, are seen in this stage.

4. Managed Stage: In the managed change stage, change process objectives are
clarified and refined, Salespeople at this stage have an evolving knowledge base
of change process fundamentals and guiding principles, which loosen rigid
adherence to sales procedures, and predictability of outcomes becomes the norm
(Dove, Hartman and Benson 1996).

5. Mastered Stage: Salespeople in the mastered change stage is characterized by a
principle-based deep appreciation of adaptability (Dove, Hartman and Benson
1996). The salesperson considers change as a regular event and therefore
consciously develops and manipulates business models. Like a flock of birds
swooping and turning as a unit (Dove, Hartman and Benson 1999), change takes
on a fluid motion for the agile salesperson (Chonko and Jones 2005).

Dove (1999) states when sound change proficiency capabilities are understood and
managed, salespeople, like organizations, can gain competitive advantage by broadening their
range of product/service applications. The change proficiency maturity framework shown in the
accompanying table 2-14 provides a basis for development of a metric for measuring a

company’s proficiency on the two axes of interest: proactive and reactive change proficiency

(Dove, Hartman and Benson, 1996). Key change issues for each business practice are developed
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using response ability analysis, which refers to a collection of analytical methods based on ten

change domains, five in the proactive realm and five in the reactive realm. Proactive response-

2% ¢

needs can be classified as “creation, “improvement”, “migration” and “modification” whereas

2 ¢

reactive response-needs can be classified as “correction”, “variation”, expansion” and
“reconfiguration”.

Table 2-14: Summary of Five Stages of Change Proficiencies
Figure 2.3 Change Proficiency Maturity Framework
Change Proficiency

Stage Knowledge
Proactive Reactive

Pre-Aware  Accidental Examples Incompetent Incompetent

: Repeatable Concepts Creation Correction
Required ) . o
Defined Metrics Improvement Variation

Managed Rules Migration Expansion

Advanced e e : :
Mastered Principles Modification Reconfiguration

Source: Dove, Rick, Sue Hartman, and Steve Benson (1996), “An Agile Enterprise Reference Model
with a Case Study of Remmele Engineering,” Agility Forum Project, AR96-04, December, p. 3.

Proactive changes are generally triggered internally by the application of new knowledge
to generate new values (Dove 2005). The five categories of proactive change capabilities are
discussed below:

1. Incompetent: Incompetent refers to lack of change capability where employees
have no change-process knowledge and hence they manage change in an ad hoc
basis.

2. Creation: Creation is the change capability which involves the development of
something new, or the dissolution of something fundamental. Salesperson agility
encompassing (Chonko and Jones 2005) creation include the development of a
completely new market or customer group (perhaps upon entering a new market
or securing a new major program contract), forming a new integrated
development team with sales representation, or reaching a new sales target.

3. Improvement: Improvement is the change capability which involves continuous,

incremental improvement of existing practices and relationships (Dove 2005).
Improvement for the agile salesperson might come in the form of cost reductions
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4.

5.

for a customer as a result of accepting the salesperson’s value propositions”
(Chonko and Jones 2005, p.375). Typical salesperson agility issues related to
improvement are improving the ability of the salespeople to understand and
implement the current customer needs and wants, implementing continuous
improvement throughout all aspects of the sales unit.

Migration: Migration change capability is the foreseen, eventual, and fundamental
change. Migration competency prepares a salesperson in advance so that he/she
finds major transition as non-events. Change becomes a norm at the mastered
change stage (Chonko and Jones 2005). It allows salespeople routinely anticipate
and prepares for future knowledge requirements in several ways. In this stage,
knowledge is frequently generated prior to an actual need and stored for future
need/ application (Dove, Benson and Hartman, 1996). Migration change
capability involves issues that arise as new information, technology or business
practices replace older ones.

Modification: Modification change capabilities ensure that unique capabilities can
be added or eliminated with relative ease. Issues related to modification change
capability involve unique modifications to something that already exists, either in
the adding of something unlike anything already available or in the complete
elimination of something (Dove, Benson and Hartman, 1996). Typical salesperson
modification agility examples might include integrating a new uniquely-qualified
salespeople into an existing innovation team, or eliminating troublesome clauses
from sales agreement. Salespersons’ ability to anticipate customer/market need
and to respond to this need in a proactive way with innovative products and
solutions is representative of their mastery stage in the business practice (Dover,
Hartman and Benson, 1996).

On the other-hand, reactive change is opportunistic, and involves responding to a
situation that threatens or demands viability (Dove 1999). It is the opposite of proactive change
which requires innovation. Reactive changes are generally triggered by events which require
response. Reactive changes usually focus on problems that must be attended to or fixed. Any
organization sufficiently proficient at reactive change to respond should use that competency
proactively in order to achieve competitive advantage. According to Dove (1999, p.4), “those
that are good at reactive change yet poor at proactive change are exhibiting symptoms of poor

knowledge management”. The five categories of reactive change capabilities are discussed
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1. Incompetent: Incompetent refers to lack of change capability where employees
have no change-process knowledge and hence they manage change in an ad hoc
basis.

2. Correction: Correction change capability is about correcting mismatches or
rectify a dysfunction. For example, fixing/replacing broken resources.

3. Variation: Variation is the real-time operating change within mission (e.g.,
accommodating customer preferences).

4. Expansion: Expansion change capability is about increase or decrease existing
capacity. It is the competency that handles opportunities like production-rate
doubling or necessities like staff reductions as painless events (Dove et al. 1996).

5. Reconfiguration: Reconfiguration change competency is a change relationships
among modules. It allows to reassembles existing resources in such a way that a
new productive configurations can easily be made.

The change proficiency taxonomy includes a hierarchy of competencies for relating to the
ability of salespeople to be competitive in today’s market. Agile salespeople improve their
change proficiency in the more advanced stages where they develop preemptive capabilities
(Chonko and Jones 2005). At migration and modification stage, salespeople sharpen their sales
skill which allows salespeople to develop a strategic position in order to provide a superior value
to customer (Chonko and Jones 2005). A salesperson with high change proficiency has proper
knowledge about him/herself, the current marketplace, competition, current and forthcoming
customer requirements, information technology and social and external factors that trigger
changes in the business environment. High change proficiency implies that the salesperson can
implement fast, low cost predictable solutions and in flexible doing so (Chonko and Jones 2005).
The agile salesperson has a balanced response-change-capability which comes from the
salesperson’s change proficiency competencies — knowing how to acquire, transfer, and erase

knowledge as well as knowledge management strategies — what knowledge to acquire, when to

acquire it, why it is needed, and how to value it (Chonko and Jones 2005).
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CHAPTER III

HYPOTHESES AND MODEL DEVELOPMENT

Ultimately, if agility is to be considered a viable construct for explaining sales force
outcomes, it must be empirically examined in the context of existing sales force research.
Further, its efficacy must be considered in comparison to other measures of adaptive behavior
evident in the sales force literature. This chapter presents a conceptual model which includes
antecedents to and outcomes of salesperson agility. The model also includes adaptive selling
against which the explanatory power of agility can be compared (Figure 3-1). Hypotheses which
represent the substantive theoretical relationships are also presented in the model.

Before discussing the model, the previous chapter concluded that, conceptually, agility is
worthy of study in that it is a construct that possesses facets different from adaptability,
diligence, and flexibility. Prior to empirically examining the model in this chapter, preliminary
open-end interviews and quantitative work was undertaken to further pursue the worthiness of
agility as a variable of study in the sales force literature. The information obtained in these
efforts will be presented in Chapter 4.

The general purpose of this dissertation is the examination of agility in order to ascertain
if it is a concept worthy of study in the sales literature. In this chapter, a framework is presented
in which preliminary empirical examination of the salesperson agility construct and both its
relationship to and uniqueness from the adaptive selling approach can be examined. Specifically,
this chapter presents a framework in which researchers can begin to ascertain, empirically, if
agility and adaptability are different and have differential effects on sales outcomes. In doing so,

the proposed model assesses the salesperson’s intrinsic motivation, customer orientation, and
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learning orientation as antecedents to salesperson agility which, in turn, impacts salesperson’s
outcome performance, job satisfaction, and customer’s satisfaction with the salesperson. The
model consists of several antecedents and outcomes that have been examined in the sales
literature (Roman and lacobucci 2010) without including the salesperson agility construct. In this
chapter, the model to be examined will be described and hypotheses specified. Figure 3-1 depicts
the model. Each of the variables in the model will be discussed next.

Figure: 3-1

A Model of the Impact of Antecedents of Sales Agility on Salesperson Agility and Outcomes of
Salesperson Agility

Salesperson Agility

Augility Enablers
Knowledge Management
N Change Proficiency
\\
AN
A Y
N
\
N
N
N

New hypotheses (prior research has not considered these relationships in the personal selling
context).

________ > Prior research has considered these relationships, but without distinguishing between salesperson’s
agility and salespersons’ adaptive selling behavior

»
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INTRINSIC MOTIVATION

Intrinsic motivation refers to an individual’s “feeling of challenge or competence derived
from performing a job” (Keaveney, 1992, p. 151). Ryan and Deci (2000) define intrinsic
motivation “as the doing of an activity for its inherent satisfactions rather than for some
separable consequence” (p.56). According to them, an intrinsically motivated person is inspired
to do something that offers fun and challenge from which they derive satisfaction of “innate
psychological needs” from their works and effort (Ryan and Deci 2000). With respect to the
salesforce, intrinsically motivated salespeople are more willing to provide outstanding sales and
support services experiences and, thus, are more likely to search for creative solutions and
engage in behavioral changes that help them achieve better results (Jaramillo et al. 2007; Pullins
2001; Weitz, Sujan, and Sujan 1986).

Deci (1972) was one of the first to make a distinction between intrinsic motivation and
extrinsic motivation. According to him, a person is intrinsically motivated if he/she performs an
activity for no apparent reward except the activity itself (Berlyne 1966; Hunt 1965). Extrinsic
motivation refers to the performance of an activity because it leads to external rewards (e.g.,
status, approval, or passing grades). According to Oliver (1974), a salesperson’s intrinsic
motivation is about satisfying higher order needs. Jaramillo et al. (2007) identify why
salespeople with equal intrinsic motivation may achieve different levels of performance. Their
result shows that intrinsic motivation is a significant antecedent to adaptive selling. According to
Jaramillo et al. (2007), intrinsic salespeople enjoy interactions with the customer, considering
customer interaction as an opportunity for learning more about selling as well as anticipating the

customer future needs and wants (Weitz et al.1986). Therefore, intrinsically motivated
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salespeople are more likely to be closely involved with their customers in order to understand
their constant changing needs (Jaramillo et al. 2007; Weitz, Sujan, and Sujan 1986).

Miao and Evans (2013) raised questions about the extent to which and how sales
organizations can encourage salesperson’s practices of adaptive selling even though intrinsic
reward orientation has been found to have a significant relationship with adaptive selling (Weitz
et al. 1986; Spiro and Weitz 1990; Goolsby et al. 1992). Researchers have not yet examined the
relationship between salesperson’s practice of agility selling and intrinsic motivation. Weitz et al.
(1986) state that salespeople need to gather current marketplace knowledge for adaptiveness.
Dove (1996) adds that that agility allows salesperson to be knowledge proficient. In chapter 2,
knowledge management was described as one of the two key agility drivers for salespeople.
Given that conclusion, and based on the research that demonstrates that intrinsic motivation is
positively related to adaptive selling, it is proposed that agility will also have a strong positive
relationship with intrinsic motivation. The following two hypotheses will be examined.

Hla: A salesperson’s intrinsic motivation is positively related to agility selling

capabilities.

H1b: A salesperson’s intrinsic motivation is positively related to adaptive selling

capabilities.

CUSTOMER ORIENTATION

Saxe and Weitz (1982) defined customer orientation as “the degree to which salespeople
practice the marketing concept by trying to help their customers make purchase decisions that
will satisfy customer needs” (p.344). According to them, the main objective of highly customer-

oriented salespeople is to increase long-term customer satisfaction. Salespeople with higher
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levels of customer orientation exhibit higher concern for their customer. Deshpandé¢ et al. (1993,
p. 27) refer to customer orientation “the set of beliefs that puts the customers’ interest first, while
not excluding other stakeholders such as owners, managers, and employees, in order to develop a
long-term profitable enterprise.” Furthermore, Narver and Slater (1990, p. 21) define customer
and marketing orientation as “the sufficient understanding of one’s target buyers to be able to
create superior value for them continuously.” In this regard, Narver and Slater (1990) placed
special emphasis on the importance of organizational culture in promoting the salesperson’s
customer oriented behavior and continuous creation of customer value.

Day (1994) suggested that salespeople become more customer and market oriented when
those salespeople and customers share their real needs, wants and abilities with each other.
Salespeople who are customer oriented understand clearly the type of efforts that should be
employed during their interactions with customers. Grawe et al. (2009) also point out
organizational culture is reinforced by the continuously sharing of information and intelligence
across the firm. In the business to business selling context, information sharing is extended to a
firm’s current and potential customer groups. In doing so, salespeople communicate with
customers regularly and, hence, have greater opportunity to understand customer needs which
enables them to provide better responses to customer needs (Flynn et al. 2010). Thus, interaction
with customers can allow salespeople to observe customer cues regarding their changing needs
and market expectations.

Roman and Tacobucci (2010) suggest that a salesperson’s confidence regarding adaptive
selling increases when they work in an organization which has a strong marketing and customer-
oriented philosophy. Firms that are customer oriented encourage salespeople to take time to

understand a customer’s particular needs and eventually they are rewarded for their efforts.
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Roman and Tacobucci (2010) found that the firm’s customer orientation is positively related to
adaptive selling confidence. Salespeople with high levels of customer orientation should be
better positioned to anticipate changes in customer needs and develop new selling strategies to
meet those needs (Day 1994). Therefore, a salesperson’s adoption of customer orientation will
improve his/her ability to adjust or modify selling strategy when the business environment, as
well as customer needs, is changing. Franke and Park (2006) also noted customer orientation can
influence adaptive selling behavior. As change proficiency was concluded to be a second
component of agility in Chapter 2, and based on the above discussion of adaptability, it is
proposed that customer orientation will strongly influence the salesperson’s agility selling
behavior too. This leads to the following hypothesis:

H2a: A salesperson’s customer orientation has a positive relationship with agility selling

capabilities.
H2b: A salesperson’s customer orientation has a positive relationship with adaptive

selling capabilities.

LEARNING ORIENTATION

Sujan et al. (1994) developed the concept of working smarter based on the earlier work
by Weitz et al. (1986) and Spiro and Weitz (1990), which stated that salespersons’ performance
depends not only on hard work, but also on smart work. Specifically, sales performance was
improved by (1) engaging in planning to determine the suitability of sales behaviors and
activities, (2) possessing the confidence and capacity to engage in a wide range of selling

behaviors and activities, and (3) altering sales behavior and activities on the basis of situational
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considerations (Coad 1996). All these competencies are linked the concept of learning
orientation.

Today’s salespeople deal with endless information sources and must learn which
information to use in their provision of excellent customer service (Park and Holloway 2003).
Sujan et al. (1994) state that a learning goal orientation motivates salespeople to work both smart
and hard. According to Park and Hollway (2003), a learning organization allows employees to
share knowledge openly and systematically which, in turn, helps them to develop a deeper
understanding of effective approaches to problem solving (Garvin 1993). Chonko and Jones
(2005, p.373) noted that one enabler of agility is change proficiency which is about “the quick
movement or change of the salesperson’s strategies and tactics, using knowledge bases, to
anticipate and respond successfully to changes occurring in the customer account. Being change
proficient entails being open, learning oriented, and change ready”. Agile salespeople are
capable of providing quick service to their customer as well as exploiting market opportunities in
order to provide excellent service (Chonko and Jones 2005). They are also proficient at knowing
what to learn and what to unlearn (Chonko and Jones 2011). According to Calantone et al.
(2002), learning orientation refers to organization-wide activities of creating and using
knowledge to enhance competitive advantage. This includes obtaining and sharing information
about customer needs, market changes, and competitor actions, as well as development of new
technologies to create new products that are superior to those of competitors (Hurley and Hult
1998).

Sinkula et al. (1997) conceptualized learning orientation as a firm’s values (i.e.
commitment to learning, open-mindedness, and shared vision) that influence its propensity to

create and use knowledge. Through such values, a firm is capable of acquiring diverse
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information, developing common understanding of information acquired, and generating new
knowledge or organizational insights (Wang 2008). According to Wang (2008, p.2), a learning
organization shows “an explicit focus on the acquisition of knowledge that is potentially useful
for the organization (Harrison and Leitch, 2005) in order to refine existing knowledge and
routines (i.e. adaptive learning) or to question long-held assumptions and develop a new way of
thinking (i.e. generative learning) (Slater and Narver, 1995)”. Agile salespeople view all four
components of learning orientation as important as they are committed to learning customer
changing requirement, sharing their knowledge among other salespeople, open to learning and
unlearning and preferring to communicate and learn from other departments of the organization.
Park and Holloway (2003) stated that one of the primary antecedents of adaptive selling behavior
is learning orientation. The literature has also showed that it has been an important characteristic
of successful salespeople (Brett and VandeWalle 1999; VandeWalle et al. 2001). Sujan et al.
(1994) results confirm that a learning orientation increases a salesperson’s willingness to change
sales strategy and to practice adaptive sales (Park and Holloway 2003). Furthermore, recent
studies suggest that learning orientation is even more important in the development of effective
sales behavior than performance orientation (Brett and VandeWalle 1999; VandeWalle et al.
2001). Park and Holloway (2003) also confirm, empirically, that learning orientation is
significantly related to the practice of salesperson’s adaptive selling behavior. Based on the
above discussion, the following hypotheses are proposed:

H3a: A salesperson’s learning orientation is positively related to a salesperson’s agile

selling behavior.
H3b: A salesperson’s learning orientation is positively related to a salesperson’s adaptive

selling behavior.
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SALESPERSON’S OUTCOME PERFORMANCE

A salesperson’s outcome performance is defined as the sales results that salespeople
achieve thorough application of effort and skills (Anderson and Oliver 1987). According to
Roman and Tacobucci (2010), the literature on the effect of adaptive selling behavior on
performance seems to present mixed results. They stated that researchers who have used
ADAPTS scale, found that the scale is unable to predict sales performance consistently.
However, most of the recent sales literature has reported significant support for the relationship
of adaptive selling to sales performance based on the logic that adaptive behavior should yield
optimal sales performance outcomes (Rapp et al. 2008; Robinson et al. 2005; Roman and
Tacobucci 2010). Since the objective of this dissertation is to provide evidence that the impact of
salesperson’s agility selling would stronger than the adaptive selling, the following hypothesis is
proposed:

H4a: Salesperson’s agility positively influences salesperson’s outcome performance.

H4b: Salesperson’s adaptive positively influences salesperson’s outcome performance.

H4c: Salesperson agility provides additional contribution to knowledge of salesperson’s

outcome performance beyond that of adaptive selling.

JOB SATISFACTION

Job satisfaction is one of the more widely studied variables in sales management research
(Johnston and Marshall 2016). Job satisfaction is an indication of overall how employees feel
about their respected job. According to Locke (1976, p. 1300), job satisfaction is “a pleasurable

or positive emotional state resulting from the appraisal of one’s job or job experiences”. Park and
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Deitz (2006) conceptualizes salesperson job satisfaction as “involving overall satisfaction for the
job itself as well as satisfaction with specific job conditions including payment, promotion, and
security” (p.207). Previous research shows that job performance leads to job satisfaction. Vroom
(1964) articulated this idea through the expectancy theory. According to Judge et al. (2001,
p.378), “expectancy-based theories of motivation generally stipulate that satisfaction follows
from the rewards produced by performance (Naylor, Pritchard, & Iigen, 1980; Vroom, 1964)”.
According to Park and Holloway (2003), an adaptive salesperson is better able to manage
ambiguity levels and exhibit a greater relational orientation—both leading to increased job
satisfaction (Bejou, Wray, and Ingram 1996; Weitz 1978). Similarly, Deci and Ryan's (1985)
self-determination theory also argues that satisfaction follows from the rewards that result from
behavior.

As noted in this dissertation and in the literature, one of the dimension of sales agility is
knowledge proficiency. In the adaptability literature, Sujan, Weitz, and Sujan (1988) suggest that
a salesperson who shows interest in learning about customers and situations achieves higher task
enjoyment and, “through adaptive selling, salespeople may increase their task enjoyment and
ultimately job satisfaction” (Park and Holloway 2003, p.239). An agile salesperson is customer
focused and also willing to learn and manage what they learn in such a way that allows him/her
to fulfill customer expectations effectively when change occurs. Being agile is proposed to
improve salesperson job performance which, in turn, allows that salesperson to derive higher job
satisfaction. Further, Limbu et al. (2014, p. 1239) observe “salespeople who perceive a higher
level of organizational ICT support tend to consider their job as more pleasant, to feel happier at
work, and to be obligated to help the organization to meet its goals, and they may demonstrate a

stronger commitment to use ICT tools for improved performance”. Agile salespeople who
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perceive higher level customer support via organization agility providers are postulated to be
better able anticipate the future customer preferences and requirements leading them to consider
their job as more pleasant and derive more job satisfaction. Having understood that salespeople
will be generally more satisfied with their job when they can practice adaptive selling, the
following hypotheses are proposed:
H5a: Salesperson’s agility selling positively influences salesperson’s job satisfaction.
H5b: Salesperson’s adaptive selling positively influences salesperson’s job satisfaction.
H5c: Salesperson agility provides additional contribution to knowledge of salesperson’s

job satisfaction beyond that of adaptive selling.

Customer’s Satisfaction with the Salesperson

The actions and behaviors of salespeople can influence customer satisfaction with the
salesperson (Oliver and Swan, 1989b). According to Goff et al. (1997), a customer-oriented
salesperson is more likely to identify customer needs and match his/her presentation to those
requirements which in turn increase overall customer satisfaction (Dunlap, Dotson, and
Chambers, 1988). Customer satisfaction with the salesperson is an emotional state which occurs
in response to an evaluation of the interaction experience that the customer has with the
salesperson (Crosby et al. 1990). According to Romén and Iacobucci (2010, p. 371), “adaptive
selling activities increase customer satisfaction with the salesperson because adaptive selling
behavior not only entails adapting the content of the presentation, but also the sales tactics to the
buyer’s communication style”. Hence, the adaptive salesperson places greater emphasis on the
interaction aspects when dealing with an “interaction oriented” buyer (McFarland et al. 2006)

which, in turn, enhances the salesperson’s interpersonal attractiveness.
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An agile salesperson maintains a constant close relationship with prospects in order to
anticipate future changes in customer requirements. Being able to anticipate allows agile
salespeople to help buyers understand their changing needs and reduce the likelihood of negative
disconfirmation and its accompanying dissatisfactions (Grewal and Sharma, 1991). Changes
based on anticipations of salespeople enhance communication between the salesperson and
customers, which facilitates and speeds up problem solving. Consequently customer satisfaction
is increased (Roman and Iacobucci 2010). Based on these discussion, the following hypothesis is
proposed:

Hé6a: Salesperson’s agility positively related to customer satisfaction with the

salesperson.

Hé6b: Salesperson’s adaptive selling positively related to customer satisfaction with the

salesperson.

Hé6c: Salesperson agility provides additional contribution to knowledge of customer

satisfaction with the salesperson beyond that of adaptive selling.

SUMMARY
Chapter III presented a model in which the salesperson’s intrinsic motivation, customer
orientation, and learning orientation are viewed as antecedents to salesperson agility. In addition,
agility is postulated to impact a salesperson’s outcome performance, job satisfaction, and
customer’s satisfaction with the salesperson (Figure3-1). This chapter presents hypotheses
representing the relationships pictured in the model (Figure3-1). These hypotheses are based on
the theoretical and empirical foundations of adaptive selling techniques, sales strategy,

motivation and satisfaction. Salesperson’s intrinsic motivation, customer orientation, and
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learning orientation are proposed to positively impact the both salesperson agility selling and
adaptive selling. In turn, both salesperson agility selling and adaptive selling are postulated to
positively relate to sales performance outcome, job satisfaction and customer satisfaction with
the salesperson. The focal point of the model test is the determination of any marginal
contribution of salesperson agility beyond the contribution to knowledge of the adaptive selling
in explaining sales outcomes. Chapter IV outlines the research design and methodology which

will be used to examine the relationships represented by the model and the above hypotheses.
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CHAPTER IV

RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY

The first three chapters of this dissertation established the conceptual groundwork for the
study of salesforce agility and introduced the research hypotheses offered as preliminary tests of
the worthiness of agility a construct of interest for sales researchers. Chapter IV discusses the
data collection methodologies employed in the study of salesforce. The measures for each of the
model constructs are provided in the Appendix B.

In continuing the pursuit of evidence to provide guidance on the worthiness of agility as a
focal topic for sales force research, this chapter provides three empirical undertakings. The first is
preliminary open-end research conducted to ascertain if respondents can provide insights
concerning their ability to differentiate agility and adaptability. The second is an empirical test of
the model presented in Chapter 3, using an existing, but untested, agility measure. The third is
another model test using another measure of agility, the items of which were developed from

some of the original conceptualizations of the agility concept, as noted in Chapter 2.

PRELIMINARY INQUIRY
Preliminary inquiry was conducted to determine if customers viewed agility as different
from adaptability in any way. The inquiry was conducted with open ended survey questions in
which respondents were asked to “think and loud” (Hayes 2012) and express extensively their
understanding of salesperson agility in order to assess (1) what they think about agility, and (2)

what agile selling behavior means to them. To address these issues an open-ended survey was
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administered to forty four student customers from the University of Texas at Arlington.
Participants were asked to describe agile salespeople in one word. They were also asked to
describe a recent experience in which they felt a salesperson demonstrated agile selling behavior.
Responses were tabulated and three researchers with knowledge of the relevant literature (e.g.,
agility, adaptive selling) performed the response coding process independently (Ahearne et al.
2007). Table 4-1 listed the words used to describe salesperson agility. Table 4-2 organizes those
words in a more systematic way.

Participants described in great detail their “recent experience in which they felt that the
salesperson serving them demonstrated agile selling behavior”. They described agile selling
behavior as exhibiting one of features: 1) “quick to respond/ identify the need fast”, 2)
“unplanned behavior”, 3) “adaptive selling”, and 4) “knowledgeable”. The first two focus on
salespeople anticipating customer-oriented requests, the latter two reveal a need for the
salesperson to adjust, based on the current knowledge or situation. For example: one participant
highlighted the importance of pro-activeness along with anticipatory skills:

“The salesperson was quick to respond to my question when I asked him what
products would suit my needs. His response and suggestion were spot on, and made

the exchange very swift.”
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Table: 4-1: Text Response: In your opinion, what is one word that
describes “Agile Salesperson”?

Accommodating

Adapting

Adaptive

Adaptive

Adaptive

Aggressive

Aggressive

Aggressive

Aggressive

Annoying

A salesperson who can persuade

A salesperson who can sale you anything.

A sales person who gets the sale done fast. Making at least 15-20 sales a day

Capable

Commission

Committed

Confident

Confident

Convincing

Crafty

Crafty

Creative

Creative

Determined

Determined

Diverse

Diverse

Don’t know what the means

Enthusiastic

Fast

Flexible

Focused

Good

Helping a salesperson learn

Initiator

Intuitive

Motivated

One who can make a quick sale

Overachiever

Person with great amount of experience that can sell inventories at faster pace as well as
make it ways while doing so.

Persuasive

Persuasive

Productive

Quick

Quick

Quick
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Quick

Quick

Quick

Quick

Quick-witted

Quick whetted sales person.

Ready

Salesperson who can adapt to any new sales technigues or products
Sharp

Smart

Smart

Smart

Smooth

Smooth

Someone who can influence a potential buyer in a prompt and meaningful way.
Successful

Swift

Swindler

The ability to sell to multiple clientele

Table 4-2: —Agile Salespeople

Quick/ Fast
Adjusting/ Adaptive
Persuasive
Initiator
Spontaneous
Capable
Cooperative
Committed
Creative
Determined
Diverse
Passionate

-
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Insights from the preliminary inquiry

First, not surprisingly, many of the items in Tables 4-1 and 4-2 suggest there is overlap
between the concepts of agility and adaptability. In general, the results provide some confirmation of
the work of Rigby, Sutherland, and Takeuchi (2016), cited in Chapter 1, that there is confusion
about the meaning of agility. However, participants did offer some comments that seem to

distinguish between adaptive selling and agility selling. Often they saw agile selling behavior
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as related to quickness in thinking or identifying customer needs. Second, participants
characterized agile selling behavior as a unique capability of salesperson to serve their
customer quickly. Participants emphasized the fact that salespeople should be able to detect
customers’ changing needs quickly, and hence they alluded to the skills that allow salespeople to
anticipate the customer undisclosed needs and requirements. The findings from the
preliminary open-end inquiry suggested that further study is called for in order to improve
understanding of the concept of sales agility, how it is different from the adaptive selling, and
whether or not agility makes a contribution to knowledge beyond that offered by studies of
adaptability.

Subsequently, 25 additional students were interviewed to gain their perspective on
salesperson agility as well as their recent experience with a salesperson. From these students it
was found that the most relevant two categories of salesperson agility are quick to respond and
knowledgeable, which are not essentially captured in the adaptive selling, flexibility or diligence
scales. Participants again characterized agile selling behavior as a unique capability of
salesperson to serve their customer quickly. Even though, they emphasized the fact that
salespeople should be able to detect customer changing need quickly, they made no reference to
the agility salespeople’s anticipatory skills. In total, 69 respondents participated in the two
rounds of open-ended survey sessions to generate better subjective understanding on salesperson
agility (Ahearne et al. 2007). Survey questions along with the respondent’s answers are listed in
Appendix C.

QUANTITATIVE ANALYSIS
One objective of this study revolves around the wisdom of working to develop a scale

to measure sales force agility. This objective can only be pursued if evidence suggests that
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salesperson agility is different from the salespersons’ adaptive selling behavior. In the pursuit of
this quest, two rounds of data collection were undertaken.
STUDY 1
The conclusions drawn from the literature and the results of the preliminary open-end

analysis provided some evidence that further confirmation that agility is different than adaptability
is needed. Two studies were conducted with the purpose of providing some empirical insights into
this issue. In this first study, an initial set of data was collected through the research experience
program (REP) at the University of Texas at Arlington. A total of 129 student participants were
randomly selected to participate in the survey that was designed to examine if agility is different
than other similar constructs - adaptability, diligence and flexibility. Further, some preliminary
assessment of whether sales agility explains more variability in outcome performance than
adaptive selling was undertaken.
Measures

Existing scales for adaptive selling (Robinson et al. 2002), diligence (Ahearne et al. 2007),
flexibility (Zhang et al.2003) and outcome performance (Evans et al. 2007) were employed
(Appendix B). Also, adapted agility scale items from Jaramillo, Chonko and Weeks (working
paper) were used, with permission to examine the initial proposed relationships. Specifically, three
items (also in Appendix B) from the original eight were employed. These items were chosen as they
represent the salesperson’s anticipatory skills.
Analysis and Results

Correlation analysis (Table 4-3) indicates that relationships exists among those variables.
This should not be surprising since the constructs assessed all are concerned with some measure of

adaptability. The adaptive selling-outcome performance correlation is .615, with 37.8% of the
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variability in outcome performance explained. Approximately 62% of the variability of outcome
performance is left unexplained suggesting that other factors can add knowledge to the
adaptability-outcome performance relationship. Chonko and Jones (2005) indicated that both
agility and adaptability require that salespeople make changes in response to changing marketplace
conditions. However, salespeople’s’ ability to anticipate the change quickly is asserted to distinguish
the concept of agile selling from the adaptive selling. According to Chonko and Jones (2005, pg.
373), “the key for agility is to mix adaptive approaches with minor adaptations and more radical
changes as needed”. This interconnecting relationship of course implies that the amount of
variance explained by agility selling might not necessarily be large, yet it may still be a distinctive
element. The unexplained variance between adaptability and performance leaves room for discussion of
sales agility with respect to the opportunity to make additional contribution to the sales knowledge.

Table 4-3: Correlation Matrix

Agility Adaptive Diligence | Flexibility § Outcome
Selling Performanc
e
Agility Pearson 1 468" 605" 452" 396"
Correlation
R2 =21.9%] R2 =36.6% RZ = 20.4%4 R2 = 15.7%)
Adaptive Selling | Pearson 468 1 .522*’1 .592*’1 615™
Correlation I
RZ2 =27.29 R2=35%] R2 =37.8%
Diligence Pearson 605™ 500™ 1 501**' 549**
Correlation
R2 =25, 1% R2Z =30.1%
Flexibility Pearson 452 592™% 501" 1
Correlation
R2 =27.3%
Outcome Pearson 3096™ 615™" 549™% 523 1
Performanc Correlation

** Significant at p<.001
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2X2 Analysis for High/Low Agility versus High/Low Adaptability:

The main objective of this analysis is to further examine whether agility is a worthy
concept for sales force research. To that end, it is useful to assess if any significant differences
exist in salesperson’s outcome performance when salesperson’s adaptability and agility are
assessed simultaneously. Hence, a 2 X 2 ANOVA was conducted with respondents being
assigned high or low adaptability and high or low agility. High and low groups were created by
performing a mean split on both the adaptive selling scale and the agility scale in order to create
four groups: 1) high adaptability-high agility, 2) high adaptability-low agility, 3) low
adaptability-high agility, and 4) low adaptability-low agility.

Salesperson’s Outcome Performance:

The analysis was conducted on salesperson’s outcome performance. Table 4-4 shows the
mean values for outcome performance four each of the four groups of respondents, high/low
adaptability and high/low agility. A quick look at Table 4-4 indicates that the mean values for
high adaptable/high agile group are greater than for the other three groups. Values are marked on
bold display the high/high and low/low group means. Differences among the mean values are all
significant at .05 level. Highly adaptable and agile salespeople reported better sales outcome
performance than salespeople in the other three adaptability/agility groups. The data suggest that
salespeople with proficiency in both agility and adaptability perform better than their
counterparts with high levels of agility or adaptability.

Table: 4-4 Descriptive Statistics
Dependent Variable: Salesperson’s Outcome Performance | Contrast
Hi/Hi | Hi/Lo | Lo/Hi | Lo/Lo | F-test | Sig. F (A) F (SA)
Adaptability vs. | 5.65 5.33 4.49 4.36 14.48 | .000" | 33.64" | 1.50
Knowledge
Dissemination
***H|=High; Lo=Low; F (A)=Contrast F-test for Adaptability; F (SA)=Contrast F-test for Salesperson Agility
Variables (Knowledge Dissemination, Knowledge Portfolio, Knowledge Generation, Knowledge of Customer
Relationships, and Knowledge of Sales Process Innovation), Sig.=Significant
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Regression Analysis - Adaptability and Agility versus Outcome Performance:

Next, regression analysis was conducted in order to find out whether salesperson agility
adds explanatory power beyond that offered by adaptability regarding salesperson outcomes. It
was found that about 37% of the variance in the salesperson outcome performance was explained
when adaptive selling is considered alone in the model. Salesperson agility, alone explains
approximately 16% variance in salesperson outcome performance. Furthermore, when adaptive
selling and salesperson agility are considered jointly in the model, the two variables combine to
explain approximately 40% variance of the salesperson outcome performance. It is also found
from the analysis that including four variables -salesperson agility, adaptive selling, flexibility
and diligence - do not improve the overall model. Both agility and adaptive selling remained
significant while flexibility and diligence were found non-significant. When the three items
(anticipatory items) representing agility are included in analysis of sales force outcomes, agility
adds some explanatory power beyond that which was obtained when assessing the impact of
variables like adaptability, diligence, and flexibility. These results were not considered to be
strong, but they are in the hypothesized direction, providing weak evidence that agility is a
concept worthy of study. Table 4-5 provides more detailed information.

Table 4-5: Regression Dependent Variable — Outcome Performance

Predictor Variable B SE t-stat  Sig. R R? F N
Adaptive Selling 144 .085 8.79 .000 .615 373 77.30 129
Constant 1.06 462 2.29 .024

Predictor Variable B SE t-stat  Sig. R R? F N
Agility 539 A11 4.86 .000 .396 150 23.65 129
Constant 2.15 .607 3.54 .001
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Predictor Variables B SE t-stat  Sig. R R? F N

Adaptive Selling .665 .095 7.01 .000 .627 .384 40.86 129
Agility .189 .107 1.77 .079
Constant 458 570 .804 423

Explanation: B = Regression Coefficient; SE = Standard Error; t-stat = T-Statistic; Sig. = Significance; R=
Correlation Coefficient; R? = Adjusted Coefficient of Determination; Significant at .05 level

Summary

These preliminary results, while not as strong as hoped, do suggest that agility is different
than adaptability and, therefore, has potential to add knowledge value regarding key salesforce
outcomes beyond the impact of other similar variables like adaptability, diligence, and flexibility.
The results provide some evidence that the study salesperson agility is worthy of pursuit in
salesforce research.

STUDY 2

In further pursuing the ultimate objective of this research - the evaluation of the
worthiness of agility as a construct of interest for sales researchers’ agility second study was
conducted. For study 2, the following process was used: (1) specify the domain and
dimensionality of an agility metric; (2) generate a preliminary sample of items; and (3) assess
content validity of these items (i.e. the extent to which scale items appear to be consistent with
the theoretical domain/dimensionality of the construct (Churchill, 1979; Cronbach and
Thorndike 1971).

The sample used in this study is a crowdsourcing internet marketplace, Amazon
Mechanical Turk (MTurk). MTurk provides an online pool of respondents that enables
“researchers” to hire respondents (“workers”) for a small stipend. Respondents perform what are
designated as human intelligence tasks (HITs) of various types, including responding to surveys
(see www.mturk.com/mturk/welcome). This method of data collection has become a valuable
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tool for researchers and has largely replaced college student subjects as traditional experimental
participants in psychology and other social sciences—with online respondents (Buhrmester,
Kwang and Gosling 2011; Mason and Suri 2011). Researchers can seek participants for nearly
any task that can be done on a computer (i.e., surveys, experiments, writing, translation, etc.)
using simple templates, technical scripts or linking workers to external online survey tools (e.g.,
Qualtrics) (Langenderfer, Kopp and Akiyeva 2014). In this study, a special programming
protocol was used that allowed only “Masters Workers” - Professional Salespeople - to
participate. A total of 256 salespeople participated in the study. Of these, 207 completed the full
questionnaire. Having understood the limitations of the MTurk online survey method, the survey
instrument purposefully included eight (8) attention check questions (e. g. please select disagree
to this question) in order to improve the ability to obtain valid responses. Those respondents who
did not pass the attention check questions were eliminated from the further analysis. A total of
forty- nine respondents were eliminated from the final sample for not fulfilling the attention
check question requirements. All questionnaires were visually inspected for missing or non-
useable and haphazard answers as the data was recorded. None of the remaining surveys were
deemed unusable. Most of the participants reported having over 5 years of sales/ service
experience. Participants came from a diverse industry background including call centers,
automobile, telecommunication, media management, retailing, non-profit organization, and
industrial products. The characteristics of the respondents are provided in Appendix C.
Preliminary Responses Concerning Agility and Adaptability

In order to begin investigation of the domain of salesperson agility, an extensive literature
review described in chapter 2 represented a first step for determining the central dimensions of

the agility construct. An observation driving from this literature review is that there are many
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conceptualizations of agility leading to confusion about the nature of agility as evidenced by the
existence of many diverse conceptual foci measurement scales. There does not appear to be an
agreed upon measurement strategy for agility. The confusion is an unintended consequence
resulting from the legitimate endeavors of many independent researchers seeking to investigate
agility. Nevertheless, the present confusion in the conceptualization and measurement of agility
limits the potential consistency and impact of this leadership style in marketing and sales.

With the number of agility scales available and the dozens of dimensions ascribed to
agility, the only viable conclusion concerning agility research is the following: various measures
of agility do correlate with other important antecedent, outcome, moderator, and mediator
variables. So, too, do various other adaptive metrics, but, as yet, no comparisons of these two
constructs has been undertaken. Regarding agility, no conclusions can be proffered concerning
the relative effects of agility vis-a-vis other adaptive styles. This conclusion is valid for other
adaptive styles, as well, as few efforts have undertaken to simultaneously multiple “adaptation”
effects in the same venue. In this dissertation an effort is undertaken to catalyze future agility
research with more theoretical integration by providing an initial comparison agility with other
measures of adaptability. Ultimately, a precise specification of salesforce agility is required. In
this dissertation domain elements from early works on agility are employed in an effort to
provide a conceptually distinct approach to the study of agility that can serve as foundation for
future measurement efforts concerning the construct.

The process of seeking to identify differentiators of agility and adaptability agility items
was rooted in the work of Dove (1994; 1999) and Chonko and Jones (2005) in which knowledge
management and change capability are proffered as two key components of agility. The items

used in study 2 were generated from this literature. The pool of items was slightly modified for
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the purpose of the present study as these items were largely derived from the organizational
agility literature. The wording of the items was kept consistent with the literature where
possible, adjustments being made to reflect individual salesperson agility vs. company agility,
the dominant focal unit of analysis in agility research. Based on the literature and dimensions
identified, a preliminary set of 104 survey items were generated for measuring salesperson
agility, shown in Appendix D. These items are designed to represent the three sets of knowledge
components of agility described in Chapter 2.
Reliability and Validity Assessment

Validity and reliability are two fundamental elements in the evaluation of a measurement
instrument. Validity is concerned with the extent to which an instrument measures what it is
intended to measure. Reliability is concerned with the ability of an instrument to measure the
same phenomenon consistently. Internal consistency describes the extent to which all the items
in a scale measure the same concept and hence it is connected to the inter-relatedness of the
items within the test. Internal consistency should be determined before any tests are conducted in
conjunction with other measures to ensure validity (Tavakol et al. 2011). Internal consistency
was assessed using Cronbach’s alpha (Cronbach 1951) and average inter-item correlation.
Nunnally and Bernstein (1994) state that .70 is an acceptable minimum for a scale that is newly
developed. Maindal et al. (2012) suggested that an average inter-item correlation in the moderate
range of at least 0.30 as good. Cortina (1993) suggests that coefficient alpha is problematic for
scales with more than 40 items. In such cases, the coefficient alpha value may be driven more by
the number of items than the magnitude of the correlations among items. The result can be a high
internal consistency estimate for a test with items that may correlate rather poorly with one

another. Having said this, the small number of items comprising the agility factors explored in
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this study limits their influence on the value of coefficient alpha. Thus, alpha will, in this case, be
driven more by the magnitudes of the inter-item correlations and is arguably an adequate and
more straightforward indicator of internal consistency (Zumbo and Chan 2014). The corrected
item-to-total correlations of the individual items were evaluated in accordance to the .35 cutoff
suggested by Saxe and Weitz (1982). Items below this cutoff were kept if the overall alpha was
not lowered, in the interest of maintaining the integrity of the scales (Loe 1996). Alpha
coefficients for the agility measures used in this study are reported throughout the next section of
this dissertation.
Exploring the Salesforce Agility Scale

In this study, a metric of salesforce agility focused on the two major components of agility
— knowledge and change proficiency, called the agility enablers. First, the development of a metric
to assess the knowledge components of agility will be discussed. As discussed in chapter two, the
knowledge management component includes five knowledge dimensions, knowledge of agility
drivers, and need for agility. Correlation coefficients for all variables measured in study 2 are
shown in Appendix E.

Five Knowledge Dimensions:

e Knowledge Dissemination: The initial knowledge dissemination measure contained four
items. Cronbach’s Alpha for the scale is .80, well above the .70 suggested by Nunnally
(1978). Exploratory factor analysis was utilized in order to explore the theoretical
structure of this phenomenon. A principal component extraction with a varimax rotation
was used and, as expected, a one factor solution was retained with an eigenvalue greater
than 1, representing 63.2% of the variance of the four knowledge dissemination items. All

of the items were retained after assessing the results which are presented in Table 4-6.
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The factor loadings ranged from .71 to .85 with item-to-total correlations ranging

from .52 to .67. The summated scores of the 4 item measure were used to derive a global

measure.

Table 4-6
Factor and Reliability Analysis for Knowledge Dissemination
n = 207; Variance Explained = 63.2%

Scale Items Factors 1 Item-to-Total Correlation

1. I regularly seek knowledge that helps me identify..... .85 .69

2. | continually update my knowledge base. .83 .67

3. Torganize new knowledge prior to the actual need... 78 .60

4. Thave developed a strong competency .................. 12 53
|
Eigenvalue 2.53

Scale alpha =.80

e Knowledge Portfolio: The initial knowledge portfolio measure contained four items. For
the knowledge portfolio measure, a Cronbach’s Alpha of .81 was obtained. Exploratory
factor analysis was utilized in order to explore the theoretical structure of this
phenomenon. A principal component extraction with a varimax rotation was used and, as
expected, a one factor solution was retained with an eigenvalue greater than 1,
representing 63.9% of the variance of the four items. All of the items were retained after
assessing the results, which are presented in Table 4-7. The factor loadings ranged from
.74 to .83 with item-to-total correlations ranging from .56 to .69. The summated scores of
the 4 item measure were used to derive a global measure.

Table 4-7

Factor and Reliability Analysis for Knowledge Portfolio
n = 207; Variance Explained = 63.9%

Scale Items Factors 1 Item-to-Total Correlation

1. I seek knowledge that helps me identify new...... .83 .67

2. Iseek on knowledge that goes beyond sales....... .82 .56

3. T anticipate the need for knowledge prior........... .80 .66

4. Thave developed a strong competency in developing ... .75 .63
]
Eigenvalue 2.55
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Scale alpha = .81

e Knowledge Generation: The initial knowledge generation measure contained four items.
For the knowledge generation measure, a Cronbach’s Alpha of .78 was obtained.
Exploratory factor analysis was utilized in order to explore the theoretical structure of
this phenomenon. A principal component extraction with a varimax rotation was used
and, as expected, a one factor solution was retained with an eigenvalue greater than 1,
representing 61.3% of the variance of the four items. All of the items were retained after
assessing the results which are presented in Table 4-8. The factor loadings ranged from
.73 to .82 with item-to-total correlations ranging from .54 to .64. The summated scores of
the 4 item measure were used to derive a global measure.

Table 4-8

Factor and Reliability Analysis for Knowledge Generation
n = 207; Variance Explained = 61.3%

Scale Items Factors 1 Item-to-Total Correlation
1. | have created a knowledge library that enables me ...... .82 .61
2. | continuously look for the opportunity to improve my... .80 .58
3. T apply knowledge to current and future customer....... .78 .64
4. Thave developed a strong competency in collaborative... .73 54

. _______________________________________________________________________________________________________________|
Eigenvalue 2.45

Scale alpha =.78

e Customer Relationships: The initial customer relationship measure contained four
items. For the customer relationship measure, a Cronbach’s Alpha of .80 was obtained.
Exploratory factor analysis was utilized in order to explore the theoretical structure of
this phenomenon. A principal component extraction with a varimax rotation was used
and, as expected, a one factor solution was retained with an eigenvalue greater than 1,
representing 64.3% of the variance of the four items. All of the items were retained after
assessing the results which are presented in Table 4-9. The factor loadings ranged from
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.76 to .84 with item-to-total correlations ranging from .58 to .68. The summated scores of

the 4 item measure were used to derive a global measure.

Table 4-9
Factor and Reliability Analysis for Customer Relationship
n = 207; Variance Explained = 64.3%

Scale Items Factors 1 Item-to-Total Correlation

1. 1regularly develop new customer relationships ...... .84 .62

2. Tam committed to continuous improvement in the ... 81 .64

3. I have developed many loyal customer relationships. .79 .68

4. | can identify unarticulated customer needs. .76 .58
_______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________|]
Eigenvalue 2.57

Scale alpha =.80
e Sales Process Innovation: The initial customer relationship measure contained four
items. For the sales process innovation measure, a Cronbach’s Alpha of .82 was obtained.
Exploratory factor analysis was utilized in order to explore the theoretical structure of
this phenomenon. A principal component extraction with a varimax rotation was used
and, as expected, a one factor solution was retained with an eigenvalue greater than 1,
representing 64.8% of the variance of the four variables. All of the items were retained
after assessing the results which are presented in Table 4-10. The factor loadings ranged
from .76 to .83 with item-to-total correlations ranging from .59 to .67. The summated
scores of the 4 item measure were used to derive a global measure.
Table 4-10

Factor and Reliability Analysis for Sales Process Innovation
n = 207; Variance Explained = 64.8%

Scale Items Factors 1 Item-to-Total Correlation

1. I have developed a strong competency in anticipating... .83 .65

2. | regularly eliminate non-value-added aspects of my... .81 59

3. Iregularly evaluate industry practices to discover..... 81 .65

4. | can modify my presentation practices in real-time... .76 .67
_______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________|]
Eigenvalue 2.59

Scale alpha = .82
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As noted in chapter 2, two other sets of knowledge components of agility are evidenced
in the literature — knowledge of agility drivers and knowledge of agility needs. . These are
discussed next.

Knowledge of Agility Drivers:

e Marketplace: The initial marketplace measure contained contains nine items. A
Cronbach’s Alpha of .90 was obtained after dropping one item (MKTP6-reverse coded
item). Exploratory factor analysis was utilized in order to explore the theoretical structure
of this phenomenon. A principal component extraction with a varimax rotation was used
and as expected, a one factor solution was retained with an eigenvalue greater than 1,
representing 59.7% of the variance of the eight variables. Eight items were retained after
assessing the results which are presented in Table 4-11. The factor loadings ranged
from .65 to .85 with item-to-total correlations ranging from .55 to .77. The summated
scores of the 8 item measure were used to derive a global measure.

Table 4-11

Factor and Reliability Analysis for Marketplace
n = 207; Variance Explained = 59.7%

Scale Items Factors 1 Item-to-Total Correlation
1. My firm’s management is sensitive to local customs... .85 .55
2. My firm’s management knows the markets that we... .84 .68
3. My firm’s management is aware of emerging markets... .82 .76
4. My firm’s management knows how to quickly identify... .79 7
5. My firm’s management has a history of creating new... .77 73
7. My firm’s management continuously scans the ......... 7 15
8. My firm’s management dominates the markets it serves... .68 .69
9. My firm’s management knows the markets that.......... .65 .59

Eiegenvalue 4.78
Scale alpha =.90

e Competition: The initial competition measure contained six items. Overall, a Cronbach’s
Alpha for those six items scale was .75. Based on the reliability analysis, two items
(Comp5 & Comp6) was dropped from the analysis which increased the overall
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Cronbach’s Alpha to .91 Exploratory factor analysis was utilized in order to explore the
theoretical structure of this phenomenon. A principal component extraction with a
varimax rotation was used and as expected, a one factor solution was retained with an
eigenvalue greater than 1, representing 78.1% of the variance of the four variables. Four
items were retained after assessing the results which are presented in Table 4-12. The
factor loadings ranged from .83 to .92 with item-to-total correlations ranging from .72
to .85. The summated scores of the 4 item measure were used to derive a global measure.
Table 4-12

Factor and Reliability Analysis for Competition
n = 207; Variance Explained = 78.1%

Scale Items Factors 1 Item-to-Total Correlation
1. My firm’s management identifies, collects, and assesse... .92 .79
2. My firm’s management knows our industry and our ... .89 12
3. My firm’s management constantly monitors the ... .88 .85
4. My firm’s management constantly monitors other ... .84 .80

Eiegenvalue 3.124
Scale alpha = .91

e Customer Requirement: The initial customer requirement measure contained eight
items and a Cronbach’s Alpha of is .91 was obtained. Exploratory factor analysis was
utilized in order to explore the theoretical structure of this phenomenon. A principal
component extraction with a varimax rotation was used and as expected, a one factor
solution was retained with an eigenvalue greater than 1, representing 62.4% of the
variance of the eight variables. All of the items were retained after assessing the results
which are presented in Table 4-13. The factor loadings ranged from .74 to .84 with item-
to-total correlations ranging from .65 to .77. The summated scores of the 8 item measure

were used to derive a global measure.
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Table 4-13
Factor and Reliability Analysis for Customer Requirement
n = 207; Variance Explained = 62.4%

Scale Items Factors 1 Item-to-Total Correlation
1. My firm’s management knows who our customers are. .84 .69
2. My firm’s management knows who our potential..... .83 .65
3. My firm’s management observes, analyzes, and.... .83 .76
4. My firm’s management views customer complains as... .79 .67
5. My firm’s management constantly searches for new.... .78 .69
6. My firm’s management values customer retention and... .76 .76
7. My firm’s management listens to our customers. 74 .78
8. My firm’s management understands that to be industry... .74 12

Eiegenvalue 4,99
Scale alpha = .91

e Technology: The initial technology measure contained five items with an overall
Cronbach’s Alpha for those items being .73. Based on the reliability analysis, one item
(tech3) was dropped from the analysis which increases the overall Cronbach’s Alpha to
.90 from the previous value of .73. Exploratory factor analysis was utilized in order to
explore the theoretical structure of this phenomenon. A principal component extraction
with a varimax rotation was used and as expected, a one factor solution was retained with
an eigenvalue greater than 1, representing 77.1% of the variance of the four variables.
Only four items were retained after assessing the results which are presented in Table 4-
14. The summated scores of the 4 item measure were used to derive a global measure.

Table 4-14
Factor and Reliability Analysis for Technology

n = 207; Variance Explained = 77.1%

Scale Items Factors 1 Item-to-Total Correlation
1. My firm’s management constantly invests new ways... .92 .83
2. My firm’s management constantly invests new ways... .91 .84
4. My firm’s management has information technologies.... .89 79
5. My firm’s management values information as.... 79 .66

Eiegenvalue 3.08
Scale alpha =.90
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Social Factors: The initial social factors measure contained six items with a Cronbach’s
Alpha of .89. Exploratory factor analysis was utilized in order to explore the theoretical
structure of this phenomenon. A principal component extraction with a varimax rotation
was used and as expected, a one factor solution was retained with an eigenvalue greater
than 1, representing 65.9% of the variance of the six variables. All of the items were
retained after assessing the results which are presented in Table 4-15. The factor loadings
ranged from .73 to .86 with item-to-total correlations ranging from .62 to .78. The
summated scores of the 6 item measure were used to derive a global measure.

Table 4-15
Factor and Reliability Analysis for Social Factors

n = 207; Variance Explained = 65.9%

Scale Items Factors 1 Item-to-Total Correlation
1. My firm’s management is capable of anticipating... .86 75
2. My firm’s management is capable of anticipating..... .84 78
3. My firm’s management is capable of anticipating.... .83 .69
4. My firm’s management is capable of anticipating... 81 .63
5. My firm’s management is capable of anticipating .... .80 71
6. My firm’s management can anticipate changing... .73 74

Eiegenvalue 3.96

Scale alpha = .89

Identify Salesperson’s Agility Needs:

The Salesperson: The initial salesperson measure contained twenty four items with an
overall Cronbach’s Alpha for those twenty four items of .93. Based on the reliability
analysis, seven items (spl, sp2, sp3, sp4, sp7, sp10, and sp23) were dropped from the
analysis which increased the overall Cronbach’s Alpha to .95. Exploratory factor analysis
was utilized in order to explore the theoretical structure of this phenomenon. A principal
component extraction with a varimax rotation was used and as expected, a one factor

solution was retained with an eigenvalue greater than 1, representing 55.1% of the
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variance of the seventeen items which were all which were retained after assessing the
results which are presented in Table 4-16. The factor loadings ranged from .83 to .92 with
item-to-total correlations ranging from .58 to .79. The summated scores of the 17 item
measure were used to derive a global measure.

Table 4-16

Factor and Reliability Analysis for Salesperson
n = 207; Variance Explained = 55.1%

Scale Items Factors 1 Item-to-Total Correlation
5. | often design value propositions based on changing... .83 .61
6. I continuously seek opportunities that can add value... .83 .79
8. | am prepared to reconfigure my sales strategies ... .82 .79
9. I develop strong relationships with supply-chain... .82 .66
11. T am proficient at develop analyzing customers... .79 .68
12. T have a strong understanding marketplace dynamics.... .78 75
13. | continuously strive to build long-term relationships... .76 .68
14. 1 anticipate changes in the competitive customer...... 74 .79
15. 1think and act in entrepreneurial ways. .73 59
16. I continuously seek to improve my ability to create... 73 .64
17. 1 place a high value on the coaching, advice..... 73 .69
18. I place a high value on the coaching, advice, and... 71 71
19. I continuously monitor and adjust my activities..... .69 79
20. T often use business intelligence and analytics to.... .69 15
21. | effectively manage limited resources in order to... .66 .70
22. I am actively involved in continuous product/service... .65 .63
24. Tam good at anticipating changes in what my ......... .63 .66

Eigenvalue 9.37
Scale alpha = .95

e Time: The initial time measure contained ten items with an overall Cronbach’s Alpha for
those ten items of .84. Based on the reliability analysis, six items (t5, t6, t7, t8, t9, and
t10) were dropped from the analysis which increased the overall Cronbach’s Alpha to
.87. Exploratory factor analysis was utilized in order to explore the theoretical structure
of this phenomenon. A principal component extraction with a varimax rotation was used
and as expected, a one factor solution was retained with an eigenvalue greater than 1,
representing 72.7% of the variance of the four items. All of the items were retained after
assessing the results which are presented in Table 4-17. The factor loadings ranged from
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.83 t0 .88 with item-to-total correlations ranging from .70 to .77. The summated scores of
the 4 item measure were used to derive a global measure.
Table 4-17

Factor and Reliability Analysis for Time
n = 207; Variance Explained = 72.7%

Scale Items Factors 1 Item-to-Total Correlation

1. It takes me a long time to identify change. .88 71

2. lttakes me a long time to evaluate change. .85 .78

3. It takes me a long time to react to change. .84 71

4. It takes me a long time to promote changes to my... .84 73
_______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________|]
Eigenvalue 291

Scale alpha = .87

e Ease: The initial ease measure contained nine items with an overall Cronbach’s Alpha for
those nine items being .88. Based on the reliability analysis, five items (ease5, ease6,
ease7, ease8, & ease9) were dropped from the analysis which increased the overall
Cronbach’s Alpha to .91. Exploratory factor analysis was utilized in order to explore the
theoretical structure of this phenomenon. A principal component extraction with a
varimax rotation was used and as expected, a one factor solution was retained with an
eigenvalue greater than 1, representing 78.3% of the variance of the four items. Only four
items were retained after assessing the results which are presented in Table 4-18. The
factor loadings ranged from .82 to .91 with item-to-total correlations ranging from .71 to
.84. The summated scores of the 4 item measure were used to derive a global measure.

Table 4-18

Factor and Reliability Analysis for Ease
n = 207; Variance Explained = 78.3%

Scale Items Factors 1 Item-to-Total Correlation

1. Itis difficult for me to enact change. .92 71

2. Ttis difficult for me to convince customers of needed... .89 81

3. Itis difficult for me to convince suppliers of needed.... .89 .84

4. Ttis difficult for me to convince other company... .83 .80
]
Eigenvalue 3.13

Scale alpha = .91
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¢ Range: The initial range measure contained six items with a Cronbach’s Alpha of .89.
Exploratory factor analysis was utilized in order to explore the theoretical structure of
this phenomenon. A principal component extraction with a varimax rotation was used
and as expected, a one factor solution was retained with an eigenvalue greater than 1,
representing 64.4% of the variance of the six items. All of the items were retained after
assessing the results which are presented in Table 4-19. The factor loadings ranged from
.72 to0 .85 with item-to-total correlations ranging from .62 to .76. The summated scores of
the 6 item measure were used to derive a global measure.

Table 4-19

Factor and Reliability Analysis for Range
n = 207; Variance Explained = 64.4%

Scale Items Factors 1 Item-to-Total Correlation
1. Tam capable of effecting many types of change... .85 .62
2. | am capable of adjusting to varying customer buying... .84 15
3. Thave the ability to maintain productivity during low... .84 .65
4. | have the ability to offer a wide range of cost effective... .79 .75
5. Thave the ability to modify value propositions when... .75 .76
6. I have the ability to suggest product configurations.... .73 .69

Eiegenvalue 3.87
Scale alpha = .89

Next, the change component of agility is discussed. The second agility enabler is the
change proficiency of the salesperson. Change proficiency is a competency that involves both
initiating and dealing with change (Dove, Hartman and Benson 1996). As discussed in chapter
two, change component includes five stages of change competency.

Five stages of Change Proficiency:

Five stages of change proficiency have been identified in the early agility literature (e.g. Dove

et al.1996). These are:

e Accidental Stage: There is no change-process recognition in the accidental stage.
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e Repeatable Stage: The repeatable stage, typically, is based on anecdotal “lessons learned”

from past change activities.

e Defined Stage: In the defined stage, formal change processes are recognized.

e Managed Stage: In the managed change stage, change process objectives are clarified and

refined.

e Mastered Stage: Salespeople in the mastered change stage is characterized by a principle-

based deep appreciation of adaptability.

From these descriptions, the following scale was created to assess the level of change

proficiency of salespeople:

I work overtime, make many solution attempts, operate according to the fad-
of-the-day, fight many fires, and expedite.
I typically work on the existing knowledge that is subjective and lessons
learned from past change activities.
I use formal change processes with procedures documented to be successful
by my organization.

iv. I have an evolving knowledge base of change strategies and tactics and have a
strong appreciation for the insights provided by others.
V. Tunderstand that knowledge of strategies and tactics alone is not sufficient
and so I need a principle-based change.
Table 4-20
Descriptive Statistics — Change Proficiency
N Range Minimum Maximum Mean Std.
Deviation
5 Levels of Change 207 4 1 5 3.12 1.19
Proficiency

2X2 ANOVA Analysis — Outcome Variables

As a further test of the worthiness of agility as a variable of interest to salesforce

researchers, a series of 2x2 ANOVAs was conducted to examine whether there is any significant

differences in outcome variables of salesperson’s outcome performance, job satisfaction, and
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customer’s satisfaction with the salesperson when salesperson’s adaptability and agility variables
varies in respect to both high and low group.

The 2 X 2 ANOVAs were conducted with respondents being assigned to high or low
adaptability levels and high or low agility levels for each of the salespersons. High and low
groups were created by performing a mean split on adaptive selling scale and the agility scales.
The same procedure was applied to each of the agility variables (knowledge components and
change proficiency) in order to create four groups: 1) high adaptability-high agility, 2) high
adaptability-low agility, 3) low adaptability-high agility, and 4) low adaptability-low agility.

Salesperson’s Outcome Performance

The first analysis was conducted on salesperson’s outcome performance. Table 4-21
shows the mean values for outcome performance for each of the four groups of respondents, high
low adaptability with respectively, knowledge dissemination (high vs low), knowledge portfolio
(high vs low), knowledge generation (high vs low), customer relationship (high vs low), and
sales-process innovation (high vs low) with respect to dependent variable salesperson outcome
performance.

A quick look on both Table 4-21 indicates that the mean values for high adaptable and
high agile group are always greater than the low adaptable and low agile group. Values are
marked on bold display the high/high and low/low group means. Difference among the mean
values are all significant at .05 level. Further, the high-high group means are greater than the
high-low group means suggesting that the combination of high levels of agility and adaptability
are valuable in explain performance beyond that when only agility or adaptability are high. The

implication is that salespeople who have high adaptive and high agile skills perform better than
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salespeople in the other three groups, indicating that agility appears to be conducive to improved
performance.

Table: 4-21 Descriptive Statistics

Dependent Variable: Salesperson’s Qutcome Performance Contrast
Hi/Hi Hi/Lo | Lo/Hi | Lo/Lo | F-test | Sig. | F(A) F (SA)
Adaptability vs. Knowledge 36.93 33.73 | 3352 |2811 |5193 |.000"|38.52" | 35.03"
Dissemination
Adaptability vs. Knowledge 37.61 3291 | 3358 |2801 |6397 |.000"| 45.49" | 60.20
Portfolio
Adaptability vs. Knowledge 37.33 33.19 | 3254 |2836 |51.41 |.000"|46.61° | 34.83"
Generation
Adaptability vs. Knowledge of | 37.82 33.12 | 3450 |2823 |6591 |.000"| 35.49° |63.15"
Customer Relationships
Adaptability vs. Knowledge of | 37.67 33.18 |33.95 |2821 |61.70 |.000" | 40.02° | 55.26"
Sales Process Innovation
***H|=High; Lo=Low; F (A)=Contrast F-test for Adaptability; F (SA)=Contrast F-test for Salesperson Agility
Variables (Knowledge Dissemination, Knowledge Portfolio, Knowledge Generation, Knowledge of Customer
Relationships, and Knowledge of Sales Process Innovation), Sig.=Significance at p<.05

Job Satisfaction

The second analysis was conducted on the job satisfaction outcome variable. Table 4-22
shows the respective mean values job satisfaction for combinations of high and low adaptability
and high and low levels of the knowledge variables The analysis indicates that the mean job
satisfaction difference is significant at .05 level only for the high/low knowledge portfolio
variable in relation to high/low adaptability. Table 4-22 indicates that the mean job satisfaction
values for high adaptable and high agile groups are always greater than the low adaptable and
low agile groups, suggesting that the combination of high levels of agility and adaptability are
valuable in explain job satisfaction beyond that when only agility or adaptability are high. The
implication is that salespeople who have high adaptive and high agile skills are more satisfied
than salespeople in the other three groups, indicating that agility appears to be conducive to
improved satisfaction. Values are marked in bold to display the group with high/high and group
with low/low. Only mean values for adaptability (high/low) and knowledge portfolio (high/low)

are significant at .05 level.
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Table: 4-22 Descriptive Statistics

Dependent Variable: Job Satisfaction Contrast

Hi/Hi | Hi/Lo | Lo/Hi | Lo/Lo | F-test | Sig. | F(A) | F(SA)
Adaptability vs. Knowledge 40.05 |38.00 |39.30 |34.38 |8.15 .000" | 3.26 8.32"
Dissemination
Adaptability vs. Knowledge 40.03 | 3852 |3958 |34.21 |859 .000" | 4.27" | 8.89"
Portfolio
Adaptability vs. Knowledge 40.57 | 36.97 |40.25 |3399 |11.64 |.000" | 2.08 18.62"
Generation
Adaptability vs. Knowledge of 40.66 |37.54 |38.95 |3478 |8.10 .000" | 3.40 | 9.03"
Customer Relationships
Adaptability vs. Knowledge of 40.20 | 38.29 | 40.15 |3435 |894 .000" | 2.86 | 10.63"
Sales Process Innovation

***H|=High; Lo=Low; F (A)=Contrast F-test for Adaptability; F (SA)=Contrast F-test for Salesperson Agility
Variables (Knowledge Dissemination, Knowledge Portfolio, Knowledge Generation, Knowledge of Customer
Relationships, and Knowledge of Sales Process Innovation), Sig.=Significance at p<.05

Customer’s Satisfaction with the Salesperson

The final analysis was conducted using customer’s satisfaction with the salesperson as a
dependent measure. Table 4-23 shows the respective mean values for high-low adaptability with
high vs low knowledge and five levels of change proficiency. A quick look at Table 4-23
indicates that the mean values for high adaptable and high agile group are always greater than the
low adaptable and low agile group, suggesting that the combination of high levels of agility and
adaptability are valuable in explain customer satisfaction with the salesperson beyond that when
only agility or adaptability are high. The implication is that salespeople who have high adaptive
and high agile skills have higher customer satisfaction than salespeople in the other three groups,
indicating that agility appears to be conducive to improved customer satisfaction. Values are
marked in bold display the group with high/high and group with low/low. All mean values are

significant at .05 level.
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Table: 4-23 Descriptive Statistics

Dependent Variable: Customer Satisfaction with the Salespeople Contrast

Hi/Hi Hi/Lo | Lo/Hi | Lo/Lo | F-test | Sig. F(A) | F(SA)

Adaptability vs. Knowledge 19.12 | 17.80 | 18.30 | 16.67 | 19.18 | .000" | 8.59" | 19.48"

Dissemination

Adaptability vs. Knowledge 19.40 | 1750 | 1875 | 16.49 | 30.13 | .000" | 7.53" | 47.46"

Portfolio

Adaptability vs. Knowledge 19.28 | 1761 | 1791 | 16.77 | 19.63 | .000" | 11.66 | 18.97"

Generation *

Adaptability vs. Knowledge of 1951 | 1753 | 18.94 | 16.62 | 30.20 | .000" | 5.46" | 45.98"

Customer Relationships

Adaptability vs. Knowledge of 19.28 | 17.89 | 1865 | 16.64 | 22.36 | .000" | 8.47" | 27.62"

Sales Process Innovation

***H|=High; Lo=Low; F (A)=Contrast F-test for Adaptability; F (SA)=Contrast F-test for Salesperson Agility
Variables (Knowledge Dissemination, Knowledge Portfolio, Knowledge Generation, Knowledge of Customer
Relationships, and Knowledge of Sales Process Innovation), Sig.=Significance

Change Proficiency

Finally, analysis was conducted to examine the high/low adaptability and the high/low
knowledge components in assessing change proficiency for each combination. Table 4-24
demonstrated that the high adaptable and high agile groups reported higher levels of change
competencies - proficient at managed and mastered levels - than the low adaptable and low agile
group. The implication is that salespeople who have high adaptive and high agile skills have
better change proficiency better than salespeople in the other three groups, indicating that agility
appears to be conducive to improved change proficiency.

Table: 4-24: Change Proficiency

Adaptability Change Proficiency

Accidental | Repeatable | Defined | Managed | Mastered
High 16 29 8 51 8
Low 6 27 11 45 6
Knowledge Dissemination
High 13 24 7 55 10
Low 9 32 12 41 4
Knowledge Portfolio
High 15 20 8 50 9
Low 7 36 11 46 5
Knowledge Generation
High 15 22 7 56 5
Low 7 34 12 40 9
Customer Relationship
High 13 17 5 48 8
Low 9 39 14 48 6
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Sales Process Innovation
High 15 18 7 50 5
Low 7 38 12 46 9

2X2 ANOVA Analysis - Antecedent Variables

Next, analysis was conducted to ascertain whether there is any significant differences in
antecedent variables such as salesperson’s intrinsic motivation, learning orientation, and
customer orientation when salespeople are classified as high or low on adaptability and agility.

Hence, a 2 X 2 ANOVA analysis was conducted with respondents being assigned high or
low adaptability and high or low agility for each of the salesperson’s agility variables. High and
low groups were created by performing a mean split on adaptive selling scale. The same
procedure applied to each of the agility variables in order to create four groups: 1) high
adaptability-high agility, 2) high adaptability-low agility, 3) low adaptability-high agility, and 4)
low adaptability-low agility.

Salesperson’s Intrinsic Motivation

The first analysis was conducted on salespersons’ intrinsic motivation. Table 4-25 shows
the mean values for intrinsic motivation for each of the four groups of respondents, high low
adaptability with, respectively, knowledge dissemination (high vs low), knowledge portfolio
(high vs low), knowledge generation (high vs low), customer relationship (high vs low), and
sales-process innovation (high vs low), with respect to dependent variable salesperson intrinsic
motivation.

A quick look on both Table 4-25 indicates that the mean values for high adaptable and
high agile group are always greater than the low adaptable and low agile group. Values are
marked on bold display the high/high and low/low group means. Difference among the mean

values are all significant at .05 level. Further, the high-high group mean are greater than the
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high-low group means, suggesting that salespeople higher in intrinsic motivation have higher

levels of agility and adaptability than salespeople who have only high agility or high.

Table: 4-25 Descriptive Statistics

Dependent Variable: Intrinsic Motivation Contrast

Hi/Hi | Hi/lLo | Lo/Hi | Lo/Lo | F-test | Sig. F(A) | F(SA)
Adaptability vs. Knowledge 30.41 | 27.08 26.86 2341 1593 | .000" | 12.01" | 10.67"
Dissemination
Adaptability vs. Knowledge 31.10 | 26.26 27.50 23.15 20.97 | .000" | 12.15" | 22.73"
Portfolio
Adaptability vs. Knowledge 31.25 | 5.42 26.83 | 23.38 |21.93 |.000" | 11.08" | 22.92"
Generation
Adaptability vs. Knowledge of 31.63 | 2589 |27.38 |2352 |2286 |.000" | 10.96" | 23.06"
Customer Relationships
Adaptability vs. Knowledge of 30.83 | 27.21 | 27.25 | 2345 |17.19 |.000" | 13.14" | 13.38"
Sales Process Innovation

***H|=High; Lo=Low; F (A)=Contrast F-test for Adaptability; F (SA)=Contrast F-test for Salesperson Agility
Variables (Knowledge Dissemination, Knowledge Portfolio, Knowledge Generation, Knowledge of Customer
Relationships, and Knowledge of Sales Process Innovation), Sig.=Significance

Salesperson’s Learning Orientation

The second analysis was conducted on salespersons’ learning orientation. Table 4-26

shows the respective mean values salespersons’ learning orientation for combinations of high

and low adaptability and high and low levels of the knowledge variables. A quick look on both

Table 4-26 indicates that the mean values for high adaptable and high agile group are always

greater than the low adaptable and low agile group, suggesting that salespeople with higher

learning orientations possess higher levels of agility and adaptability than salespeople who have

only high agility or high adaptability. VValues are marked on bold display the high/high and

low/low group means. Difference among the mean values are all significant at .05 level.

Table: 4-26 Descriptive Statistics

Dependent Variable: Learning Orientation Contrast

Hi/Hi | Hi/Lo | Lo/Hi | Lo/Lo | F-test | Sig. F(A) F (SA)
Adaptability vs. Knowledge 3784 | 3446 |3578 |3215 |28.19 |.000° | 11.63" | 29.97"
Dissemination
Adaptability vs. Knowledge 38.14 | 3455 |36.16 |31.97 |3350 |.000° |14.71" | 42.75"
Portfolio
Adaptability vs. Knowledge 38.17 | 34.12 34.20 32.63 26.78 | .000" | 19.21" | 20.34"
Generation
Adaptability vs. Knowledge of | 38.51 | 34.33 | 3550 |3245 |32.09 |.000° | 15.11" | 32.99"
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Customer Relationships
Adaptability vs. Knowledge of | 37.96 | 35.21 | 3545 | 32.38 | 24.54 |.000" | 17.36" | 20.53"
Sales Process Innovation
***H|=High; Lo=Low; F (A)=Contrast F-test for Adaptability; F (SA)=Contrast F-test for Salesperson Agility
Variables (Knowledge Dissemination, Knowledge Portfolio, Knowledge Generation, Knowledge of Customer
Relationships, and Knowledge of Sales Process Innovation), Sig.=Significance

Salesperson’s Customer Orientation

The final analysis was conducted on salespersons’ customer orientation. Table 4-27
shows the respective mean values salespersons’ customer orientation for combinations of high
and low adaptability and high and low levels of the knowledge variables. A quick look on both
Table 4-27 indicates that the mean values for high adaptable and high agile group are always
greater than the low adaptable and low agile group, suggesting that salespeople with higher
customer orientation exhibit higher levels of agility and adaptability than those salespeople who
exhibit only high agility or high adaptability. VValues are marked on bold display the high/high
and low/low group means. Difference among the mean values are all significant at .05 level.

Table: 4-27 Descriptive Statistics

Dependent Variable: Customer Orientation Contrast
Hi/Hi | Hi/Lo | Lo/Hi | Lo/Lo | F-test | Sig. F(A) | F(SA)
Adaptability vs. Knowledge 38.87 | 35.81 |38.09 |34.00 |17.83 |.000" | 3.36 25.58"
Dissemination
Adaptability vs. Knowledge 39.00 |36.24 |39.13 |3359 |2393 |.000" |3.73 40.46"
Portfolio
Adaptability vs. Knowledge 39.01 |3571 |36.91 |3433 |1559 |.000° | 6.59" | 1857
Generation
Adaptability vs. Knowledge of | 39.63 | 35.41 | 39.28 |33.99 |27.46 |.000" | 1.75 50.13"
Customer Relationships
Adaptability vs. Knowledge of | 39.09 | 36.27 | 38.45 | 34.07 |18.34 |.000" | 4.23" | 27.07"
Sales Process Innovation
***H|=High; Lo=Low; F (A)=Contrast F-test for Adaptability; F (SA)=Contrast F-test for Salesperson Agility
Variables (Knowledge Dissemination, Knowledge Portfolio, Knowledge Generation, Knowledge of Customer
Relationships, and Knowledge of Sales Process Innovation), Sig.=Significance
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REGRESSION ANALYSIS - ANTECEDENTS

Hypotheses proposing the relationships between constructs were tested using simple
regression analysis and least squares estimation (Pedhazur 1982). Regression analysis attempts to
analyze the variability of a dependent variable by “resorting to information available on one or
more independent variables” (Pedhazur 1982, p. 5). The first part of the current investigation
focuses on the relationship between independent variables (intrinsic motivation, customer
orientation, and learning orientation) and two dependent variables (salesperson agility
[knowledge dissemination, knowledge portfolio, knowledge generation, customer relationship,
and sales process innovation] and adaptive selling). This study seeks to provide a preliminary
answer to the question of the strength of the association between salesperson agility and intrinsic
motivation, customer orientation, and learning orientation. Hair et al. (2010) indicate this type of
research question may be addressed through the use of least squares regression analysis.
The Effects of Intrinsic Motivation on Salesperson Agility

Hypothesis 1 deals with the relationship of intrinsic motivation with salesperson agility
variables — knowledge dissemination, knowledge portfolio, knowledge generation, customer
relationship, sales process innovation, and change proficiency. Results from the analysis indicate
a positive and significant relationship between intrinsic motivation and knowledge dissemination
(20% variance explained), knowledge portfolio (27%), knowledge generation (28%), customer
relationship (26%), and sales process innovation (26%).The relationship with change proficiency
was non-significant. Results from the analysis also show a positive and significant relationship
between intrinsic motivation and adaptive selling where intrinsic motivation explains 25% of the

variation in adaptive selling. The results from this analysis are provided in Table 4-28. The
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expected relationship was supported by the regression results, thus providing support for Hla
and H1b.

Table 4-28 Regression Effects of Intrinsic Motivation on Salesperson Agility

Regression Results for Intrinsic Motivation
(Hypothesis H1a)

Dependent Variable B SE t-stat  Sig. R R2 F N
Knowledge Dissemination 201 .028 7.105 .000" .45 19 50.48 207
Constant 17.83 .792 2251 .000"

Knowledge Portfolio .243 .028 8751 .000" .52 27 76.58 207
Constant 16.45 .779 21.12  .000"

Knowledge Generation .226 .026 8.848 .000" .53 27 78.29 207
Constant 17.16 .717 23.91 .000"

Customer Relationships 234 .027 8.550 .000" .51 .26 73.11 207
Constant 1661 .768  21.62 .000"

Sales Process Innovation .264 .031 8.461 .000" .51 .26 71.58 207
Constant 1475 877  16.83 .000"

Change Proficiency .003 .012 .266 .790 .02 .01 071 207
Constant 3202 .334 9.580 .000"

Regression Results for Intrinsic Motivation
(Hypothesis H1b)

Dependent Variable B SE t-stat  Sig. R R? F N
Adaptive Selling .381 .046  8.329 .000 .50 .25 69.37 207
Constant 16.99 1283 13.24 .000

Explanation: B = Regression Coefficient; SE = Standard Error; t-stat = T-Statistic; Sig. = Significance; R=
Correlation Coefficient; R? = Adjusted Coefficient of Determination; Significant at .05 level

The Effects of Customer Orientation on Salesperson Agility

Customer orientation was hypothesized (H2a and H2b) to have a positive relationship
with the salesperson agility variables and adaptive selling. The regression analysis indicated
support for H2a and H2b. Customer orientation was significantly and positively related to

knowledge dissemination, knowledge portfolio, knowledge generation, customer relationship,
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sales process innovation, and change proficiency. Results from the analysis indicate a positive
and significant relationship between customer orientation and adaptive selling. Tables 4-29
presents the results from these analyses.

Table 4-29 Regression Effects of Customer Orientation on Salesperson Agility

Regression Results for Customer Orientation
(Hypothesis H2a)

Dependent Variable B SE t-stat  Sig. R R2 F N
Knowledge Dissemination 316 .040 7.862 .000 48 .23 61.81 207
Constant 11.70 1486 7.874 .000

Knowledge Portfolio 377 .039  9.595 .000 .56 31 92.07 207
Constant 9.22 1.453 6.345 .000

Knowledge Generation 334 .037 9.028 .000 .53 .28 81.51 207
Constant 11.07 1.37 8.093 .000

Customer Relationships 433 .035 12.34 .000 .65 42 152.33 207
Constant 7.08 1.29 5.47 .000

Sales Process Innovation 370 .046 8.064 .000 49 24 65.02 207
Constant 8.34 1.70 4,904 .000

Change Proficiency .036 .017 2.092 .038 15 .02 4.38 207
Constant 1.800 .634 2839 .005

Regression Results for Customer Orientation
(Hypothesis H2b)

Dependent Variable B SE t-stat  Sig. R R? F N
Adaptive Selling .561 .066  8.475 .000 51 .26 7183 207
Constant 6.76 245 2.762 .006

Explanation: B = Regression Coefficient; SE = Standard Error; t-stat = T-Statistic; Sig. = Significance; R=
Correlation Coefficient; R? = Adjusted Coefficient of Determination; Significant at .05 level

The Effects of Learning Orientation on Salesperson Agility
Hypothesis 3a and 3b suggest that learning orientation is positively related to salesperson
agility variables and adaptive selling. The expected relationship emerged in the regression

analysis. Learning orientation was found to be significantly positively related to knowledge
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dissemination, knowledge portfolio, knowledge generation, customer relationship, sales process
innovation, change proficiency, and adaptive selling. The results are provided in Tables 4-30
Hypothesis 3a and 3b are supported.

Table 4-30 Regression Effects of Learning Orientation on Salesperson Agility

Regression Results for Learning Orientation
(Hypothesis H3a)

Dependent Variable B SE t-stat  Sig. R R2 F N
Knowledge Dissemination .397 .039 10.180 .000 .58 33 103.64 207
Constant 9.32 1.38 6.741 .000

Knowledge Portfolio 429 .039 10.955 .000 .61 37 120.01 207
Constant 7.93 1391 5.708 .000

Knowledge Generation .381 .037 10.297 .000 .58 .34 106.04 207
Constant 9.89 131 7.530 .000

Customer Relationships 449 .037 12.202 .000 .65 42 148.89 207
Constant 7.164 1.307 5.481 .000

Sales Process Innovation 425 .046 9.161 .000 54 .29 83.92 207
Constant 6.99 1.65 4.245 .000

Change Proficiency .041 .018 2290 .023 .16 .02 5.24 207
Constant 1.678 .633 2.648 .009

Regression Results for Learning Orientation
(Hypothesis H3b)

Dependent Variable B SE t-stat  Sig. R R? F N
Adaptive Selling .645 .066 9.718 .000 .56 31 94.44 207
Constant 4.63 2.36 1.964

Explanation: B = Regression Coefficient; SE = Standard Error; t-stat = T-Statistic; Sig. = Significance; R=
Correlation Coefficient; R? = Adjusted Coefficient of Determination; Significant at .05 level

REGRESSION ANALYSIS - OUTCOMES
The Effects of Salesperson Agility on Salesperson’s Outcome Performance
The second focus of the analysis was the examination of the relationship of agility to

various sales outcome variables. Hypothesis 4 deals with the relationship of salesperson agility -
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knowledge dissemination, knowledge portfolio, knowledge generation, customer relationship,
sales process innovation, and change proficiency with salesperson’s outcome performance.
Results from the analysis indicated a positive and significant relationship between knowledge
dissemination, knowledge portfolio, knowledge generation, customer relationship, sales process
innovation, and adaptive selling with salesperson’s outcome performance. Change proficiency
was not significant. Results are presented in Tables 4-31.

Table 4-31 Regression Effects of Salesperson Agility on Salesperson’s Qutcome Performance

Regression Results for Salesperson Agility
(Hypothesis H4a)

Dependent Variable Predictor B SE t-stat  Sig. R R2 F N
Salesperson’s KD 1.275 .094 13.548 .000 .69 A7 183.54 207
Performance Outcome Constant 3.387 2212 1531 .127
KP 1.298 .087 14.926 .000 12 .52 222.79 207
Constant 3.176 2.023 1569 .118
KG 1.406 .094 14.976 .000 12 .52 224.30 207
Constant .299 2.207 135 .892
CR 1.351 .087 15.599 .000 74 .54 243.33 207
Constant 2.040 2.009 1.016 .311
SPI 1.132 .080 14.13 .000 .70 49 199.56 207
Constant 8.251 1.782 4.63 .000
CP .310 .342 .907 .365 .06 -.00 .823 207
Constant 3212 1.4 28.13 .000

Regression Results for Salesperson Agility
(Hypothesis H4b)

Dependent Variable Predictor B SE t-stat  Sig. R R? F N
Salesperson’s AS 162 .056 13.606 .000 .69 A7 185.11 207
Performance Outcome Constant 1226 156 7.867 .000

Explanation: KD = Knowledge Dissemination; KP = Knowledge Portfolio; KG = Knowledge Generation; CR =
Knowledge Customer Relationships; SPI = Knowledge of Sales Process Innovation; CP = Change Proficiency; AS =
Adaptive Selling; B = Regression Coefficient; SE = Standard Error; t-stat = T-Statistic; Sig. = Significance; R=
Correlation Coefficient; R? = Adjusted Coefficient of Determination; Significant at .05 level
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Hierarchical multiple regression was conducted in order to ascertain if any marginal
contribution is made by the addition of salesperson agility beyond the contribution to knowledge
of adaptive selling in explaining salesperson’s outcome performance. The main purpose of the
hierarchical multiple regression is to see whether the additional variable can be found to be
associated with some predictive capacity at predicting dependent variable above and beyond one
or more other variables. Salesperson agility was found to be a unique incremental predictor of
the salesperson’s outcome performance based on F-change, which is statistically significant, and
the beta weight which is also statistically significant. The results from this analysis are provided
in Tables 4-32. The expected relationship emerged in the regression analysis, agility provided
additional contribution to outcomes variance explained, thus providing support for H4a, H4b,
and H4c.

Table 4-32 Regression Marginal Contribution of Salesperson Agility on Salesperson’s
Outcome Performance

Regression Results for Marginal Contribution of Salesperson Agility
(Hypothesis H4c)

Dependent Variable Predictors R R? SE R? Change FCh. Std.B N

Salesperson’s AS .689 A72 4.26 475 185.11" 424 207

Performance Outcome KD 162 576 3.81 106 51.28" .419 207
AS .689 A72 4.26 A75 185.11" .400 207
KP .790 .620 3.61 149 80.66"° .482 207
AS .689 472 4.26 AT75 185.11" .394 207
KG 787 .616 3.63 145 77.62° 482 207
AS .689 A72 4.26 475 185.11% .352 207
CR 781 .606 3.67 136 70.95" 499 207
AS .689 A72 4.26 475 185.11" 414 207
SPI 775 .596 3.72 126 64.26" 449 207
AS .689 A72 4.26 A75 185.11" .688 207
CP .690 471 3.26 .002 764  .044 207

*** Significant at p<.05
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The Effects of Salesperson Agility on Job Satisfaction

Salesperson agility variables and adaptive selling were hypothesized (H5a and H5b) to
have a positive relationship with job satisfaction. The regression analysis indicated support for
H5a and H5b. Results from the analysis indicated a positive and significant relationship between
knowledge dissemination, knowledge portfolio, knowledge generation, customer relationship,
sales process innovation, and adaptive selling with job satisfaction. Results are presented in
Tables 4-33).

Table 4-33 Regression Effects of Salesperson Agility on Job Satisfaction

Regression Results for Salesperson Agility
(Hypothesis H5a)

Dependent Variable Predictor B SE t-stat  Sig. R R2 F N
Job Satisfaction KD .819 162 5.07 .000 .33 A1 25.66 207
Constant 18.65 3.80 491 .000
KP .890 .154 5.77 .000 37 14 33.25 207
Constant 17.24 3.59 4.80 .000
KG 1.098 .163 6.75 .000 43 .18 4555 207
Constant 12.13 3.83 3.17 .002
CR .94 .16 6.00 .000 .39 A5 36.00 207
Constant 16.17 3.63 4.46 .000
SPI 72 14 5.09 .000 .34 A1 25.92 207
Constant 22.05 3.12 7.06 .000
CP .005 .454 .010 .992 .00 -.00 .823 207
Constant 3772 151 2491 .000

Regression Results for Salesperson Agility
(Hypothesis H5b)

Dependent Variable Predictor B SE t-stat  Sig. R R? F N
Job Satisfaction AS 513 .096 5.36 .000 .35 12 28.71 207
Constant 2371 2.67 8.89 .000

Explanation: KD = Knowledge Dissemination; KP = Knowledge Portfolio; KG = Knowledge Generation; CR =
Knowledge Customer Relationships; SPI = Knowledge of Sales Process Innovation; CP = Change Proficiency; AS =
Adaptive Selling; B = Regression Coefficient; SE = Standard Error; t-stat = T-Statistic; Sig. = Significance; R=
Correlation Coefficient; R? = Adjusted Coefficient of Determination; Significant at .05 level
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Additionally, hierarchical multiple regression was conducted to examine whether
salesperson agility variables add knowledge to our understanding of satisfaction above and
beyond that of the adaptive selling. It was found that salesperson agility adds unique incremental
contribution to job satisfaction based on statistical significance of F-change and beta value. The
results from this analysis are provided in Tables 4-34. The expected relationship emerged in the
regression analysis, agility adds unique incremental value beyond that of adaptability, thus
providing support for H5a, H5b, and H5c.

Table 4-34 Regression Marginal Contribution of Salesperson Agility on Job Satisfaction

Regression Results for Marginal Contribution of Salesperson Agility
(Hypothesis H5c)
RZ

Dependent Variable Predictors R SE R? Change FCh. Std.B N

Job Satisfaction AS 350 119 7.28 123 28.71" .233 207
KD .379 135 7.21 021 4972 186 207
AS 350 119 7.28 123 28.71° 198 207
KP 406 .156 712 042 10.02° 255 207
AS 350 119 7.28 123 28.71" 143 207
KG 441 187 699  .072 18.16" .339 207
AS 350 119 7.28 123 28.71" .165 207
CR 405 .156 712  .041 10.08" .275 207
AS 350 119 7.28 123 28.71" .233 207
SPI .382 138 720  .023 5.538" .193 207
AS 350 119 7.28 123 28.71" 351 207
Ccp .351 A14 729  .000 019  -.009 207

*** Significant at p<.05

The Effects of Salesperson Agility on Customer Satisfaction with the Salesperson
Hypothesis 6a and 6b suggest that both salesperson agility and adaptive selling are
positively related to customer satisfaction with the salesperson. The expected relationship

emerged in the regression analysis, results being shown in Table 4-35.
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Table 4-35 Regression Effects of Salesperson Agility on Customer Satisfaction with the
Salesperson

Regression Results for Salesperson Agility
(Hypothesis H6a)

Dependent Variable Predictor B SE t-stat  Sig. R R? F N
CSS KD .399 .043 9.36 .000 .55 .30 87.66 207
Constant 8.731 1.00 8.73 .000
KP 440 .039 11.40 .000 .62 39 130.02 207
Constant 7.88 .898 8.778 .000
KG 447 .043 10.33 .000 .59 40 106.70 207
Constant 7.59 3.83 1.017 .000
CR .504 .036 14.02 .000 .70 49 196.50 207
Constant 6.443 .833 7.730 .000
SPI .345 .037 9.32 .000 .55 29 86.93 207
Constant 10.44  .823 12.68 .000
CP .159 134 1.186 .237 .08 .00 1.407 207
Constant 1752 447 39.16 .000

Regression Results for Salesperson Agility
(Hypothesis H6b)

Dependent Variable B SE t-stat  Sig. R R? F N
Adaptive Selling 222 .026 8.547 .000 51 .26 73.05 207
Constant 1193 .725 16.464 .000

Explanation: CSS= Customer Satisfaction with the Salesperson; KD = Knowledge Dissemination; KP = Knowledge
Portfolio; KG = Knowledge Generation; CR = Knowledge Customer Relationships; SPI = Knowledge of Sales
Process Innovation; CP = Change Proficiency; AS = Adaptive Selling; B = Regression Coefficient; SE = Standard
Error; t-stat = T-Statistic; Sig. = Significance; R= Correlation Coefficient; R? = Adjusted Coefficient of
Determination; Significant at .05 level

Hierarchical multiple regression results shows that salesperson agility does, in fact make
a unique incremental contribution to customer satisfaction with the salesperson based on
statistical significance of F-change and beta value. The results from this analysis are provided in
Tables 4-36. The expected relationship emerged in the regression analysis, thus providing

support for H6a, H6b, and H6c.
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Table 4-36 Regression Marginal Contribution of Salesperson Agility on Customer
Satisfaction with the Salesperson

Regression Results for Marginal Contribution of Salesperson Agility

(Hypothesis H5c)

Dependent Variable Predictors R R? SE R? Change FCh. Std.B N

CSS AS 513 .259 1.98 263 73.05° .277 207
KD .588 .339 1.87 .083 25.87° .372 207
AS 513 .259 1.98 .263 73.05" 217 207
KP .647 413 1.76 156 54.60" .493 207
AS 513 .259 1.98 .263 73.05° .247 207
KG .617 374 1.82 118 38.72° 434 207
AS 513 .259 1.98 263 73.05° .074 207
CR .702 487 1.65 .230 92.26" .650 207
AS 513 .259 1.98 263 73.05° .285 207
SPI 591 342 1.86 .086 26.93° .371 207
AS 513 .259 1.98 .263 73.05" 511 207
CP 517 .260 1.98 .005 1.305 .068 207

*** Significant at p<.05

Summary of Results

The hypotheses set forth in this research were supported. The expected positive effect of

the antecedent variables on salesperson agility and adaptive selling was confirmed through the

analysis. Each of the regression equations revealed a significant relationship between both

salesperson agility and adaptive selling and the other constructs under examination. Salesperson

agility was found to add marginal contribution to the relationship between sales adaptability and

salesperson’ outcome performance, job satisfaction and customer satisfaction with the

salesperson.
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CHAPTER V

OVERVIEW, IMPLICATIONS, AND CONCLUSIONS

The importance of ‘agility’ as a salesperson skill has been overlooked in previous
literature. Given the attention paid to agility in the organizational and workforce literature as well
as by organizations, the primary objective of this research was to examine the agility concept and
to provide preliminary assessment of whether or not the concept is worthy of study in salesforce
research. In doing so, the first objective of this dissertation was to establish a conceptual
distinction between agility and any metrics that might contain some measure of adaptive
behavior. A second objective was to explore the core concepts of sales force agility based on the
agility foundation of Dove (1994, 1999) and Chonko and Jones (2005) and to initiate the
preliminary work on the development of salesperson agility scale. The third objective was to
engage in preliminary empirical testing to determine if agility and adaptability are different and
have differential effects on sales outcomes. Finally the fourth objective was to test a proposed
model in which the salesperson’s intrinsic motivation, customer orientation, and learning
orientation are viewed as antecedents to salesperson agility which in turn impacts salesperson’s
outcome performance, job satisfaction, and customer’s satisfaction with the salesperson.

Recently, Fayezi et al. (2016) undertook a similar examination rooted in the supply chain
literature. They provided evidence that agility is “a ‘macro’ externally directed response, while
flexibility concentrates on the ‘micro’ elements concerning organizational operations (p. 23)”.
They go on to say that agility includes proactiveness, responsiveness, information system
technology, quickness, adaptiveness, flexibility and cooperation both within and between supply

chain participants. They further describe flexibility as an internal process triggered by some
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stimulus. They go on to say further that the concepts are used interchangeably and incorrectly by
academics (Fayezi et al 2015) suggesting that both constructs require further examination for the
purpose of discovering uniqueness as well as redundancies of those constructs.

Definitional misapplications are important. Examining the agility definitions in Chapter
2, marketing and sales scholars must ultimately determine if the multitude of traits asserted to
describe the agility phenomenon are unique to agility, and if they distinguish it from other
adaptability constructs. Primarily, definitions of agility have been based on intuitive feelings
regarding what agility is and have largely departed from the original conceptualizations of Dove
(1996). For an operational definition to exist, consensus must exist on the answer to the question,
“To what are people referring when they use the term salesforce agility?”” Examination of agility
definitions reveals considerable divergence among the traits evident in the definitions. All or
none of the traits may potentially impact define agility upon rigorous empirical examination. If
the conceptual meaning of agility is not connected with empirically-observed, distinct
manifestations, no precision in meaning is possible. Regarding agility, a salesperson’s reaction is
determined by the origin of the need for change (the agility drivers). Strategic response is
required. Proffering the wrong response inhibits the salesperson’s and the sales organization’s
ability to remain competitive.

The work presented in this dissertation provides a starting point into the investigation of
salesperson agility as a variable worthy of study in salesforce research. The question was posed
as to whether or not salesperson agility provides any marginal contribution to knowledge of sales
outcomes beyond that provided by adaptability. The answer based on the preliminary research
presented is “yes”. Thus, the knowledge component of salesperson agility along with change

proficiency purported to allow salespeople to “implement fast, low-cost predictable solution in a
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more flexible way” (Chonko and Jones, 2012, pg. 529) appear to hold some promise. The
Professional Selling and Sales Management literature has long recognized the crucial role of the
adaptability in selling settings. However studies of agility and its contribution to knowledge of
sales force phenomena have been non-existent in the extant literature. The research presented
sheds some preliminary light on the potential importance of salesperson agility and its

implications for sales and marketing.

THEORETICAL IMPLICATIONS:

The main theoretical contribution in this dissertation was the examination of underlying
agility concepts and worthiness of salesperson agility as a construct important to sales research.
The research presented provided support for the importance of salesperson agility to professional
selling and sales management. This research provides a first attempt at empirically establishing
the salesperson agility construct in the sales literature. A good concept or theory should
cumulatively build on existing research (Dubin 1978) so the empirical findings presented in this
dissertation, while offering promise, should not be considered definitive.

Another theoretical contribution is initiation of the quest for the clarification of the
salesperson agility construct. There has been a lack of consensus on the dimensionality of agility
in previous studies (Yauch 2011; Giachetti et al. 2003; Sherehiy et al. 2007). According to
Boehm and Turner (2003), care must be taken to avoid falling prey to the notion that agile
methods are revolutionary when developing an agility metric. If agility is to have traction as a
valid construct for sales, it must be differentiated from other constructs. Further validated metrics
must be constructed to insure that agility can be compared in sound scientific ways to other

constructs and methods. In this dissertation, an extensive literature review was conducted across
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various disciplines the purpose being to provide a solid overview of organization agility,
workforce agility and sales force agility as well as how salesperson agility is different from the
similar constructs such as adaptive selling, flexibility and diligence construct. Evidence
provided in this dissertation suggests that two components of agility — knowledge and change
proficiency — appear to differentiate agility from other adaptive metrics. Again, the preliminary
evidence offers promise, but cannot be considered definitive.

This dissertation mainly follows the advice of Jarvis et al. (2003) concerning model
specification, errors in which may occur “... from the fact that many marketing researchers do
not think of measurement model relationships as hypotheses to be tested with differing
theoretical implications” (p.213). Therefore, this paper attempt at a starting point for item
specification is consistent with notions from the work of Cialdini (2001) who introduced the
term, “full-cycle psychology” to describe a research program as a process of “...continual
interplay between a) field observation of interesting phenomena, b) theorizing about the causes
of the phenomena, and c) experimental test of the theorizing” (p.32). This approach places a high
priority on internal validity, but also places strong emphasis on external validity and dialogue.
Full cycle research centers on two approaches to developing insight into a phenomenon: 1)
knowledge based on exploring, observing, and assessing phenomena as they exist, and 2)
knowledge based on empirical assessment of the phenomena. Further, Cialdini (1995) observed
“natural observation should not be restricted to the beginnings of the research venture; it should
also be used to complete the final arc in the circle. That is, naturally occurring instances should
be employed not only to identify effects suitable for experimental work but also to check on the
validity of the findings of the experimentation” (p.70). In looking at the different domain

elements that have been ascribed to agility, this conceptual analysis shows that salesperson
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knowledge components and change proficiency are the two key agility enablers (Chonko and
Jones 2005) which differentiates salesperson agility from other types of adaptive focused
metrics.

If agility is to flourish as a construct in sales research, an operational definition is
required. This dissertation suggested utilizing Dove’s (1996) original work as a starting point
and have offered a conceptual definition based on his work. However, the conceptual view of
salesforce agility must be empirically translated to prediction. Only when predictions are
possible, and agility is empirically shown to contain invariants that consistently relate to
outcomes, can assertions concerning “what is agility” be realized. Agility has been prolifically
researched, so there exists some measurement foundation. However, since multiple metrics exist,
and no agreed upon operational definition exists, reliance on any results is tenuous at best. Sales
researchers can utilize this work as a starting point in further developing agility theory and scale
development. This study provided three empirical analyses designed to seek evidence concerning
the worthiness of agility as a construct of interest. Preliminary open-end research results showed
that respondents can distinguish between agility selling and adaptive selling as they characterized
agile selling behavior as a unique capability of salesperson to serve their customer quickly. The
research presented in Study 1 and Study 2 provided evidence that the further study salesperson
agility is warranted since agility provides significant marginal contribution to understanding of
sales outcomes. Evidence was found to support the key role knowledge management plays in
creating salesperson agility metrics. Specifically, knowledge portfolio, knowledge generation,
and customer relationships were the key three knowledge dimensions which provided marginal

contribution to knowledge of sales outcomes beyond that of the adaptive selling.
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LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE RESEARCH:

Several factors related to this research must be taken into consideration when drawing
conclusions from the findings. First, this study included data from crowdsourcing internet
marketplace, Amazon Mechanical Turk (MTurk), which may affects the reliability of the
findings. Studies in organizations in different industries, different regions of the country, or of
different size may not yield the same results. Another possible limitation lies in the possibility of
socially-desirable responses which may be present when respondents are asked for their views
concerning sensitive subjects, such as sales performance. Significant effort, both written and
verbal, was made to assure respondents of anonymity.

This is one of the first attempts to assess the impact of salesperson agility on sales
outcomes. It is suggested that, beyond the primary dimensions of sales force agility, antecedents,
outcome and moderating variables be considered as the agility framework is studied, refined and

reassessed.
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Workforce Agility Scale (Sherehiy 2008)

Proactivity

I am able to predict the problems that might occur in my work

I am able to solve new and complex problems at work

| address difficulties in my tasks before they become major problems
I look for the opportunities to make improvements at work

When | see something that | don't like, I am trying to fix it

I am trying to find out more effective ways to perform my job

I design new procedures or processes for my work area

I let time take care of things that | have to do

9. Atwork, I stick to what | am told or required to do

10. 1 am trying to think "outside the box" in order to solve problems

11. 1 find new ways to obtain or utilize resources when resources are insufficient to do my job

Nk~ wWDE

Adaptability
How easy or difficult is it for you to handle the following situations?
1. Adapt my behavior to show respect for others' customs and values
2. Change my behavior to work more effectively with other people
3. Accept critical feedback
4. Communicate well with people of different backgrounds
How quickly or slowly do you learn new knowledge or skills needed in following situations?
5. Use new equipment at work
6. Keep up-to-date at work
7. Use new work methods
8. Perform new tasks at work
How easy or difficult is it for you to handle the following situations?
9. Adjust to the requirements of new equipment
10. Adjust to working with teams that have different customs
11. Work on multiple projects at the same time
12. Adjust to new work procedures
13. Have good relationships with people from different departments
How quickly or slowly do you adjust to following situations?
14. Switch from one project to another
15. Change your way of doing things to suit co-workers who have different ways of performing a job
16. Change plans when the necessary supplies or equipment are suddenly unavailable

Resilience
1. I am reluctant to accommodate and incorporate changes into my work
2. The changes at work frustrate me
3. I like to change old way of doing things
4. 1 am able to perform my job without knowing the total picture
5. I amtolerant to situations where things seems confusing
6. | am able to work out what to do when work instructions are unclear
7. Iremain calm and composed when faced with difficult circumstances
8. I am able to perform my job efficiently in difficult or stressful situations
9. | am able to work well when faced with a demanding workload or schedule
10. When a difficult situation occurs, | complain about it
11. When a difficult situation occurs, I react by trying to manage the problem
12. 1drop everything and take an alternate course of action to deal with an urgent problem
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Description of Study Measures

Salesperson’s Intrinsic Motivation

When | perform well, I know it is because of my own desire to achieve.

| do not need a reason to sell; | sell because | want to.

Becoming successful in sales is something that | want to do for myself.

If | were independently wealthy, | would still sell for the challenge of it.

I wish | did not have to retire someday so | could always continue selling for the pleasure of it.
I sell because | cherish the feeling of performing a useful service.

SoapwdE

Learning Orientation

Making a tough sale is very satisfying.

An important part of being a good salesperson is continually improving your sales skills.
Making mistakes when selling is just part of the learning process.

It is important for me to learn from each selling experience | have.

There really are not a lot of new things to learn about selling. (R)

I am always learning something new about my customers.

It is worth spending a great deal of time learning new approaches for dealing with customers.
Learning how to be a better salesperson is of fundamental importance to me.

P put in a great deal of effort sometimes in order to learn something new.

CoNUO~WNE

Customer Orientation

I try to help customers achieve their goals.

I try to achieve my goals by satisfying customers.

| try to get customers to discuss their needs with me.

I try to influence a customer by information rather than by pressure.

| offer the product of mine that is best suited to the customer's problem.
| answer a customer's questions about products as correctly as | can.

s wWNE

Salesperson Agility (Adopted 3 items from Jaramillo, Chonko and Weeks).
1. | effectively anticipate customer problems or opportunities.
2. | pro-actively anticipate and develop suggestions for future customer needs.
3. lam always alert to signals pertaining to changes in my account.

Adaptive Selling — Shortened

When | feel that my sales approach is not working, | can easily change to another approach.
I like to experiment with different sales approaches.

I am very flexible in the selling approach | use.

I can easily use a wide variety of selling approaches.

I try to understand how one customer differs from another.

arwnE

Flexibility

I can perform many types of operations effectively.

I can use many different tools effectively.

I am a cross-trained worker who can perform a broad range of manufacturing tasks effectively in the organization.
| can operate various types of machines.

I can be transferred easily between organizational units.

arwnE

Diligence

I am often too busy to respond promptly to customers’ special requests.

I always make sure that | can be reached whenever a customer needs something important.
| return customers’ calls promptly.

| provide the information customers request in a timely manner.

I always make sure that customers are able to see me as often as they need to.

I always make sure that customers can reach me within 24 h.

I always provide services to customers at the time | promise to do so.

I keep good records of my past interactions with customers.

N~ wWNE
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Sales Outcome Performance

oapwnPE

I am very effective when it comes to contributing to my company’s market share.

I am very effective when it comes to marketing/sales of those products with the highest profit margins.

I am very effective when it comes to generating a high level dollar of sales.

I am very effective when it comes to quickly generating sales of my company’s new products.

I am very effective when it comes to identifying major accounts in my territory and selling to them.
I am very effective when it comes to exceeding sales targets and objectives during the year.

Job Satisfaction
How satisfied are you with. .. (1 = very dissatisfied to 7 = very satisfied)

NoapwdE

Overall job satisfaction.

My compensation.
Opportunities for advancement.
Job security.

Company policies.

My supervisor overall.

My colleague workers overall.

Customer satisfaction with the salesperson

1.
2.
3.

My customers think that the amount of contact | have had with them was adequate.
My customers are satisfied with the level of service | have provided.
In general, my customers are pretty satisfied with their dealings with me.
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Text Response: In your opinion, what is one word that describes “Agile Salesperson”?
Accommodating

adapting

adaptive

adaptive

Adaptive

aggressive

Aggressive

aggressive

aggressive

Annoying

a salesperson who can persuade
A salesperson who can sale you anything.
A sales person who gets the sale done fast. Making at least 15-20 sales a day
capable

Commission

Committed

Confident

Confident

Convincing

Crafty

crafty

creative

Creative

determined

determined

Diverse

diverse

don’t know what the means
Enthusiastic

fast

Flexible

Focused

good

Helping a salesperson learn
Initiator

intuitive

motivated

One who can make a quick sale
Overachiever

Person with great amount of experience that can sell inventories at faster pace as well as make it ways while doing so.
persuasive

Persuasive

productive

Quick

Quick

quick

Quick

quick

Quick

Quick

quick-witted

Quick whetted sales person
ready

salesperson who can adapt to any new sales techniques or products
Sharp

smart

Smart

smart

smooth

Smooth

Someone who can influence a potential buyer in a prompt and meaningful way.
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successful

swift

Swindler

the ability to sell to multiple clientele
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Text Response: Please provide a brief description of a recent experience in which you feel the salesperson serving you

demonstrated agile selling behavior?

A best buy was going out of business and | got a video game that would have cost $30 for $1

A cashier at restaurant was up-selling deserts.

A sales person presented agile selling when selling me a car. He was quick about everything and knew how to do his job.

A salesperson tried to sell me meats at half price but had to pay extra fees.

A salesperson was making me rush through my purchase because they were getting paid based on commission and if | had
bought that one item he would have completed his quota for the day.

A salesperson would not leave me alone until | bought his product. He had a lot of determination and he knew what he was
talking about, so | bought it.

at a store where the salesperson was following me around the whole time to get a sale

At the mall there are stands in the middle between department stores and this man was trying to sell me a curling iron for my
hair. He was very confident and persistent and would not let me walk away from a demonstration of the use of the iron.
At the Nike store. | went to buy shoes but also got offered shoes, apparel, and accessories.

Going into a makeup store and the salesperson demonstrates the product on you and makes sure you are pleased with the
product and also shows you more if you would like to know about others.

I can't recall any recent experiences at the moment.

I can’t recall a situation at this time.

I currently work in the sale phone industry, so being an agile salesperson is key now more than ever with all the new and
always changing offers. | have personally seen 3 different plans within an 8 month stretch and every time | have to learn new
selling techniques in order to adjust the way | sell.

I had a waiter who knew every detail of the menu and the specials of the day, suggested an appetizer, and got the entire
order right despite not writing any of it down.

I haven't had an experience like that recently.

I haven't had a recent experience with a salesperson, but an agile salesperson would be one who is very attentive to the
customer throughout all aspects of the sale.

Unplanned demo

In a stand at the mall the salesperson of cosmetics made me feel comfortable and they knew what they were talking about.
I recently bought a new phone and the salesperson was very effective in giving me information they perceived I would find
useful.

I recently was shopping for a new car and had my mind pretty much made up on what | wanted. The sales person gave me
insight on some other things to look for in a new/used car. This has had me looking at more options and a different variety of
cars. Now whether this benefits them in revenue or not, I am not sure. He was very good at switching his strategy and
changing my thoughts. | have now been exploring more options than just the one color and model | had my mind set on.

| wanted to buy a pair of athletic shoes but couldn't find a particular pair | wanted but the salesperson was quick to suggest
other pairs that would fulfill my needs.

I was at a clothing store and the salesperson was helping several customers quickly and effectively.

I was at a dealership and it was very busy and the man could not present what he was saying clearly because it was so busy
and | believe this was an example of an agile selling behavior.

I was at a diamond store, and the sales person quickly went onto the computer and entered the database for all the stores to
find the product | was looking for. She was determined to help me find the item | wanted.

I was at a restaurant and they forgot to bring out my food, so they rushed and brought it out with extra dessert for free

I was at a restaurant with a friend and they ordered a hamburger. Then, later on they wanted to change it to a different
sandwich. The waiter was very accommodating of the change in order.

I was at a shoes store looking for a specific pair in order to play basketball with. I had no luck finding the pair | wanted but a
salesperson quickly approached me when he saw that | was having trouble. | explained my situation to him and he was quick
to suggest other shoes that were similar and fit my needs. Needless to say, | bought a new pair of basketball shoes thanks to
the agile selling behavior of the salesperson.

I was at a shoe store looking for a particular pair but couldn't find them. A salesperson promptly came up and assisted me by
suggested other pairs of shoes that were similar to the pair | wanted and fulfilled my needs. Needless to say | bought one of
the suggested pairs due to the quick thinking of the salesperson.

I was buying a tablet, and he, he being the salesmen, jumped from one product to the other. Trying to get me to buy the
most expensive.

I was dining in at an Italian restaurant, and a server was trying his best to up-sell me deserts and alcohol beverages.

I was meeting to set up premiums for life insurance and the salesman had a quick answer for every question and was quick
to get my signature.

I was shopping in the mall, and a man from a kiosk came up to me and usually | stray away from these types of sales people
but he caught me and was very quick and he made me interested in the product he had. He pitched it to me and then when |
decided to stay and listen.

I went into a retail store and was extremely indecisive in what | wanted and the salesperson did a great job in changing their
sales approach each time to be able to continue to sell to me
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I went to go buy a phone and | told the salesperson | wanted a cellphone case and before | knew she had found other
accessories for me.

I went to Nespresso to buy pods for my machine. While there, the salesperson came directly to me (instead of me seeking her
out) and immediately helped me out in buying the pods I needed. While picking out pods, she showed me to a number of
things | may be wanting to try out with my machine along with some new serving glasses. I really liked the look of the
glasses she showed me and added them to the list. She also reminded me that I hadn't bought the Cozy pod in a while and
reminded me | needed some. All in all, she was quick to identify my wants and needs as a recurring customer while
getting me in and out of the store in a quick time.

I went to Nordstrom to buy a pair of shoes. The salesperson there showed me the shoes | wanted. He then started telling me
about shirts that would go with the shoes. He then showed me some great shirts, and convinced me to buy one.

| went to Sephora to buy a birthday present for my friend. The salesperson provided me with a good product that suited my
friend very well at a very short period.

Last time | was at a liquor store

Last week | went to buy a new car. The car salesman was trying to use his sales techniques to try and get me to pay more
money for more functions for the car. Things such as a dvd player and different rim and what’s not. Using everything he
could to try to be smooth. He was good but did not convince me

Recently | bought a car and the salesperson was good at offering me what | wanted and endorsing the vehicle

Recently on a trip to an electronic store, | had in mind to only go inform myself about the new televisions out in the market,
but was persuaded to the leave the store that day with a new 60 inch 3D television by an amazing sales person. He was
amazingly fast at producing answers to all of my concerns about buying a television at that very moment. He made it seem as
if | would lose money if | left that day without a television.

Salesperson offered me product. It wasn't exactly what | wanted. He listened to my wants and found a product that suited
me well.

Someone tried to get me to sign up for an online fantasy football website and each sales pitch he provided was from a
different angle it felt like. If one tactic would not work he tried another until he realized | really was not interested.

The AT&T sells person who goes door to door. | was going over their product and he was able to modify the product to suite
what | was looking for. He was also able to throw in some incentives to try to get me to change over to AT&T.

the auto salesman at Auto flex leasing was very diverse and able to adapt to my needs

The sales person was able to help serve my girlfriend and I, as well as helping other guest in the store. He also had cross-
selling by mentioning other items for the sale while he helped fit my girlfriend and me for jeans.

The salesperson was quick to respond to my question when | asked him what products would suit my needs. His response
and suggestions were spot on, and made the exchange very swift.

They made an impromptu demo

They understood the product completely and didn't need to resort to manipulation and quick talk.

This person never gave up and continued to maneuver around my closed minded attitude.

When a gentleman came to my door and presented a product but understood when | responded that | was not interested
When a salesperson tries to do the best they can to satisfy your particular needs

When going to an auto shop, | was helped by a lady who seemed confident and knowledgeable. My initial intention was to
get one new tire. After explaining to her that | needed a new tire I notice she paid attention to my concerns. She began to
explain that it will be best to buy two tires instead of one; | had denied that option at another auto shop because the
salesperson did not seem like he knew his stuff, so | wasn't sure. But after listening to her reasons why | should get another
tire, the benefits it would bring, and the confidence she had when explaining | complied and agreed to buy a second tire.
When | recently purchased my car the salesperson showed agile selling behaver in a way that person clearly described the
method along with all benefits | receive a lot more clearly and went out to find me the best deal possible for me and try to
work everything with me financially. It was done at rapid pace because he went out and find the best deal possible as many
other dealership tends to find you what’s beneficial for them and bring back many counteroffers.

When | was buying a TV one time | had a sales person describe to me why I should buy this TV and gave me pros and
cons.

When | was purchasing a vehicle, they wanted me to buy the first vehicle | drove

When | was purchasing my car, as soon as | stepped out of the current vehicle, there was already someone there asking
what we were interested in and what we needed help with?

When | was shopping at Nordstrom | was going to buy some shoes. The salesperson then showed me some shirts and
convinced me to buy one.

When | was trying to purchase perfume, the lady who was nearby ask if | needed help? | replied, | was looking for best
possible deal that way I did not have to return to the mall. She quickly presented me with a couple of different options on
how | was able to save money by purchasing a little more but as well getting higher quantity of the product.

When | went shopping for my winter clothes, I cannot find my size. However, the sale person offers to find my size in
another store and ship it to my house

When | went to go up grade my cell phone the salesperson not only tried to get me to upgrade the one of the more expensive
cellphone models, but he also tried to push extra accessories on me. Ones that I clearly did not need, he also tried to get me
to sign up for extended warranties.
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When | went to buy cologne the salesperson offered me their featured cologne, and when 1 did not care for it they changed
their sales strategy to fit what | was looking for and the price range | was looking for. They introduced me to a cologne that
I liked then told me of a sale they were having on another type of cologne that would be half off if | purchased this cologne. |
ended up buying two colognes | did not mean to buy and spending more money than | expected.

When | went to upgrade my cell phone the sales person tried to get me to buy many unnecessary features such as upgraded
insurance outside if the manufacture's coverage and several accessories that go only with the phone.

While at a department store, | was encouraged to buy two of a particular product because it was on buy one get one 50% off
sale.

While searching for the perfect glass frames, salesperson paid attention to the frame style | was looking for. She quickly
picked three different frames of the same style and asked me to try them on. While giving me her feedback on how each of
the frames looked on me, she heard me mention Coach and knew exactly what | wanted. She held the perfect frames to
me and | left the store very satisfied. Usually it takes a lot of time to pick out frames, but with her ability to work quickly
and effective, she had me out of the store in less than half an hour.
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Classification Purpose: Identify the industry of setting in which

Gender Age the experience described in Q2
occurred?

Male 21 Best Buy

Female 21 Electronics

Male 29 Home

Female 22 Company setting

female 20 mall

female 25 clothing

male 23 car dealership

M 22 Residential

female 20 Mall

Male 21 Retail

male 25 Retail

Male 21 Shopping Malls

Female 21 Retail

Male 25 sales

male 23 Cologne store in the mall

Male 23 Fantasy Sports

Male 21 Kiosk

Female 20 technology

male 21 Best Buy retail store

male 21 Taco Bell

Male 21 Electronics Department Store

Female 25 Electronic store

Male 23 Retail

male 23 Dealership

female 22 Mall

m 37 sales

Male 29 Meat

Male 23 Cars

male 26 not sure

male 21 retail locations

male 21 cars

Female 20 Beauty

female 22 retail

female 18 electronic store

Male 24 Sprint Sales Rep

Male 30 Restaurant

Female 21 Automobile

Female 22 Mobile Service

Female 20 Pep Boys

Female 21 Retail

Male 20 Automobile industry

Male 21 Coffee Retail

Male 20 Service Industry

female 23 Mall

Male 20 Shoe industry

Male 20 Shoe Industry

Female 22 Electronics Sales

female 21 Retail

Male 22 Toyota Dealership

M 22 food

Male 20 Shoe Industry

Male 22 food

male 21 food service

Male 22 Electronics

Male 19 Retail

Male 20 Retail

Female 24 Vision Eye Frames
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Male
Female
Female
Male
Male
Male

Female

Female

Characteristics of the Respondents

Female 24
Male 31
Age Range 18 - 37
Avg. Age 22
Industry

Car Dealership 7
Retail 34
Service 9
Shoe 3

21
29
27
22
20
22

23
22

Sales

There was not one

Retail

Food industry

Cellphone service

Liquor store

Business to Consumer or Sale and
Customer Interface

cosmetics
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Appendix D: Quantitative Survey Instruments
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Preliminary Survey ltems

©CoNOO~WNE

28.
29.
30.

3L
32.
33.
34.
35.
36.

38.
39.
40.
41.
42.
43.
44,
45.

46.
47.
48.
49.
50.
5L
52.
53.
54.
55.
56.
57.

I regularly seek knowledge that helps me identify new opportunities with existing customers.

I continually update my knowledge base.

| organize new knowledge prior to the actual need for that knowledge.

I have developed a strong competency in communication strategy.

I seek knowledge that helps me identify new opportunities with new markets.

I seek on knowledge that goes beyond sales function knowledge.

| anticipate the need for knowledge prior to when it is needed.

I have developed a strong competency in developing customer relationships.

| have created a knowledge library that enables me to pursue new sales opportunities.

I continuously look for the opportunity to improve my work.

I apply knowledge to current and future customer needs.

I have developed a strong competency in collaborative learning.

I regularly develop new customer relationships in new markets.

I am committed to continuous improvement in the service | offer my customers.

I have developed many loyal customer relationships.

I can identify unarticulated customer needs.

I have developed a strong competency in anticipating the value in implementing new procedures to my customers.
I regularly eliminate non-value-added aspects of my presentations to customers.

I regularly evaluate industry practices to discover new strategies and tactics.

I can modify my presentation practices in real-time and communicate the changes to customers.

My firm’s management is sensitive to local customs, preferences, and cultures of my customers.

My firm’s management knows the markets that we serve very well.

My firm’s management is aware of emerging markets we could serve in the future.

My firm’s management knows how to quickly identify new markets for our products and services.

My firm’s management has a history of creating new markets where none previously existed.

Our competitors often identify new markets before we have.

My firm’s management continuously scans the marketplace for information about potential new opportunities and
threats.

My firm’s management dominates the markets it serves — it defines the marketplace and defines change.

My firm’s management knows the markets that we do not serve well.

My firm’s management identifies, collects, and assesses information about our competitors’ strengths, weaknesses,
opportunities that arise and threats they pose.

My firm’s management knows our industry and our strategies that influence our competitive position.

My firm’s management constantly monitors the industry and competitors.

My firm’s management constantly monitors other industries and areas of potential competitive threat or opportunity.
My firm’s management always seems to have competitors that we are not aware of.

My firm’s management always experiences threats from competitors we viewed as non-threatening.

My firm’s management knows who our customers are.

My firm’s management knows who our potential customers are.

My firm’s management observes, analyzes, and interprets the behavior of our customers.

My firm’s management views customer complains as opportunities to learn and grow.

My firm’s management constantly searches for new ways for customers to communicate with us.

My firm’s management values customer retention and actively seeks new ways to attract and retain customers.
My firm’s management listens to our customers.

My firm’s management understands that to be industry leaders we must educate and lead our customers.

My firm’s management constantly invests new ways to apply technology to develop new products.

My firm’s management constantly invests new ways to apply technology to improve existing products, services, and
information.

My firm’s management uses information technology as a reaction to change, not a driver of change.

My firm’s management has information technologies that are adaptable to changing marketplace conditions.
My firm’s management values information as a source of sustainable advantage.

My firm’s management is capable of anticipating the changes in social factors.

My firm’s management is capable of anticipating the economic pressures.

My firm’s management is capable of anticipating the technological pressures.

My firm’s management is capable of anticipating the governmental pressures.

My firm’s management is capable of anticipating the cultural pressures.

My firm’s management can anticipate changing workforce expectations.

I continuously think and rethink my value propositions.

I am always be alert to blend old and new knowledge.

I have changed my view of my sales role in response to changes in the market in which | operate.
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58.
59.
60.
61.
62.
63.
64.
65.
66.
67.
68.

69.
70.
71.
72.
73.
74.
75.
76.
77.
78.
79.
80.
81.
82.
83.
84.
85.
86.
87.
88.
89.
90.

92.
93.
94.
95.
96.
97.
98.

100.
101
102.
103.
104.

I have changed my view of my sales role in response to the competitive actions.
I often design value propositions based on changing customer needs and wants.
I continuously seek opportunities that can add value to customer relationships.
I continuously seek self-improvement.
I am prepared to reconfigure my sales strategies and tactics as needed.
I develop strong relationships with supply-chain members.
I am a master of managing my time.
I am proficient at develop analyzing customers problems and offering solutions.
I have a strong understanding marketplace dynamics and customer needs.
I continuously strive to build long-term relationships with customers.
| anticipate changes in the competitive customer marketplace and create sales strategies and tactics based on these
changes.
I think and act in entrepreneurial ways.
I continuously seek to improve my ability to create, manage, and disseminate knowledge.
I place a high value on the coaching, advice, and information that can be received from others in the sales organization.
I place a high value on the coaching, advice, and information that can be received from my customers.
I continuously monitor and adjust my activities with customers to provide better value.
| often use business intelligence and analytics to respond to market changes.
I effectively manage limited resources in order to meet my customers’ expectations.
I am actively involved in continuous product/service innovation processes.
| prefer to like standardize my business activities.
I am good at anticipating changes in what my customers need before they even ask.
It takes me a long time to identify change.
It takes me a long time to evaluate change.
It takes me a long time to react to change.
It takes me a long time to promote changes to my customers.
My ability to quickly respond to customer needs is always improving.
| operate with a sense of controlled urgency.
I have the ability to fast track the implementation customer solutions.
I handle identified opportunities as soon as possible.
I handle identified threats as soon as possible.
I immediately react to marketplace changes and put changes into practice as fast as possible.
It is difficult for me to enact change.
It is difficult for me to convince customers of needed change.
It is difficult for me to convince suppliers of needed change.
It is difficult for me to convince other company personnel of needed change.
| am capable of using appropriate technology as a differentiator.
I am capable of using information as a differentiator.
I am proficient at keeping up with changes in product life cycles.
I am proficient at managing products in different stages of the life cycle to maintain competitive advantage.
I have little difficulty maintaining competitive position among direct competitors.
I am capable of effecting many types of change successfully.
| am capable of adjusting to varying customer buying styles.
I have the ability to maintain productivity during low and high demand times.
I have the ability to offer a wide range of cost effective solutions to customers.
I have the ability to modify value propositions when offering customer solutions.
I have the ability to suggest product configurations to customers.
Which of the following statements best describes how you approach change?
a. | work overtime, make many solution attempts, operate according to the fad-of-the-day, fight many fires, and
expedite.
b.  Itypically work on the existing knowledge that is subjective and lessons learned from past change activities.
¢. | use formal change processes with procedures documented to be successful by my organization.
d. I have an evolving knowledge base of change strategies and tactics and have a strong appreciation for the
insights provided by others.
e. lunderstand that knowledge of strategies and tactics alone is not sufficient and so | need a principle-based
change.
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Appendix E: Study 2 Correlation Matrix
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Correlations - Study 2

of the
Salesperson

5 Levels of Salesperson's Customer's
Change Performance Job Satisfaction of
KD KP KG SPI CR Proficiency AS F D Outcome Satisfaction | the Salesperson
Pearson Pearson Pearson Pearson Pearson Pearson Pearson Pearson Pearson Pearson Pearson Pearson
Correlation | Correlation | Correlation | Correlation | Correlation | Correlation | Correlation | Correlation | Correlation Correlation Correlation Correlation

KD 1 .806™ 827" 721 739" .186™ 632" 4617 544" 687" 334 547
KP .806™ 1 814™ 73" 753 181" 599" .590™ 618" 722" 374 623
KG 827 814™ 1 725" 74 121 613 547 595 723" 426™ .585™
SPI 721 773" 725" 1 746" 127 612" 493 594 702" .335™ 546"
CR 7397 753" 774 .746™ 1 .136 675 495™ 681" 737 387 700
5 Levels of
Change .186™ .181™ 121 127 .136 1 .028 .036 161" .063 .001 .083
Proficiency
AS 632" .599™ .613™ .612™ .675™ .028 1 448" .506™ 689" .350" 513"
F 4617 .590™ 547" 493" .495™ .036 448™ 1 .296™ 515" .265™ 4407
D 544™ 618" 595 594" 681" 161" 506" .296™ 1 .585™ .369™ .645™
Salesperson's
Performance 687 722" 723" .702™ 737 .063 .689™ 515" .585™ 1 458" .566™
Outcome
Job . .334™ 3747 426™ .335™ 387 .001 .350™ .265™ .369™ .458™ 1 317
Satisfaction
Customer's
Satisfaction 547" 623" 585" 546" 700" 083 513" 440" 645" 566" 317 1

**_Correlation

s significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

***KD=KNOWLEDGE DISSEMINATION; KP=KNOWLEDGE PORTFOLIO; KG= KNOWLEDGE GENERATION; CR=CUSTOMER RELATIONSHIP; SPI=SALES PROCESS

INNOVATION; AS=ADAPTIVE SELLING, F=FLEXIBILITY; D=DILIGENCE
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