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ä Ramon A. Avila
ABSTRACT

This dissertation reports an investigation of the person-

ality-sales performance relationship and the effect of long

and short selling cycle situations as a moderator of this

relationship. Research in the area of salesperson perfor-

mance has failed to establish critical theoretical founda-

tions for testing and predicting salesperson success. Many

researchers have attempted to generalize results over all

Q
categories of salespeople without consideration of those

T tasks and traits crucial to success in specific categories

of sales employment. Three theoretical frameworks are dis-

cussed (trait, situation, interaction) and the interaction-

ist theoretical framework is proposed as a necessary step to ‘

study the personality-sales performance relationship. Hy-

potheses were generated that suggested a personality charac-

teristic may be related to sales success in one selling si-

tuation but not another.
l

The research was conducted in a two week period by sur-

veying salespeople from a large computer manufacturer. The

three independent variables were: (l) planfulness; (2) te-



nacity; and (3) locus of control. Multiple dependent varia-

bles attempted to measure both objective and subjective mea-

sures of sales success. Confirmatory factor analysis was

run on the sales-performance measures to check for the uni-

dimensionality of the construct. It was found that the ob-

jective and subjective measures were not unidimensional.

Based on the sales managers inexperience in rating salespeo-

ple, the objective measure of percent of quota was chosen as

the best measure of sales success.

In general, the data analysis supported the hypothesized

effects. While the results support the premise that the

personality-sales performance relationship is moderated by

the long and short selling cycle situations, the tenacity
“

hypothesis showed weak effects.

Results of the dissertation are discussed with respect to

the major finding and significance to personal selling re-

search. The dissertation concludes with a discussion of the

· study limitations and directions for future research.
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Chapter I

INTRODUCTION

1.1 OVERVIEW

During the last thirty years, research on personal sell-

ing has attempted to predict successful salespeople using a

wide assortment of personal characteristics as—predictors.

One of the more commonly used characteristics has been per-

sonality. Even though the study of personality has been ap-

proached from a number of different perspectives, relatively

little is known about the relationship between personality

and sales performance. The literature is fraught with in-

consistent findings and few explanations have been given as

to why these inconsistencies exist. The purpose of this

chapter is to take a conceptual look at the theoretical

frameworks available to study the nature of' personality.

The problem of interest, the personality—performance rela-

tionship, is then presented followed by a discussion of the

significance of the research problem. Einally, a brief ov-

erview of the other chapters of this dissertation is given.

1



1.1.1 Theoretical Approaches gg Studying Personality

A number of perspectives have been adopted by psycholo-

gists and marketers when studying personality. The three

approaches that have dominated the literature are trait, si-

tuation, and interaction frameworks. Briefly, trait theo-

rists believe in the importance of person characteristics

(e.g., traits) in regulating behavior. Situationists, on

the other hand, emphasize the importance of situational

characteristics (e.g., stimuli). A third perspective devel-

oped in the early 1970's combining the trait and situation-

ists approaches to studying behavior (e.g., trait x stimu-

li). Rather than asking whether behavior is caused by the

personality of the person or by the situation in which the

behavior occurs, the interaction approach investigates how

people differ in their behavior in relation to specific si-

tuations. These three approaches will be reviewed in depth

in Chapter II. First a brief overview of behavior and per-

sonality assessment is addressed as are the behavioral as- ‘

sumptions.

1.1.2 Behavioral Assumptions

The interpretation of human action is a formidable task,

and any approach attempting to do so must begin with a foun-

dation of assumptions. It is assumed that:
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1. there is a cause (or causes) of behavior (Bunge,

1959; Von Wright, 1974)

2. such determinants of behavior originate either from

forces or variables outside or inside the individual

3. forces outside the individual consist of either coer-

cive or facilitative stimuli on the one hand or in-

teractive social influence on the other (c.f., Tedes-

chi, Schlenker, and Bonoma, 1973)

4. forces inside the individual consist of a) phenomena

of the human mind, i.e., beliefs, desires, purposes,

intentions, rules, values, feelings, etc., and b)

symbolic, cognitive, and affective processes such as

decision making, motivation, language, interpreta-

tion, creative insight, etc. (Harre and Secord, 1973)

5. the causes of behavior can be conceptualized

6. at least some of the causes have direct empirical

referents or may be inferred .

7ß behavior can be measured using personality invento-

ries and scales (Lake et al., 1973)

Given the preceding assumptioins a general discussion

will follow on the relationship between personality and be-

havior.

One of the most frequently stated objectives for the sci-

ence of psychology is to enable psychologists to predict be-

havior (Guildord 1959). Guilford (1959, p. 33) contends
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If we are dealing with people and our aims are
practical, knowing what we may expect of them of-
ten makes things easier for us and also for them.
If our aim is to gain understanding, being able to
predict behavior successfully is the best kind of
assurance that our understanding is correct. The
more complete our understanding of the principles
of' behavior and the more knowledgeable we have
concerning individuals, the more fully can we
predict their behavior.

In considering all the conditions that may play a role in

a person's behavior, first it is essential to make a dis-

tinction between the conditions contributed by the situation

in whch the person finds themself and those contributed by

the person themself. The situation and the organism, then,

are the two main sources of information from which predic-

tion of behavior can be made (Guilford 1959).

It has been assumed that behavior can be measured using

personality tests. According to Hogan (1982) the language

of personality tests is trait terms. Trait terms serve a

number of functions but in a measuring sense they indicate

the likelihood or probability that a person will act in a

certain way. To describe someone as talkative suggests

that, relative to the population norm for verbal behavior,

the person talks a great deal.

Another function of traits subsumes their use as predic-

tive and interpretive tools, in this case traits are used to

evaluate others. Words like honest, dependable, intelli-

gent, and pleasant are clearly value laden. The primary
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function. of trait ascription is to evaluate other· people

(Hogan 1982).

A third category of traits refers to inferred psychologi-

cal structures such as motives, needs, interests, and goals

(c.f. Alston, 1973). These kinds of traits explicate behav-

ior, i.e., they make it meaningful. Although traits may be

classified in various ways, their function is usually the

same. Trait terms are evaluative - they reflect social con-

sensus regarding a person's behavior as it bears on the wel-

fare of the group. Personality then is viewed as consistent

behavior patterns. How an individual behaves in one context

will be similar to how they behave in another context.

Thus, how a person has behaved in the past ought to allow

prediction on how they will act in the future. Personality

theorists would contend that a high score on a planfulness

scale would depict an orderly, detailed typed person. Put-

ting this person in an unstructured, disorderly environment

would probably cause this person to be uncomfortable.

Researchers ultimately have not been content to study a

person's behavior alone. Applied settings have offered re-

searchers the chance to study the personality-performance

relationship. In this context performance does imply evalu-

ation. For instance in jobs that require structure and or-

ganizations (i.e. secretarial work) a high score on planful-
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ness would indicate who the better performers are and low

scores the worse performers. A high priority would be given

to this trait if it consistently proved to be necessary for

success. It can be argued that in other jobs (i.e., artist)

that planful people are not required to be high performers.

This job may require spontaneous people who don't have the

need to get bogged down in detail. Creativity and planful-

ness may have a negative relationship, and people who score

low on the trait may be the best artists. Typically, re-
'

search done in the personality—performance arena collected

scores on a large number of trait dimensions and correlated

them to performance measures without taking into considera-

tion whether the trait was essential for success on the job.

Finally, the specific personality—sales performance rela- _

tionship in this research study will be discussed in light

of the interactionist's perspective. First, it should be

noted that a majority of past personality—sales performance

research has measured many personality predictors and corre-

lated them to performance. This research study will attempt

to explicate predictors which are essential to success in

one selling situation but not in another. The selling situ-

ations chosen are long versus short selling cycles. More

detail are given to these constructs in Chapter III. Brief-

ly, arguments are made that selling cycles require different
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types of sales people to be successful on the job. Specifi-

cally, a salesperson in a short selling cycle might require

flair, charisma, and the ability in the short run to pick up

on what is going to close. Because of the nature of the

short selling cycle the ability to 'wing it' and 'roll with

the punches' on the greater number of unsuccessful closes is

needed.

On the other hand the salesperson in the long selling cy-

cle must be able to take the longer view of the dyadic rela-

tionship and foresee every possible obstacle. This sales-

person has the time to line up each obstacle and overcome

the problem. If the interactionist perspective is correct

in assuming the selling situation moderates the personality-

‘ sales performance relationship, then future research should

change to reflect the interactionist theoretical framework.

In summary, many organizations have given their work

forces personality inventories to profile the types of work-
u

ers in the organizations. The next step in the process in-

cluded attempts to determine the personality-performance re-

lationship which rarely if ever included the selling

situation as a contributor of behavior. More recent efforts

by Weitz (1979) and Churchill, Ford, and Walker (1982) have

called for the inclusion of the selling situation as a mod-

erator of the personality-sales performance relationship.

This research study makes such an effort.



8

1.2 THE PERSONALITY-PERFORMANCE PROBLEM

The research problem is to design and conduct research

that investigates the effect of the selling situation (long

and short selling cycles) on the personality—performance re-

lationship.

Past personality-sales performance research has been con-

cerned with identifying personality constructs which discri—

minate between successful and unsuccessful salespeople. The

consensus is that little knowledge has been gained from this

research (Weitz 1979; Churchill, Ford and Walker 1982). The

shortcomings of this research stream seem to be centered on

such issues as: (1) the quality of the field studies, (2)

methodological inadequacy, and (3) the absence of conceptual
‘ implication. Hogan (1984) argues many personality—perfor-

mance studies use concepts loosely, employ inadequate mea-

sures, and do not appropriately analyze the data. Conse-

quently, it is not surprising that research which has

attempted to relate personality to sales performance is in-

consistent and inconclusive. Finally, Churchill, Ford, and

Walker (1982) and Weitz (1979) contend that until research

includes the situational determinants a salesperson encoun-

ters, little progress will be made in this research stream.

A review of past literature reveals earlier research was

undertaken using a trait or person approach to personality
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assessment. This study will include not only the person ef-

fects or situation effects of behavior, but the interaction

of the two. More specifically, this study compares compet-

ing theoretical hypotheses.
9

Trait theorists believe that if a personality construct

is important for success in a given sales type, then it will

be important to the success of all sales types regardless of

the situations in which the salespeople are selling. The

situationists believe the environment is accountable for the

behavior and is specific to a given selling situation. In-

teractionists believe the situation is a moderator of sell-

ing success and because of the different selling tasks that

must be carried out by each salesperson in the specific

selling cycle, differences in the personality characteris-

tics of the salespeople that can complete them successfully

will vary from sales job to sales job.

A test is developed to compare the results of the person-

situation interaction against the measures of person and si-

tuation. The theoretical hypothesis to be tested is as fol-

lows:

The interactionists approach to predicting the ef-
fect of personality on performance will be more
accurate than the trait approach.

If the interactionists are correct, then the models de-

veloped for each selling cycle ought to do a better job of
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predicting performance than the combined model for the en-

tire sample. Operational hypotheses are developed in Chap-

ter Three to test for the consistency of the competing theo-

ries. With this in mind, the primary emphasis is on devel-

oping hypotheses that relate personality constructs to

specific selling situations. .

1.3 IMPCRTANCE Q; THQ PERSONALITY-PERFORMANCE RELATIONSHIP

1.3.1 Theoretical Importance

Past persona1ity—performance research has done little to

explicate the role of selling situations. Thus, it has nev-

er been determined what moderator effect the long versus

short selling cycle situation has on this relationship. The

theoretical importance of this research study is to assess a

framework to study the person by situation interaction.

Many of the research instruments formally used in the

personality-sales performance research has been criticized

because they were designed to test for differences between

"normal" and "abnormal" individuals, not for differences

among the "normal" (e.g. MMPI). Two instruments are used in

this study and their validity assessed for the short and

long selling cycle situations. Hogan's Hopkins Personality

Inventory (HPI) and the Rotter I-E Scale were developed spe-

cifically to be useful in assessing individuals for jobs re-
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quiring interpersonal activities. As Hogan (1984) and Kas-

sarjian (1971) point out, many personality studies were done

using instruments designed to measure something other than

the "normal" personality. Until instruments were developed

to tap a range of normal personality behaviors, little pro-

gress could be made. To date, both scales have met with

success in other settings. The HPI is used for the first

time in a sales setting.

In sum, two crucial theoretical issues stand out:

1. Lack of understanding of the relationship between the

various constructs, namely, performance, personality

and the selling situation.
l

2. Inability to adequately measure personality using '

past personality instruments.

1.3.2 Business Importance

The importance of the personality-sales performance rela-

tionship for business lies in the potential for reducing

various personnel costs. It currently costs firms in the

United States more than $7 billion per year to recruit and

train replacements for industrial salespeople who either

quit or are fired. A Sales and Marketing Management Survey

(1983) listed the average cost of sales training per sales-

person for industrial products at $22,480, consumer products
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$15,090 and services $14,720, an overall increase of 8.5%

since 1981. With the cost of hiring and training salespeo--

ple rising every year, it has become imperative that re-

search aimed at reducing these costs be initiated. If in-

dustrial sales firms could reduce turnover· by 10%, $700

million dollars could be saved annually. Thus, the focus

should initially be on selecting those individuals that

have the capabi1ity' to perform successfully on the job.

Churchill, Ford, and Walker (1982) maintain little has been

published in our research to guide managers in deciding what

personality characteristics and abilities are most important

in performing specific selling tasks or what criteria they

should use in selecting new employees. This study will at-

tempt to-inform managers on these issues. One would hypoth-

esize that if managers could hire those people who have the

characteristics most likely to succeed in a job and not hire

those who do not, then turnover should be reduced and the

cost to recruit, train, and keep salespeople would be effec-

tively controlled.
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1.4 NATURE ggg ggggg gg ggg ggggg

If progress is ·¤o be made i11 personality-sales perfor-

mance research, a new research paradigm must be developed.

The interactionists approach has been offered as an alterna-

tive that may have the potential to ofer greater insight

into this relationship. Work in the areas of consumer be-

havior (Pung and Stewart 1983), and segmentation (Dickson

1982) have been the first in marketing to call for the in-

clusion of the the person-situation interaction. At this

time, in the sales literature, the interactionists approach

is not readily accepted.

1.4.1 Summary gg gglg; Findings

The primary findings of this research centers on the uni-

dimensionality of sales performance and the impact of the

selling situation on the personality-sales performance rela-

tionship. First, past research indicated that objective and

subjective performance measures yielded different sets of

significant predictors (Lamont and Lundstrom 1977). Confir-

matory factor analysis was used in this study to determine

the unidimensionality of the constructs. when assessing

performance the objective and subjective measures were high-

ly reliable but a further check indicated the two measures

g were tapping different dimensions of performance. Second,
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the moderated regression analysis models did a better job

predicing performance than the model which included the en-

tire sample. The evidence suggests the interactionists

framework does a better job of predicting sales success than

the trait approach.

1.5 ggggg OVERVIEW gg CHAPTER ggg

Chapter Two traces the conceptual and methodological is-

sues revolving around the personality performance research.

Past studies have relied on trait theories without explicit—

ly considering its appropriateness for studying certain per-

sonality measures and their relationship to performance

within a specific job context. That is, personality varia-

bles have been measured in situations where they are not ap-

propriate. This being the case, then inconsistencies in

past research may be attributable to the inclusion of inap-

propriate variables for the sales job being studied.

Chapter Two will also deal with measurement issues in

past research studies. It has been pointed out that instru-

ments have also been used in settings where they are inap-

propriate. The problems relating to using only one measure

of performance will also be addressed. It has not been un-

common for the researcher to collect a single measure of

performance and correlate this with personality. A compo-
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site versus a multiple criteria format will be discussed.

In sum, Chapter Two will address the conceptual as well as

the empirical issues that are clouding the personality—per-

formance research.

. 1.6 QBIEE OVERVIEW Q;CHAPTERThe

purpose of this study is to gain a better understand-

ing of the effects of situational determinants on the per-

sonality-performance relationship. Chapter Three develops

the models to be tested and arguments offered to explain the

specific relationships of the models. One theoretical hy-

„ pothesis and six operational hypotheses are developed to de-

monstrate the hypothesized relationship between personality,

situation, and performance. The selling situations are de-

scribed and the criteria used to choose the situations dis-

cussed. The instruments to be used in the study are out-
A

lined and further arguments as to their utility presented.
‘

The procedure employed to achieve the objectives of the

study is a multiple linear regression analysis that is mod-

erated by the selling cycles. The regression analysis was

run on the two selling cycle samples as well as the aggre-

gate sample. The independent variables are the selling si-

tuations, planfulness, tenacity, and locus of control. The

dependent variable is quota attained in 1983 for each sales

representative.
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1.7 Bgläg OVERVIEW gg CHAPTER {ggg

This chapter presents the results from the tests of the

developed hypotheses. First, all preliminary procedures

performed on the data are outlined. Second, the analysis of

the data is discussed including: (1) testing for multicol-

linearity of constructs; (2) separating the data based on_

long and short selling cycles, and (3) results of the study

are analyzed with respects to the hypotheses presented in

Chapter Three.

1.8 Bglgg OVERVIEW gg CHAPTER Fly;

The last chapter of this dissertation provides a brief

overview of the study and a discussion of the major find-

ings. Based on the interpretations of these results the

significance of the research is examined. Finally, the

chapter concludes with an analysis of the limitations of the

research and a_discussion of possible directions for future

research.

1.9 SUMMARY

After forty years of trying to identify personality con-

structs related to successful selling, little progress has

been made. The time has come to step back and take a look

at why past research efforts have been slow in developing.
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Recent articles by Punj and Stewart (1983) and Dickson

(1982) have called for a new framework for studying indivi-

duals. In the personal selling literature Churchill, Ford,

and Walker (1982) and Weitz (1979) have made similar pleas.

Problems i11 past personality-performance research. were

identified, and theoretical and practical importance of this

research was discussed.

Chapter Two will discuss current findings and critically

examine the unresolved issues and their impact on the work

proposed in this study. The primary focus of Chapter Three

will be to present logical arguments explaining the exis-

tence of the personality-situation—performance relationship.

In particular, the focus will be on:
“1.

The effect of the selling situation on the personali-

ty-performance relationship;

2. the measurement of the personality constructs and

performance.

In sum, this research study will be aimed at:

1. The development of selling situations for the person-

ality—performance relationship;

2. two instruments whose validity will be assessed in

this sales setting;

3. demonstrating the relationship between several depen-

dent measures and person and situation measures.
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Chapter Four presents the results and Chapter Five re-

views the findings and offers directions for furture re-

search.



Chapter II

LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1 OVERVIEW

The objectives of this chapter are to review past re-

search on the personality—performance relationship, to inte-

grate the previous findings of this research area, and to

isolate some of the persistent research issues.

The chapter examines the utility of resurrecting person-

ality measures and the meaning of personality will be de-

fined. Then, the three frameworks for studying this rela-

tionship, person, situation, and interaction, will be

reviewed. Rather than merely cataloging past findings, the

objective of this chapter will be to review the past re-

search on a issue by issue basis using the framework of Mon-

roe and Krishnan (1983). Finally, this chapter will review

those issues that will play a role in the design of the pro-

posed research.

19
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2.2 EE; MEANING Q; PERSONALITY

A major aim of psychologists has been to identify the

characteristics of human beings and differences among them.

Concern with individual differences lies at the heart of

personality psychology. It is these similarities and dif-

ferences that are important in identifying successful and

unsuccessful performers in given selling situations.

Thus far, personality has not been specifically defined.

Several definitions have been adopted throughout the years

by personality psychologists. Which definition a particular

researcher uses appears to depend on the researcher's theor-

etical orientation. For instance, psychologists with a det-

erministic, generic orientation often, choose a edefinition

that emphasizes the operation of psychological processes

within one person. For example, Eysenck (1953 p.3), defines

personality as "the more or less stable and enduring organi-

zation of a person's character, temperament, intellect and

physique, which determines his unique adjustment to his en- '

vironment." On the other hand, psychologists who view human

beings as adaptive creatures, whose behavior is determined

largely by experience, tend to stress past learning and cur-

rent situational factors in their definitions. Thus, Mis-

chel (1976 p.2) defines personality as "the distinctive pat-

tern of behavior (including thoughts and emotions) that
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characterize each individua1's adaptation to the situations

of his or her life." Still other psychologists emphasize

the measurement of personality in their theories, and have

developed definitions that stress predictive utility of

their measurement. Cattell (1950 p.2-3) defines personality

as "that which permits a prediction of what a person will do

in a given situation." This definition is adopted by the

interactionists. Personality then can be described as con-

sistent behavioral patterns that an individual has across

many situations. Hergenham (1980) contends it is these con-
l

sistent behavior patterns that make it possible for our fu-

ture behavior to be predicted with a certain accuracy.

This definition was adopted because it recognizes the im-

portance of the situation and its interaction with an indi-

vidual's personality. The importance of situational varia-

bles will be presented in a subsequent discussion. Now a

brief discussion on theoretical approaches to personality

research will be provided.

2.3 EE; STQQX PERSONALITY?

Personality research used to predict performance has come

under increasing scrutiny the last forty years and while

deemed an interesting area to study, it has not been found a

very fruitful area in terms of results. Some progress has
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been made in the past twenty years to overcome those prob-

lems that have troubled researchers who believed personality

research was pointless. Hogan (1984) notes that, based on

several earlier reviews (Ellis 1946; Ghiselli and Barthal

1953; Guion and Gotlier 1965) personality measures are not

dependable sources of information about on—the—job perfor-

mance.

While this conclusion was probably reasonable given the

evidence on which it was based, (largely from the period

between 1930 and 1965), it appears that early research re-

garding the relationship between personality factors and oc-

cupational performance was handicapped in two ways. First,

many early personality measures (e.g., the MMPI) were de-

signed to detect psychopathology. That is, the study of ex-

treme deviance. These early instruments of personality ass-

essment were designed to separate fairly normal people from

deviant individuals. These measures did not take into ac-

count the wide variations that can be found between normal

people. For instance, extroversion and introversion both

are personality characteristics which describe normal people

but they are also discriminating descriptors of personality

types. Therefore, many of these instruments are inappropri-

ate for personnel selection.
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Hogan (1984) also argues that the poor empirical validity

of the psychopathology-based measures was, to a large de-

gree, inevitable. As Jackson (1980 p.80) notes, "Conclu-

sions regarding the empirical validities of personality

questionnaires developed 30 or 40 or even 50 years ago (El-

lis 1946; Guion and Gottlier 1956) simply may not apply to

measures based upon adequately-defined constructs and abet-

ted in their construction by computer-based sequential stra-

tegies for scale construction".

Hogan (1984) indicates that early research on personality

and job performance was also handicapped by the fact that,

prior to the l960's, there was no consensus among personali-

ty psychologists regarding the structure of personality.

That is, the question, "What do you measure when you measure

personality?" was unanswered. With the apparently defini-
U

tive work of Tupes and Christal (1961) and Norman (1963),

there is now considerable agreement that personality can be

described in terms of five or six broad dimensions--e.g.,

sociability, adjustment, conscientiousness, intelligence,

ambition, and likeability (Hogan 1982). According to Hogan,

this means that researchers can now largely agree as to the

constituent elements of personality.

Hogan (1984) furthermore lists other considerations as to

why it might be timely to reexamine the role of personality
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measures in personnel selection. For example, the develop-

- ment of the California Psychological Inventory (CPI; Gough

1975) led to a series of studies showing that, when ade-

quately assessed, personality is an important predictor of

°job performance (c.f., Cobb 1962; Goodstein and Schraeder

1963; Hogan 1971; Johnson and Hogan 1981; Mahoney, Jerder,

and Nash 1960; Rawls and Rawls 1968). Second, the adoption

of Uniform Guidelines on Employee Selection Procedures _

(Equal Employment Opportunity Commission, Civil Service Com-

mission, Department, of Labor, and Department, of Justice,

1978) and the evidence that standard ability and achievement

measures frequently have adverse impact on selection proce-

dures, have prompted a search for alternative, less discri- l
minatory selection procedures. The present evidence indi-

cates that fewer black-white differences are found on

measures of normal personality than on intelligence and ac-

hievement tests (c.f., Kurtimes, Hogan and Weiss 1975; Lauf-

fer, Johnson, and Hogan 1981). Third, reviews by Jackson

(1980) and Busch and Hogan (1982) show that there is consid-

erable accumulating evidence for validity of personality

measures in applied settings.

One final reason personality-performance research should

be revisited is that past research was heavily dependent

upon the person or trait theoretical frameworks. That is,
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in a selling context, little or no attention was given to

the situation in which the salesperson was selling. Weitz

(1979) expresses the need for contingency approaches in per-

sonal selling research. The research in this report adopts

the interactionist theoretical framework by*Zhypothesizing

that sales performance is contingent upon the selling situa-

tion. The frameworks previously discussed in Chapter One

will be reviewed in the following sections.

2.4 THEORETICAL FRAMEWORKS

During the 1940's and l950's the field of personality was

dominated by internal, centralists theories (e.g. trait

theories) and related assessment techniques. In the l960's

there developed a serious, "situationists" challenge to

these dominant "person" views. Most recently, interaction-

ists have proposed that it is necessary to study both the

person and the situation as opposed to one or the other.

The trait approach will be reviewed as to its impact on per-
I

sonality research.

2.4.1 ggg;} Theory

"Trait" has become a confusing term because it is often

used in several different ways. At the simplest level, a

trait refers to the differences between the directly observ-
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able behavior or characteristics of two or more individuals

on a defined dimension. For example, a trait has been de-

fined as any‘ distinguishable, re1atively* enduring way in

which, one individual varies from others" (Guilford 1954,

'p.6). In this sense, a trait is merely a summary label for

some observed stable individual difference in behavior.

A trait can also be a personality construct created for

its explanatory convenience and power. In this context, a

trait is a construct or abstraction to account for enduring

behavior consistencies and differences; as such, it does not

necessarily have any concrete real existence as a "thing",

"state", or "process" within persons.

Many personality theorists, however, have conceptualized

traits as underlying characteristics, qualities, or process-

es that exist in persons (Allport 1937, 1961). Generally,

traits have been viewed both as psychological realities that

exist in some tangible form in the person and also as the

cause of behavior (Allport 1961; Cattell 1950). Allport

(1961 p.2) contends: "a trait has more than nominal exis-

tence...and is dynamic, or at least determinative of behav-

ior". An aim of the trait approach to personality research

is to infer the underlying personality structure of indivi-

duals and to compare persons and groups on specific trait

dimensions. Underlying traits are inferred from behavior
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and in turn, are invoked to account for observed behavioral

consistencies.

While there has been some divergence on the exact concep-

tualization of a "trait" it can be assumed that psycholo-

gists who accept the basic assumptions of trait theory be-

lieve that personality is made up of certain definite

attributes or traits. They also assume that particular

traits, or "mental structures", are common to many people,

vary in amount, and can be inferred by measuring their beha-

vioral indicators (e.g. Cattell 1957; Guilford 1954). Most

importantly, it is widely assumed that traits are relatively

stable and enduring predispositions that exert fairly gener-

alized effects of behavior (Sanford 1963; Allport 1961).

There have been a number of reviews discussing the empir-

ical evidence of these assumptions (e.g., Mischel 1968,

1969; Peterson 1968; Vernon 1964). Several themes have

emerged from these reviews. With the possible exception of

cognitive and intellectual ability functions, there is lit-

tle evidence of longitudinal stability and cross-situational

consistency in trait theory research. Since behaviors are

often construed as stable personality trait indicators and

are actually dependent upon evoking and maintaining condi-

tions in the environment, traditional trait theory may be

called into question. Since assessment devices based upon
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dispositional theories (e.g., projectives such as the Ror-

schach and TAT, and personality questionnaires such as the

Cattell Sixteen Personality Factor Inventory) are of limited

utility in predicting behavior in a situation, the use of

such assessment devices may also be questioned.

Thus, researchers were then looking for alternatives to

overcome the problems of the trait approach. One argument

that surfaced was whether behavior was consistent or situa-

tional in nature.

2.4.2 Situational Framework

The basic argument made by Mischel (1968) was that except

for cognitive and intellectual functions, the evidence indi-

cates considerable specificity to behavior. Behaviors that

are often construed as stable personality trait indicators

actually are highly specific and depend on the characteris-

tics of the evoking situation. Those who do not believe in

consistency in behavior and argued for situational specific-

ity were proponents of the situational framework for study-

ing behaviorl

Researchers influenced by the situationists are concerned

with determining when the external environment or situation

exerts primary influence on behavior. Mischel (1968) sug-

gests, that the prediction of behavior from a trait model



29

alone is not possible. In particular he claims that, per-

sonality trait questionnaires and responses to projectives

tests are misleading when used to predict to actual behav-

ior. This is due to the relative situational specificity of

behavior.
l

One must ask "Under what circumstances can situation spe-

cific behavior be predicted?" Pervin (1976) concludes that

there are two ways in which behavior is affected by the si-

tuation. First individuals may interpret the same situation

differently, and secondly different situations may differen-

tially affect behavioral consequences for the same person.

The available evidence seems to indicate each way is equally

likely. Interestingly, both Mischel (1973) and Bandura

(1973, after taking strong situationists stands, have con-

cluded that in understanding human behavior one must also

take into consideration processes inside the individual

(e.g. how the person perceives and even overcomes the situa-

tion as well as how he is coerced by it). The development

of the interactionists perspective will be reviewed in

greater detail and its relevance to the study of the person-

ality/behavior relationship will be explored.
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2.4.3 Interactionists Approach

It would not be surprising if by now one is left wonder-

ing just what the controversy is about since it seems clear

that people are stable in some ways and variable in others,

and that behavior must inevitably express both the person

and situation. Rather than asking whether behavior is

caused by an individual's personality trait or by the situa-

tion perhaps one should ask which personal traits and situ- ,

ational characteristics account for individual differences

in sales performance (Pervin 1976). In other words, people

differ in their patterns of stability and change in relation

to situations and it is this pattern of behavior that repre-

sents personality.

Interactionist believe that behavior is always a reflec-

tion of the interaction between the person and the situation

or between internal characteristics and external character-

istics. Such an interactional view is gaining popularity in

the personality field and has prompted one psychologist re-

viewing the literature to conclude that "if interactionism

is not the Zwitgeist (i.e., spirit of the times) of today’s

personality psychology, it will problably be that of tomor-

row's" (Ekehammar 1974, p. 1045). Not until the work of

Punj and Stewart (1983) and Dickson (1982) do we see an ap-

peal for adopting the interactions approach in Marketing.
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Bowers (1973) presents evidence that both trait theories and

situationism are inadequate. He summarizes the results of

eleven studies that examined the effects of the situation,
”

the person, and their interaction. He found that the mean

amount of variance explained by the individual was 12.71, as

compared to 10.17 percent for the situation. The situation-

by-person interaction accounted for 20.77 percent of vari-

ance. In 14 of 18 pmssible comparisons, the interaction

term accounted for a higher percentage of variance than

either main effect, and in 8 of the 18 comparisons the in-

teraction term accounted for more variance than the sum of

the main effects.

Having reviewed the theoretical frameworks a brief review

will follow.

2.5 SUMMARY Q; THEORETICAL FRAMEWORKS

Three frameworks were reviewed and the following conclu-

sions were drawn.

1. Theorists who emphasize the task as a determinant of

behavior would posit a model as follows:

a) Behavior = f(Task)

2. Theorists who emphasize individual differences as a

determinant of behavior would use the following mo-

del:
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a) Behavior = f(Individual)

3. The interaction framework would suggest the following

model:

a) Behavior = f(Task + Individuals + (Task x Indivi-

dual))

' The interaction model not only provides for the identifica-

tion of both task and individual main effects, but explicit-

ly recognizes the presence of an interaction effect between

the two. The research is being attempted to identify a

framework to study the personality-sales performance rela-

tionship that goes beyond research efforts done in the past.

The next section begins the development of the literature

review. Following this development will come the review

based on substantive issues.

2.6 DEVELOPMENT gg ggg LITERATURE REVIEW

The following review was influenced by the work of Monroe

and Krishnan (1983). The purpose of their paper was to out-

line a methodology for conducting an integrative review of a

research area. Monroe and Krishnan indicate in marketing

research, a traditional recommendation at the end of an ar-

ticle is a clarion call for more research to clarify the re-

sults reported in the paper. Then, the next published study

in the research area begins by noting the inconsistent find-
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ings of previous research. This procedure continues without

_ a clear answer as to the underlying research questions.
‘

Monroe and Krishnan state there are many reasons for the

general conclusions that there are inconsistent results in a

research domain. Some reasons are methodological in nature,

primarily revolving around the quality of the reported re-

search. Others are conceptual in that there is little or no

theoretical base to the research. Another source for the

confusion is our unwillingness to accept the definition of

research-—to search again, to do over. It is lamented that

replication studies lack publishability, yet it is doubtful

that we have the tradition of making sense of the results of

two or more studies on the same research question. The per-

sonality—performance relationship in sales literature seems

to have fallen into many of the traps previously mentioned.

None of the articles reviewed are a replication of earlier

research. Although the primary focus was to determine if

certain personal and/or personality types performed better

in a sales position, each author had their own methodology

and techniques in operationalizing their constructs.

The sample chosen for this study was determined by the

existing articles available in the personality-sales perfor-

mance relationship literature. Seventeen articles were

found that attempted to relate personality or personal char-
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acteristics to sales performance. All of' these articles

were included in the review.

The articles were from the areas of psychology, sociolo-

gy, and marketing. These articles specifically studied the

personality-performance relationship. For a good review of

the management literature see "Personality and Organization-

al Behavior" (weiss and Adler 1984). The paper began with

an overview of the way personality has been treated in or-

ganizational research, arguing that current negative evalua-

tions about the contributions of personality has been based

upon research that is conceptually and methodologically lim-

ited. It followed with a discussion of three general top-

ics; situation strength, dependent variable analysis and in-

teractions, to illustrate issues relevant to a more

appropriate examination. of personality and organizational

behavior. It concluded with a discussion of the nature of

personality constructs and the efficient use of personality

to advance theories of individual behavior in organizations.

One other stream of research centers on Hunter’s work and

the aptitude-performance relationship. Hunter concluded

that aptitude was a better predictor of job performance than

any other measures. Hunter’s research does not address

traditional personalilty research. For a review of Hunter’s

research, see Hunter 1980a, 1980b, 1981, 1982.



35

Monroe and Krishnan's (1983) procedure for coding the

studies was followed. They listed two objectives to be ac-

complished in the coding process. First, it is desired to

relate the characteristics of the studies to the findings.

A second objective is to quantify as far as possible the de-

scription of studies whether on a metric or non-metric ba-

sis. A careful review, if applied uncritically, may be pro-

ducing an apparent clear result and impede further research.

By glossing over variations due to such differences as set-

‘tings, types of respondents, measurement and instrumenta-

tion, operationalization of variables, range of treatment,

and other study characteristics, the review will be less

likely to resolve conflict amongoutcomes._

The review of past research will be presented by classif-

ying studies according to:

1. Development of the dependent measure sales perfor-

mance;

2. Predictor variables;

3. Measures and scales;

4. Unit of analysis and sampling procedures;

5. Research designs;

6. Hypotheses;

7. Results and analysis;

8. Substantive results;
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9. Theoretical development.

To assist in the review of the past personality-perfor-

mance research, Appendix A presents the basic characteris-

tics of each study in terms of the major dimensions listed

above. Both the substantive and methodological characteris-

U
tics of these past studies will be carefully examined, with

the objective of synthesizing past findings. See Table 1

for the coding system used in the integrative review.

' 2.6.1 Development pf php Dependent Measure Sglgs
Performance

Criteria to measure sales performance have been defined

in a variety of ways. From one perspective criteria are

standards that can be used as yardsticks for measuring em-

ployee success or failure (Bass and, Barrett 1981; Guion
l

1965; Stone and Kendall 1956). This definition is quite

adequate within the context of personnel selection, place-

ment, and performance appraisal. Cascio (1982) contends

competent criterion research is one of the most pressing

needs of personnel psychology today, as it has been in the

past. Over 35 years ago Stuit and Wilson (1946) demonstrat-

ed that continuing attention to the development of better

performance measures results in better predictions of per-

formance. Past research has netted thirteen different mea-

sures of sales performance (See Table 2). A review of the
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I I
I

TABLE 1
I

I Coding System for the Integrative Review I

I I
I Dimensions Categories II I
I Full Reference Author I
I Year I
I Article Title I
I Theoretical Base Formal Theory I
I Naive Hypothesis I
I Atheoretical I
I Variables Dependent I
I Independent I
I Measures/Scales I
I Type Scale Type (name)
I Validation Check Validation Method I
I None I
I Reliability Check Method (e.g. Cronbach a) I
I None I
I Hypothesis Expressed (clearly stated) I
I Implied (not clearly stated) I
I Research Design Lab Experiment I
I Field Experiment I
I Questionnaire I
I Observation I
I Cross Sectional I
I Longitudinal I
I Unit of Analysis Individual II . Dyad II Group I
I Sampling Strategy (random orI nonrandom) I
I Sample Size (N and n) I
I Characteristics I
I (salesperson types I
I sex, product) I
I Major Results Statistical (descriptive,
I inferential, and p—values) I
I Substantive (significant I
I relations and non I
I significant relationships) I
I IL............................................................J
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different operationalizations will be done along with a cri-

tique of why they may be inadequate.
I

2.6.1.1 Selling Cost Percent

Mosel (1952) operationalized only one dependent variable

in his study; selling cost percent. The measure consisted

of total selling cost (salary and commission) divided by to-

tal net sales. As a measure of' job performance, selling

cost percent contains an obvious source of contamination.

Interdepartmental differences in the price of goods and con-

sumer demand create inequalities in the opportunity to earn

net sales. Thus, employee's selling cost would, to some

extent, be a function of the department to which she was as-

signed.

Mosel noted a source of contamination in the fact that

there was a relationship between time on the job and selling

cost. Previous analysis had shown that up to about six

months of employment there is a steady average decrease in

selling cost. The only reason given in the Mosel study for

using selling cost percent as a criterion measure was the

company felt it to be a useful index in as much as it forms

the basis for most of the company's personnel evaluations

and actions.
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I I| TABLE 2 II I
I Dependent Measures of Sales Performance I
I II I
I Mosel (1952) selling cost percent
I I
I Tobolski and number of sales/attempts
I Kerr (1952) sales managers rank order I
I I
I Baier and composite measure I
I Dugan (1957) I
I I
I Merenda and meets quota, promoted
I Clark (1959) II I
I Dunnette and ranking by manager I
I Kirchner (1960) I
I _ I
I French (1960) sales volume I
I money earned I
I I
I Kirchner et al (1960) ranking by manager I
I I
I Harrell (1960) sales quota I
I · field review appraisal II interview I
I company appraisal I
I I
I Miner (1962) sales volume I
I I
I Greenberg and sales volume I
I Mayer (1964) gross profit per sale
I I
I Baehr and rating by manager
I Williams (1968) sales volume I
I territory difficulty I
I experience I
I I
I Cothams (1969) sales volume, I
I management ratings I
I I
I Weaver (1969) average daily sales
I I
I Ghiselli (1969) survival on the job I
I I
I Tanofsky et al (1969) n/a II I



40

I Lamont and manager ratings, I
I Lundstrom (1977) sales volume, I
I sales activity II I
I Bagozzi (1978) sales volume II II I
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Tobolski and Kerr (1952) studied sales success by using

objective (cars sold. divided by attempts) and subjective

data (ranking by sales managers). Their attempt to measure

success with more than one indicator is appropriate (Guion

1961). At this point only the objective criterion will be

reviewed (a separate section will follow discussing the sub-

jective criterion). Tobolski and Kerr have a flaw inherent

in their objective criterion due to a lack of understanding

of the nature of car sales. They do not take into account

the differences between the salespeople who work hard versus

those who work smart. It is possible for a salesperson to

sell 5O cars requiring 5OO attempts (10% closing ratio) and

score worse on the objective measure than the salesperson

who sells 25 cars in ZOO attempts (12% closing ratio) during

the same time frame. Using this measure, the salesperson

who works hard is not as successful as the salesperson who

works smart (higher close ratio). It would seem that man-

agement's ultimate concern would be to sell more cars.

Therefore, performance measures which allow for different

selling strategies should be desired. Therefore, the objec-

tive data generated by Tobolski and Kerr fails to be a good

indicator of success in this context.
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2.6.1.2 Composite of Dependent Measures

Baier and Dugan (1957) were the first to use a composite

in determining their criteria. That is, a number of objec-

tive measures (17) of sales success (e.g., average sales

commission, information index, weekly premiums, monthly de-

bit ordinary) were combined to indicate an overall measure

of sales success. The Baier and Dugan measure was con-

structed through the joint efforts of the authors and sales

management personnel. They had two primary objectives: (1)

to define the major work areas of the sales agent's job and

(2) to report to him periodically on. his performance in

each. They reasoned that this approach would result in ef-

fort to do a more balanced and competent job, would provide

an economical yet technically adequate criterion, and would

be readily and continuously available. The authors did not

give any information as to how the composite was formed or

why criteria were included that did not correlate highly

with other criteria. _

2.6.1.3 Sales Volume

Sales volume as a measure of success was used in eight of

the studies reviewed (Miner 1962; Merenda 1959; French 1969;

Greenberg and Mayer 1964; Baehr 1968; Cotham 1969; Lamont

and Lundstrom 1977, Bagozzi 1978). Of these eight studies,
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Miner, French, Greenberg and Meyer, and Bagozzi chose to use

only the single measure of sales volume as their objective

criteria.

Merenda and Clark's (1959) dependent variable, success,

was measured by reaching a certain sales volume ($200,000

during the first year and at least $300,000 in the 2nd and

3rd years of employment). An unsuccessful agent was one who

either failed to reach production goals, was fired, or oth-

erwise left the company within the three year period. At

first glance it appears possible that some successful people

(i.e. those meeting the sales volume criterion) may have

been passed over for promotion and subsequently left the

company before the third year. According to the established

criteria, these individuals would now be classified as un-

successful when in fact they were successful. Of the 522

agents sampled, only 108 were classified as successful. No

logical explanation was given as to why the others were

classified unsuccessful and these criteria were chosen over

others available.

French (1960) was strictly concerned with determining

success in a retail furniture sales setting. The author

posed as a member of the jewelry department of the sample

store and observed the work of the furniture salespeople.

The management was never informed that a study of its per-
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sonnel was underway; therefore, the salespeople's actual

earnings could not be learned. éowever, it was possible to

gather sales volume information because the store management

posted the sales of individual salespeople. Because of

French's anonymity, he was only able to gather this one mea-

sure of sales success.

Greenberg and Mayer (1964) were the first to collect data

from more than one job type: auto, real estate, insurance,

and mutual funds. The performance criteria they used were

gross average monthly sales and average gross profit per

sale. The authors did not give reasons as to why these sa-

les types were chosen or why they should all use the same

sales success criteria. Average gross profit for autos

would be much different than for the insurance or mutuals

funds sales. It would also appear highly unlikely that gross

average monthly sales would be comparable. The authors gave

no indication as to how the adjustments in these figures

could be made such that comparisons could be made across job

types.

Miner (1962) also chose to gather sales volume informa-

tion for petroleum salespeople. Miner collected data on ga-

soline sales, motor oil sales, and tire, battery, and acces-

sory (TBA) sales. A composite of the criteria was formed

providing an index of a salesperson's overall effectiveness.



45

The composite measure was obtained by normalizing the dis-

tribution for gasoline, motor oil, and TBA. The average of

the salesperson‘s three scaled scores for the three product

groups composed the composite scores.

Baehr and Williams (1968) used two sales volume measures;

mean and maximum sales volume. The mean sales volume is a

ranking of each member of the sales force on the basis of

his or her volume of sales for the year. The measure used

here is the average of all ranks assigned to a salesperson

over the period in which his sales volume was ranked.- The

maximum sales volume rank is the figure representing the

highest ranking the salesperson received over the last ten

years (or over the period of tenure if were less than ten

years).

Cothams (1969) was the first to hypothesize that the in-

consistency of prior findings was partially due to the dif-

ferences in the nature and requirements of the personal

selling tasks. Moreover, he maintained that the dependence

on single measures of selling success should become obso-

~ lete, but noted that many researchers are limited by the in-

formation the business community makes available to them.

Cothams experienced the same problem chronicled in past re-

search when he was forced to depend, in part, on those per-

formance records he was allowed exposure to. Achieved sales
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volume and adjusted sales volume were both included. Ac-

hieved sales volume was defined as dollar sales volume ob-

tained for all salespeople for a twelve-month period. The

cycle length allowed the inclusion of all seasons of selling

activity. The adjusted sales volume measure incorporated

the limited control salespeople have over all factors influ-

encing their sales performance. This suggests that actual

sales production, when used alone, is not as useful or rele-

vant a criterion as it might seem. In an attempt to obtain

a more accurate measure of performance, an adjustment was

made to allow for store differences affecting a salesper-

son's selling opportunity. The steps necessary for deter-

mining this adjustment were not presented, yet it might be

assumed that subjective judgements were made by management.

Lamont and Lundstrom (1977) operationalized sales success

with five measures, one of which measured annual sales vo-

lume. They were the first to look at a <iiverse set of

criteria including not only sales volume and manager's rank-

ings, but also measures of salespeople activity (e.g., quo-

ta, new business conversion, call frequency). No effort was

made by the authors, however, to determine if the dependent

measures were correlated. The authors conclude the research

results were somewhat criterion dependent, emphasizing the

need for examining multiple measures of sales performance.
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Bagozzi's (1978) objective measure of performance was a

single indicator, sales volume. Bagozzi was allowed to use

company records, and steps were taken to adjust for or re-

move those salespeople who quit or were transferred. Also,

care was taken to adjust for changes in territory size,

shifts in accounts, and other confounds which occurred dur-

ing the investigation period. Bagozzi did not report how

this was accomplished. Overall, Bagozzi reported the great-

est detail of what decision making was included when col-

lecting performance data. Management was involved in deter-

mining‘ the adjustments to performance criteria used. when

collecting the data for this study.

~ In summary, sales volume has been frequently utilized as

q a measure of performance. Some effort has been made to up-

grade this measure. Cothams (1969) contended that single

performance measure studies should become a thing of the

past. Cothams also hypothesized that the inconsistencies of

prior findings were partially due to the differences in the

nature and requirements of the personal selling task. La-

mont and Lundstrom (1977) recognized the problems of past

researcher' reliance on single measures and were the first
V

to look at a diverse set of criterion. No effort was made,

however, to determine the quality of the measures. Finally,

Bagozzi (1978) sought management’s aid when collecting his
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objective measure of performance. Adjustments were made to

collected data when it felt a confound existed.

2.6.1.4 Promotion

Merenda and Clark (1959) were the only researchers to use

promotion as a measure of sales success. As was noted ear-

lier, only 108 of the 522 salespeople studied were classi-

fied as successful. It is possible the complex set of cir-

cumstances one must meet to be classified as successful in

this study was unduly rigorous resulting in an over classi-

fication of individuals as unsuccessful. Criteria for pro-

motability typically take on a different focus than indica-

tors used to determine sales success. It may in fact be

those who are promoted from within are the only ones left

after· morel successful people have left the organization.

Promotion, therefore, can be seen as a tenuous measure of

sales success.

2.6.1.5 Sales Quota

Of the seventeen studies reviewed, only Harrell (1960)

and Lamont and Lundstrom (1977) measured performance using

quota data. Harrell (1960) admitted, however, that the quo-

ta system was not looked upon as an accurate measure of the

performance of the individual salesman, particularly because
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the system was relatively new and, consequently, all the

bugs in it had not been removed. Lamont and Lundstrom col-

lected quota data as part of their sales activity measures.

They felt it was important to collect objective criteria re-

flecting major job functions and quota, as part of the mea-

sure, served this purpose.

2.6.1.6 Tenure

Baehr and Williams (1968) and Ghiselli (1969) used tenure

as a measure of sales performance. While Baehr and Williams

used tenure as part of multiple criteria, Ghiselli used te-

nure as his sole criteria of sales performance. In both

cases it was postulated that the longer one stayed on the

job, the more successful one was supposed to be. Ghiselli

was interested in predicting the success of stockbrokers.

He argued that a wide variety of factors are beyond the in-

dividual stockbroker's control (e.g., changing political and

economic circumstances). Therefore, survival on the job was

used as the sole criteria in the evaluation of the tests

that were examined (i.e., survival of three or more years

equaled success, while less than three years equaled fai-

lure). It can be argued that those who lasted less than

three years on the job may have found other opportunities

that were more desirable than their present job, while those

who stayed were not as marketable.
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2.6.1.7 Adjusted Earnings

Cotham (1969) does not report a criterion measure of

earnings for his sample, but does report an adjusted earn-

ings measure. Adjusted earnings were the monthly earnings

for individual salespeople and were adjusted for store dif-

ferences. While small base salaries were nearly the same

for all salespeople, commissions varied between products and
‘

were often increased on specific lines or items for promo-
”

tional purposes. Because of the fluctuating commission

rates, reflecting differences in the difficulty of selling

various products, adjusted earnings were included as a per-

formance indicator. No information was given as to how they

were adjusted.

2.6.1.8 Average Daily Sales/Days worked

Weaver used a variation of sales volume when he identi-

fied sales performances with one objective measure "average

daily sales". He computed this by taking the monthly sales

revenue of the employees sampled and divided this by the

number of days worked each month. Weaver did not take into

account what days or shifts people worked. Those who work

during the busiest times (the more experienced) may appear

to be more productive when, in fact, the work schedule is in

their favor.
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2.6.1.9 Sales Activity

As previously discussed, Lamont and Lundstrom (1977) were

wary of the potential limitations of one measure of sales

success. Rather than using only behaviorally based ratings,

objective criteria reflecting the salesforce's major job

functions were also developed. Sales activity was collected

from management and the sales force detailing: number of sa-

les calls made, the proportion of calls made on prospective

and current accounts, and new accounts sold. Lamont and

Lundstrom did not attempt to correlate any of these measures

to determine the quality of individual performance measures.

2.6.1.10 Ranking by Managers

Much has been written about the problems encountered in

the use of rankings as a measure of performance. Criterion

contamination occurs when the operational or actual criter-

ion includes variance that is unrelated to the ultimate cri-

'
terion (Cascio 1982). Bias represents systematic criterion

contamination, and it can correlate with predictor measures.

It is imperative that managers have no knowledge of predic-

tor information before they supply their criterion. Bias

due te group membership can also be a factor. If salespeo-

ple with better education are paid more and looked upon more

highly than others, then this may cause raters to rate un—
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fairly. Also, if managers have had little contact with the

individual they are rating, there may exist an unequal op-

portunity on the part of subordinates to demonstrate profi-

ciency, personal biases, prejudices, or an inability on the

part of the rater to distinguish and reliably rate different

dimensions of job performance. This may also result in bias.

Despite frequent dependence on subjective rating, this

literature has not suggested ways to overcome the problems

inherent in these ratings. When analyses are made, it is

not uncommon to find conflicting results depending on wheth-

A er one uses objective or subjective criteria (Harrell 1960;

Cotham 1969; Lamont and Lundstrom 1977). Rater training and

multiple raters could be used in future research as an at-

tempt to overcome past deficiencies. The studies examined

were also void of any information pertaining to whether ra-

ters were given criterion to be used when making assess-

ments. Rater training can be used to overcome problems of

interpretation when managers are taught to observe and re-

cord work-related behavior systematically and representa-

tively which may well be the key to making accurate, error-

free appraisals of sales performance. The appraisal process

is complex, yet it is given little attention in many stu-

dies. This is indeed unfortunate, for research indicates

that well designed training programs can serve to reduce
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considerably both technical and interpersonal barriers

(Spool 1978). Where possible, multiple raters can be used

to allow for post hoc consultation of raters if ratings vary

by large degrees. Using more than one rater has shown to

reduce the halo effect and to increase rater reliability.

Seven studies used behaviorally based ratings as a mea-

sure of sales performance (Tobolski and Kerr 1952; Dunnette

and Kirchner 1960; Kirchner et al. 1960; Harrell 1960; Baehr

and Williams 1968; Cotham 1969; Lamont and Lundstrom 1977).

Little is reported in these studies concerning steps taken

to enhance rater reliability. Typically managers were asked

to rate their sales force based on who they considered suc-

cessful as opposed to those which are not.

Toboski and Kerr (1952) gathered subjective data on the

salesforces of two different auto firms. In examining their

work it is impossible to determine how many managers ranked

the salespeople. No information is available to determine

if the same criteria to rank salespeople was used. There is

also no indication of multiple raters being used to enhance

reliability.

Dunnette and Kirchner (1960) and Kirchner et al. (1960)

use only one measure of performance in each of their stu-

dies: subjective ranking by managers. With a sample of 120

and 539 3-M Company salespeople, the consistency of the rat-
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ings throughout the company* must be an area of concern.

Having not reported any means of establishing standards for

managers to use in their ratings, Dunnette and Kirchner, in

a few instances, were able to obtain ratings from two manag-

ers independently rating the same group of men. The coeffi-

cients of correlation between the sets of rankings ranged

from 0.5 to 0.8 with a median value of 0.74. The multiple

rating offered the opportunity for managers to make compari-

sons after the ratings were made and to make adjustments if

warranted. The Kirchner et al. study collected the ratings

of 539 salespeople. Although no exact number was given,

many participating sales managers were accustomed to rating

their salesforce. No information was given, however, con-

cerning those standards used in internal ratings. There is

no indication that more than one rater was used to rank any

of the salespeople. Kirchner et al. (1966) found that many

older salespeople were rated extremely high in sales effec-

tiveness. If managers feel experience is imperative to suc-

cessful selling, then it is not unusual to find these re-

sults. Training may have helped to overcome this bias.

Harrell (1960) was the first to directly review and rate

the salespeople using a Field Review Appraisal Interview.

Harrell believed that a more discriminating appraisal would

be obtained in an interview than from the official appraisal
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records available from the company under study. The sample

was small enough (N=2l) to permit the use of such a time

consuming technique, as interviews were conducted with both

managers and supervisors.

Baehr and Williams (1968) contribute an empirical study

that takes into account a number of dimensions previous re-

search lacked. Multiple criteria were were used to allow

for the collection of both subjective and objective measures

of sales success, and an effort to reduce rater bias and

halo effect resulted in the implementation of a paired com-

parison performance rating. This latter technique forces

raters to simultaneously determine the best and worst work-

er, then the next best and worst and so on. The method not

only forces the manager to pick a best and worst, but over a

number of raters, results will be normally distributed.

This eliminates the problem of central tendency, or of typi-

cal manager ratings that find a majority of the sales force

rated above average. Using three different raters offers

the capability of comparing results and discussing those in-

dividuals whom raters cannot agree upon. The paired compar-

ison technique was also used to rate the sales routes in a

region from the most to least difficult in the realization

of sales potential.
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Cothams (1969) acquired management ratings from store

managers who regularly worked with the sales staff and by

department managers who were the salespeople's immediate su-

pervisors. Using a ten point scale, three dimensions of

salespeople's performance were tapped, including overall

performance, interest in work, and ability to maintain cus-

tomer satisfaction in day—to—day interactions with the store

clientele. Cothams was the first researcher who instructed

each rater in the use of the rating form to help reduce the

possiblity of various types of rater bias inherent in the

use of such devices. Baehr and Williams, and Cothams are

the only two studies that reported some information about

how subjective data was acquired. They recognized the

problems that can transpire gathering subjective data and

took steps to overcome some of these problems.

Lamont and Lundstrom (1977) operationalized sales success

with a subjective measure. This study found the character-

istics of successful salespeople dependent on the criteria

chosen for success (subjective or objective). No informa-

tion was given as to how training was used to overcome con-

tamination by the raters. For example, raters may have felt

empathy was an important inhibitor to sales success. In this

case managers may have rated empathetic salespersons as be-

ing less successful. This potential artifact could have ac-
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counted for the negative relationship between empathy and

performance noted in their study. Multiple raters and

training ceuld have been used to overcome this problem.

2.6.1.11 Conclusion

Many different definitions, and consequently many diffe-

rent operationalizations of the performance construct can be

observed in past research. Quoting Cothams (1969 p.33)

"Generally, researchers semn to have examined performance

measures which interested them or which were readily availa-

b1e." Although no specific reasons were offered, past stu-

dies were found to rely on either objective or subjective

measures, but rarely both. Little was reported when col-

lecting subjective measures to determine if adequate steps

were taken to assure raters understood what they were being

asked to measure. Part of the problem centers on the res-

trictions placed on some researchers to gather more than one

measure because of the limited data made available by the

company supplying the salespeople. When, in fact, research-

ers used multiple criteria, not one of the researchers at-

tempted to correlate the measures. A great deal of rigor

will have to accompany future research efforts in an attempt

to ascertain and validate performance measures. The next

section will review the independent variables that were cho-

sen for the studies.
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2.7 PREDICTOR VARIABLES

The literature is abundant with multiple predictors cho-

sen to be correlated with performance. Other than Greenberg

and Mayer (1964), Lamont and Lundstrom (1977), and Bagozzi

(1978), none of the other studies made an effort to explain

why any of the predictors should be used in a sales setting.

Most of the early research on salesperson effectiveness was

directed toward relating salesperson performance to scores

on personality tests, ability tests, and application forms

typically used in the selection process. The results of the
l

studies reported after l95O are summarized in Table 3. Un-

fortunately, most of the studies were atheoretical. Antici-

pated relationships were rarely specified, and when they

were, an explanation of how the salesperson's characteris-

tics affected performance was not considered. What follows

is a brief review of each of the studies' predictor varia-

bles. Two areas of study by researchers were personal his-

tory and personality characteristics.

2.7.1 Personal Qatg älank Information

Mosel (1952) was one of the first to use the personal

data blank in an attempt to find personal data that could be

used to predict sales performance of department store sales-

women. All the information was gathered from an application
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I II TABLE 3 II I
I Summary of Results of Sales Effectiveness Studies II II — E I
I Author Significant Predictors of Success II I
I Mosel (1952) age, education II I I
I Tobolski and empathy I
I Kerr (1952) II I
I Baier and sales related knowledge I
I Dugan (1957) ~ II '

I
I Merenda and education, aggressiveness, I
I Clark (1959) sociabiligv II I
I Dunnette and dominance II Kirchner (1960) II I
I French (1960) social area index, II car driven II I I
I Kirchner (1960) age _I
I I I
I Harrell (1960) stability, dominance, I
I self—confidence, I
I drive and aggressiveness, I
I tact and diplomacy, I
I vocational interest, I
I sense of humor, sales sense II I
I Miner (1962) dependence, se1f—confidence, I
I happiness II I
I Greenberg and empathy, ego-strength
I Mayer (1964) II I
I Baehr and financial responsibility, I
I Williams (1968) early family responsibility, I
I Stabiiicy II _ I
I Cothams (1969) experience, amount of time I
I wife works II I
I Weaver (1969) age, education II I I
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I Ghiselli (1969) supervisory ability, II, intelligence,self— II assurance, decisiveness, I
I achievement motivation, °

I
I need for self actualization, I
I need for job security II I
I Tanofsky (1969) prior salary, II number of dependents II I
I Lamont and endurance, I
I Lundstrom (1977) social recognition,I height II I .
I Bagozzi (1978) self—esteem,
I , verbal intelligence II II Iu...................._......................._...........J
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blank. Forty-two independent variables were drawn from the

blank such as age, education, height, and weight. No at-

tempt was made to theoretically link any of these indepen-

dent variables to performance. Although 12 personnel data

items significantly distinguished between high and low per-

formers, no knowledge was gained as to why these relation-

ships should exist. The thirty predictors that were not

found to be predictive of sales success were not included in

the study. Why such predictors as marital status and time

on next to last job are significant predictors of perfor-

mance and thirty other· predictors were not, was not ad-

dressed by Mosel.

Baier and Dugan (1959) developed an instrument to measure

life insurance knowledge. Specifically, the test attempted

to measure product knowledge, belief in one's product, moti-

vation and length of service. No reliability and validity

checks were included in their study nor was information on

the nature of the instrument given. It was stated that be-
·

lief in one's product was measured by the salesmen's own

buying behavior. The study was devoid of testable hypothes-

es and no effort was made to theoretically link the criter-

ion and predictors.

· Merenda and Clark (1959) attempted to measure personal

history characteristics. The personal history questionnaire
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included vital statistics, training, and experience factors

such as age, marital status, number of children. These data

were all recorded on the date of application for employment

of each of the agents in this study. Only five variables

were found to discriminate between successful and unsuccess-

ful performers: number of children, educational level, num-

ber of offices held, monthly living expenses, and amount of

insurance owned. Merenda and Clark did not attempt to ex-

plain why these five proved to be good measures of success

while the remaining fifteen did not. There were no formal

testable hypotheses listed, nor were there any attempts to

theoretically link the personal variables to the criterion.

The first three studies discussed are examples of how

personal history data was used to predict performance.

Further efforts by French 1960; Kirchner et al. 1960; Baehr

and Williams 1968; Cothams 1969; Weaver 1969; Tanofsky et

al. 1969; met with no more success. Moreover, these authors

all failed to present theory or evidence to relate the pred-

ictors to performance. When predictors were found to be

significantly related, no effort was made to explain why

they were related or why insignificant predictors were not

not related to performance.

Baehr and Williams' (1968) investigation was designed to

identify and define some of the underlying dimensions of
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personal background data. The dimensions were identified

through successive factor analyses of responses to a wide

variety of background items by an occupationally heterogene-

ous sample of 680 male employees. The final factor analysis

yielded 15 interpretable oblique first order factors. The

same problems arise as in past research. The factor analyt-

ic technique may be a good start in determining a number of

personal background data dimensions that could predict per-

formance in a number of sales types. The flaw arises when

theory is not generated to explain why any of these dimen-

sions might be related to performance.

Cothams' (1969) contribution stems from his attempt to

explain inconsistencies in past research. The inconsisten-

cies of prior findings suggest that the value of specific

personal history items as selection criteria apparently var-

ies according to differences in the nature and requirements

of the personal selling tasks. Thus, Cothams concluded, it

does not necessarily follow that because typical application

form information is useful in one organization, the same in-

— formation will be helpful in other firms. Therefore, unless

specific personal history items are situationally validated,

there is little justification for using the application form

as a selection tool. Even after this most evident state-

ment, little has been done to follow up on these assertions.
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Lamont and Lundstrom (1977) were the only authors to at-

tempt to theoretically link personal history variables to

performance. However, their inclusion of age, height, and

weight as predictors is really not based on theory but rath-

er on past research findings. Age was included because it

had been previously found to be significantly related to

most measures of sales performance in retail and life insu-

rance sales. However, their study used industrial salespeo-

ple. So, unless it can be explained how retail salespeople,

life insurance salespeople, and industrial building suppli-

ers are similar their arguments for including age, height,

and weight are inappropriate. Other studies cited by Lamont

and Lundstrom have also been criticized for their failure to

theoretically link personal data variables to performance.

Although the authors state "personal" characteristics pro-

vide a useful source of data when they can be linked theor-

etically to job behavior and performance criteria, they pro-

vide no such link.

2.7.2 Summary gf Personal History Qatg

Many predictors were measured and found to be statisti-

cally significantly related to performance (See Table 4).

At the same time, many others were found to be insignifi-

cant. As previously mentioned, it is not uncommon to find a
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number of the same predictors significant in one study and

insignificant in another. It has not been evident from the

literature reviewed that theoretical linkages have been de-

veloped for personal data variables. The interaction frame-

work offers an explanation that may help clear up the incon-

sistencies that exists. It is possible that once the

selling situation is included when studying this relation-

ship, predictors can be chosen and be shown to have a theor-

etical base. It may be that certain variables were chosen

and tested in settings where they did not have an effect on

success, while in other settings they were quite important.

Thus, each selling situation should be viewed independently

. of each other when selecting predictors.

2.7.3 Personality Predictors

As opposed to relating personal history data items to

performance, a number of studies included personality varia-

bles (Tobolski and Kerr 1952; Merenda and Clark 1959; Dun-

nette and Kirchner 1960, Harrell 1960; Miner 1962; Greenberg

and Mayer 1964; Ghiselli 1969; Lamont and Lundstrom 1977,

Bagozzi, 1978). Many of the same concerns of personal his-

tory data apply to the personality-performance relationship.

Although a number of items significantly distinguished bet-

ween high and low performers, no knowledge was gained as to
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I II TABLE 4 I
I I
I Summary of Personal History Results I
I I
I I
I Significant Insignificant I
I Predictors Predictors I
I I
I Mosel (1952) age, weight not reported I
I height, time I
I on last job, I
I number of child- I
I ren, number of I
I dependents, I
I

A
marital status, I

I education,exper- I
I ience, domicile, II absences, I
I I
I I
I Merenda & number age I
I Clark (1969) of marital status I
I children military status I
I I
I French (1960) age, marital I
I status, education, I
I time on job, auto I
I driven, experience I
I I
I Kirchner (1960) age I
I I
I Baehr and Family respons- education, exper- I
I Williams (1968) ibility, stab- ience, sa1es_ I
I ility related know- I
I ledge I
I I
I Cothams (1969) experience, age, height,
I amount of marital status,
I time wife number of I
I works dependents I
I I
I Weaver (1969) age marital status I
I education I
I I
I Ghiselli (1969) supervisory age I
I ability, in- I
I telligence, I

‘

I self assurance, I
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I decisivness, I
I achievement motivation II
I self actualization I
I jobsecurity I
I * I
I Tanofsky et. al. prior salary, age, education, I
I (1969) number of sales related I
I dependents knowledge
I I
I Lamont and height, age, weight, I
I Lundstrom endurance, social education I
I (1977) recognition I
I I IL............................................................4
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why these relationships should exist. Even in post hoc man-

ner, no attempt was made to explain why certain personality

predictors were found to be important to success while oth-

ers were not. .

An attempt was made by Greenberg and Mayer (1964) and La-

mont and Eundstrom (1977) to theoretically link empathy to

performance.” The theory section in the Greenberg article

states "the basic theory underlying the development of our

test is that a good salesman absolutely needs at least two

basic qualities, empathy and ego strength." Lamont and _

Lundstrom report that empathy is commonly cited as a desira-

ble characteristic in salesmen. As part of their reasoning,

Greenberg and Mayer are cited as having successfully used

empathy to predict the sales performance of automobile sa-

lesmen, insurance salesmen, and mutual fund salesmen.

Again, no attempt is made to explain why empathy is impor-

tant to success. For that matter, no real consensus has

taken place as to what empathy really is or how it can be

measured.

Bagozzi (1978) was the first to rigorously attempt to

link personality measures (e.g. self—esteem) to performance.

Drawing from the psychological literature Bagozzi linked

self-esteem to performance using balance or consistency

theory of cognition. Because little work has been done in
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developing theories in personal selling, Bagozzi made argu-

ments for a causal relationship between other variables but

could not draw upon specific theory. His effort was an at-

tempt to originate theory of his own (i.e. performance-sa-
h

tisfaction).

Dunnette and Kirchner (1960) attempted to determine psy-

chological test differences between industrial salesmen and

retail salesmen. The biggest problem with this study sur-

faced as the classifications of salesmen was based on wheth-

er one sold to industrial outlets or retail outlets, rather

than whether or not a salesman sold i11 a retail outlet.

Dunnette and Kirchner did reason that implicit in many of

the past studies was the assumption that the same pattern of

personality characteristics may have been associated with

top notch selling regardless of the products sold, the kind

of people called on, or other differentiating characteris-

tics. They believed that the rather negative results ob-
-

tained in many such studies stem in part from the fact that

the foregoing assumption is probably not valid. In other

words, many investigators have run afoul of the easy tenden-

cy to compare persons with one another who may be assigned

to essentially different duties and responsibilities.

The authors' shortcomings are rooted in the fact that

they, too, did not attempt to theoretically link any of the
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predictors to performance. The salespeople were asked to

complete four psychological tests which included the: Wes-

man Personnel Classification, Strong Vocational Interest

Blank, Edwards Personal Preference Schedule (EPPS), and the

Adjective Checklist. The test scores were compared for the

two groups. Using the EPPS, only orderliness and affilia-

tion were significantly differentiating between the two

groups. Retail salespeople scored higher but Dunnette and

Kirchner made no effort to explain why affiliation should

have anything to do with success.

2.7.4 Summary gf Personality Predictors

Many personality predictors were measured and found to be

statistically related to performance (See Table 5). At the

same time, many others were found to be insignificant. It

was not uncommon to find a number of the same personality

predictors significant in one study and insignificant in

another. Although Dunnette and Kirchner provided some in-

sight for the different personality characteristics impor-

tant to specific selling jobs, it has not been evident from

the literature reviewed that theoretical linkages have been

developed for personality constructs and performance for

specific jobs or selling situations. The interactions

framework again offers an alternative view that each person-
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ality- situation—performance relationship must be looked at

independently. Each selling situation will influence the

type of personality that will be successful in that context.

Past inconsistencies can. possibly be attributable to the

measuring eof personality constructs in selling situations

that did not warrant the construct to measured. Until a

more rigorous effort is focused at this problem, little pro-

gress will be made in predicting sales success. A review of

the measures and scales used in these studies will follow.

2.8 MEASURES AQQ SCALES

Early research regarding the relationship between person-

ality factors and occupational performance was handicapped

because (1) the trait measures were erroneously generalized,

(2) incomplete reporting made findings irreplicable, and (3)

measures of traits were interpolated or otherwise extracted

from the full profile (Kassarjian 1971; Mischel 1968; Hogan

1983). Mischel (1968) argued that assessment devices based

upon trait theories (e.g., Rorchack and TAT, Cattell Sixteen

Personality Factor Inventory) are of limited utility in

predicting behavior in a situation. Hogan and Kassarjian

noted that many of the early personality measures (e.g.,

MMPI) were designed to detect psychopathology or the measure

of extreme deviants. Recall, these early instruments of
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I II TABLE 5 II II Personality Variables as Predictors of Sales II Performance II II II Significant Insignificant II Predictors Predictors II II Tobolski and empathy empathy II Kerr (1952) (new car) (used car) II II Merenda & aggressiveness emotional control, II .Clark(1959) sociability social adaptability II ‘
II Dunnette & dominance II Kirchner (1960) II II Harrell (1960) dominance, self- stability, I

I confidence tact, humor II aggressiveness— I -I drive II II Miner (1962) dependence, low-aggression II self—confidence II happiness II II Greenberg empathy
I and Mayer ego strength

I
(1964)

I
I Lamont & endurance
I Lundstrom ego strength
I (1977) empathy II II Bagozzi (1978) self-esteem, other-directed- II verbal intelligence ness II II IL._......._.._.._..._........_..........._................4
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personality assessment were designed to separate fairly nor-

mal people from deviants. Therefore, it is not surprising

that instruments such as the MMPI were not very effective in

differentiating the personalities of "normal" people. As a

result these measures were not very useful for personnel se-

lection. More specifically researchers and practitioners

extrapolated beyond the range of contexts for which these

measures were meant to be generalized.

Greenberg and Mayer (1964) relied extensively on the MMPI

while Lamont and Lundstrom (1977) relied on Cattel1's Six-

teen Personality Factor Inventory. Neither study discussed

generalizability of traits or reasoned as to why the tests

chosen would be effective in either setting.

Toboski and Kerr (1952) in their effort to measure empa-

thy had the salesmen fill out a questionnaire developed by

Kerr. Kline (1963) states "The evidence for validity for

these (empathy) tests is so slight as to eliminate empathy."

Hogan (1984) has concurred that, to date, an instrument to

adequately tap this construct is not available.

The reason these three studies were briefly reviewed were

twofold. First, Sawyer and Peter (1983) contend that there

should be more value placed on replication in marketing re-

search. With the information supplied (no detail on how in-

struments were administered), it is virtually impossible to
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replicate any of the reviewed studies. Second, Monroe and

Krishnan (1983) contend there are concerns with the validity

of the measurement of study properties which include the

correctness and completeness of the information reported in

the reviewed studies and the amount of inference a coder

must make in interpreting the written report.

It was not unusual to discover partial reporting of how

the research instrument was administered or evaluated. Bai-

er and Dugan (1957) collected data using an information in-

dex but do not report the nature of the instrument other

than its general purpose as a test of life insurance know-

ledge. Ghiselli (1969) reports the use of a 64-item inven-

tory that was administered to candidates for sales jobs. He

did indicate that the inventory was a forced choice type,

each consisting of a pair of personally descriptive objec-

tives. Tobolski and Kerr (1952) implemented an instrument

to measure empathy which was a fifteen minute completely ob-

jective test. They gave no indication whether this test was

being used for the first time or had prior successful appli-

cations. Merenda and Clark (1959) utilized an Activity Vec-

tor Analysis which they indicated was a self concept person-

ality instrument. A review of how it was administered or

whether it measured more that the four factors profile was

left unanswered.



75

Dunnette and Kirchner's (1960) measures were derived from

four sources and no arguments were made as to why the Strong

Vocational Interest Blank, the Edwards Personal Preference

. Schedule and the Adjective Checklist should be used in the

sales setting. No validity or reliability estimates were

made available.

Harrell (1966) chose six personality tests to use in his

study and he, too, failed to offer any reliability or valid-

ity checks. No information was given on how the scales were

administered or used.

Bagozzi (1978) used a number of scales; Jackson Personal-

ity Inventory, Collins 0ther—Directedness Scale, Borgatta's

Word Association Form, Job Related Tension Index, and a six

item scale developed by Bagozzi to measure specific self-es-

teem. Reliabilities were reported and ranged from 0.70 to

0.81. There is a question of the validity of the test when

a single trait is taken from a full test, such as Bagozzi's

self-esteem measure taken from the Jackson full scale. The

validity of the test in this usage is questionable, both in

terms of construct validity and observed differences. This,

as mentioned, is especially relevant when single trait sca-

les are used versus full tests. "Normals" may have an unu-

sually high single scale score while the full profile is

within normal limits. Moreover, it is easier for respon-
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dents to detect a scales intent and thus give desirable an-

swers when single scales are used.

Validity issues should be of major importance to all re-

searchers. A brief review of validity issues in relation to

the articles will follow. For a review of personality tests

used in previous research see Table 6.

2.8.1 External Validity

External validity examines whether or not an observed

causal relationship should be generalized to and across
·

different measures, persons, settings, and times (Calder,

Phillips, and Tybout 1982). Hence when response and non

response are different along some dimension or when the sam-

ple is different from the parent population with reference

to some variables, the question arises: does the difference

have any theoretical meaning for the phenomena under study?

A number of authors use their results to generalize to all

salespeople. An example of this phenomenon can be seen in

Baehr and Williams (1968 p.lO3) when the authors conclude

that "on the basis of these results, the picture that emerg-

es of the successful salesman or sales manager is one of a

man with a background of competent handling of his personal

economy, an early vocational start with prime or sole res-

ponsibility for managing family finances, and particularly
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I — II TABLE 6 II I
I Personality Tests I

I I
I Tabolsky (1952) Kerr's Empathy Scale
I I
I Baier and Information index
I Dugan (1957) _ II I
I Merenda and Activity Vector Analysis I
I Clark (1959) II I
I Dunnette and Adjective-Checklist EPPS I
I Kirchner (1960) II I
I French (1960) NORC' I I
I Harrell (1960) Otis Test of Mental Ability I
I Bernreuter Personality I
I Inventory I
I Washburne Social Adjustment I
I Inventory II A I
I Miner (1962) wA1s
I Kuder Preference Record I
I PAT II I
I Greenberg and Gordon Personal Profile
I Mayer (1964) Greenberg Interest Profile I
I MMPI I
I Bernreuter Personality I
I Inventory II I
I Lamont and Cattell Sixteen
I Lundstrom (1977) Personality Factor Test
I Hogan Empathy Scale I
I PRE II I
I Bagozzi (1978) Jackson 16 PF,I Collins Scale II II IL...........—.........................................J
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for the managers, a past history of sales achievement and
‘

present stability in work and family situations." Other ex-

amples could be given but they are not crucial for making

the point that researchers must be more careful when at-

tempting to generalize their findings to other settings and

sales types.
h

2.8.2 Construct Validity

It has been questioned whether personality tests and sa-

les success measures adequately tap the constructs in ques-

tion (Hogan 1982). For construct validity to be met, the

statistical relationship must be substantively plausible and

the cause and effect measures must represent the constructs.

It is also important to determine if the sample and research

settings are appropriate for the substantive question. A

necessary but not sufficient condition for construct validi-

ty is reliability. With the exception of Bagozzi (1978),

reliability typically was not measured in the studies re-

viewed concerning criterion or predictors. The best efforts

were simply reports of reliabilities in past studies for a

few of the criterion measures. Mosel (1982) reported that

past studies using cost criterion had a correlation of 0.88.

No scale reliability measure was reported for his study. At

this time no rigidly controlled study of the reliability of
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the job performance criteria is available. Lamont and Lund-

strom (1977) collected six measures of sales success but did

not attempt to determine if any of the measures were poor

indicators of sales success. No scale reliability measures

of predictor tests were given.

2.8.3 Statistical Conclusion Validity
U

At this point in time there is no way to determine the

statistical conclusion validity of the reported results.

Incomplete reporting of means and standard deviations in all

of the studies makes it impossible to draw any conclusions.

Power and effect size was not an issue in any of the studies

and not one reported that calculations were done on either.

A heavy reliance has been placed on significance values but

it is evident p-values are highly susceptible to sample size

increases and do not indicate the probability of a type II

error. All of the insurance studies drew large samples (N >

300) and quite possibly this explains many of the signifi-

cant findings i11 these studies. None of the authors ad-

dressed sample size issues.
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2.8.4 Internal Validity

Given the statistical conclusion validity, the issue for

internal validity is one of having the ability to rule out

rival hypotheses for the observed effects, thus concluding

the relationship is as specified. After reviewing the re-

search to date many rival hypotheses exist that may help

explain the inconsistencies of past work. Hogan (1984) and

Kassarjian (1971) point out that improper utilization of

personality tests have been a problem and give credence to
_

poor internal validity. Single objective and subjective

measures of performance point to the research method as an .

alternative explanation. Judd and Kenny (1982 p.33) contend

"the assignment rule used in deciding the condition under

which an observation is taken is of fundamental importance

for achieving internal validity. On the average, a random

assignment rule produces the condition of perfect internal

va1idity." The nature of sales hiring practices make it im-

possible to randomly assign salespeople. Thus, reseach ef-

forts will have to control for as many extraneous variables

as possible (i.e. compensation programs, training).



81

2.8.5 Summary

It is evident that many scales were administered in the

past thirty years to measure personality. Arguments have

arisen that many of the scales were developed to be used in

settings other than for sales. Using inappropriate person-

ality tests give rise to a number of validity issues. The

MMPI, for instance, may not be tapping the personality con-

structs in question and construct validity may be violated.

Alternative hypotheses can be generated to explain why the

results were found and internal validity violated. External

validity has also been a problem in past research as gener-

aliztions made have been inappropriate. Validity and reli-

ability issues must be addressed in future research. Final-

ly, reporting of procedures on how questionnaires were

developed and administered must be included in all studies

so replication can take place in future research efforts.

Complete reporting will also help future literature review-

ers in determining flaws in past procedures and will allow

for developing new ways to overcome past deficiencies.
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2.9 ggg; gg ANALYSIS ggg SAMPLTNG PROCEDURES

Unit or level of analysis as defined by Monroe and Krish-

nan (1983) can be an individual, group, organization, firm,

channel, family or dyad. The unit of analysis requires the

researcher to be consistent in the nature of the constructs

that are studied. If the unit of analysis is the individu-

al, then the construct should focus upon the individual, not

the group, family or dyad, or other level of analysis. Each

of the studies reviewed focuses on the individual salesper-

son.

The sampling method in all of the studies appears to be

convenience sample. Salespeople were used in all cases, and

the insurance industry tended to have much larger samples

than the other settings (e.g , retail and industrial). The

average sample mean for insurance sales was found to be

N=674, retail N=167, and industrial N=l74. None of the au-

thors discuss how they arrived at the number of subjects in.

their studies; however, Harrell (1960 p.66) addressed why

the subject pool was so small (N=21 petroleum salespeople)

in his study stating: "Although the production data were

available on only 21 salesmen, the rarity of such informa-

tion and the presence of information from a field review ap-

praisal, plus some trends with tests, made the study worth

reporting." Sawyer and Ball (1981) in an effort to assess
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statistical power clearly show that sample size is a deter-

minant of power. Power is defined as the probability a sta-

tistical test will correctly reject the null hypothesis.

With a sample of twenty one it must be concluded that low

statistical power exists and the rejection of the null hy-

pothesis is less likely even if the null is false. The ef-

fect size and alpha level should also be taken into consid-

eration to make this assessment when the information is

reported. Not enough information was reported in this study

to calculate power or effect size to determine the effect

the small sample has on the studies' outcomes.

On the other hand, Tanofsky et al., (1969) sampled 1,525 ·

life insurance agents and Sawyer and Ball (1983) contend

very large sample sizes usually allow even small effects to
5

be statistically significant. It is especially important

with high-powered research designs to measure and report ef-

fect sizes in addition to statistical significance. Report-

ing by Tanofsky does not allow effect size or power to be

calculated.

Future research will continue to focus on the individual

salesperson when attempting to measure the personality/per-

formance relationship. As team selling becomes more preva-

lent, the unit of analysis may change. Sampling has cen-

tered on convenience samples with little attention paid to
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power or effect sizes. This must be a concern of future re-

search.

2.10 RESEARCH DESIGN

The typical study was a cross-sectional descriptive study

that collected data at one point in time. Greenberg and

Meyer (1966) and Lamont and Lundstrom (1977) were the only

two exceptions to this rule. Lamont and Lundstroms' instru-

ment was deemed too long to administer at one point in time

so it was divided into two parts with salespeople filling

out the questionnaire during two sittings, six months apart.

Greenberg and Mayer administered their test to auto, insu-

rance, and mutual funds salespeople but collected perfor-

mance data at six months and approximately one year later.

This study was complicated by the drop out rate of salespeo-

ple, but the authors found performance to be fairly consis-

tent.

All of the empirical studies reviewed here represent

field studies involving self-reported information (e.g.,

filled out application blank, or written pscyhological test,

or completed researchers questionnaires). There were no

laboratory experiments or field experiments, and only one

observational study, but data eventually was collected from

written reports.
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Reported data was incomplete in regards to how much rater

instruction was given. When large samples are rated, there

is the potential for different criteria to be used to do the

rating. Monroe and Krishnan (1983) contend that studies on

the surface may appear to be quite similar, but often will

have important qualitative differences in procedures used to

collect data. Even though a number of studies attempt to

rate salespeople, there is no way of knowing if the proce-

dures within studies were consistent let alone between stu-

dies. ~
A few of the personality instruments were used more than

once in the reviewed studies. Differences could have occur-

red due to the order in which tests were presented, instruc-

tions given, or if the researcher or an assistant were there

to administer it. Reporting of this information is also im-

perative if replication is to take place.

A heavy emphasis was placed on a research design that

collected data at one point in time from sales personnel.

Since the researchers were informed by trait theories there

was no effort to design research that included the effect of

· selling situations. The data was collected in the field and

experimental designs were non-existent. Incomplete report-

ing of the instruction on how instruments were administered

and what critiera were set for managerial ratings causes in-
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ferential leaps when trying to assess what was done in past

research efforts. Hypotheses will be addressed next.

2.11 HYPOTHESES

Monroe and Krishnan (1983) contend the exact theoretical

and operational hypotheses should be specified. Moreover,

the coder should indicate whether the hypotheses were expli-

citly given or inferred by the coder. Only Lamont and Lund-

strom (1977), and Bagozzi (1978), explicitly stated their

hypotheses (See Table 7); The remaining fifteen articles

tested many relationships between predictors and performance

without explicitly laying out the theoretical or operational

hypotheses. It had to be assumed that the researchers were

testing the relationship between personal history variables

and performance, or personality variables and performance.

This early research could have been classified as explorato—

ry research and the efforts were aimed at identifying per-

sonality and personal characteristics that could be used in

future research and measured over a number of job types, but

the author's failure to explain their purpose allows this

notion to be dismissed.
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I I.
I TABLE 7 I
I I
I Hypotheses Tested in Past Studies I
I I
I I
I Bagozzi (1978) I
I I
I There is a positive relationship between sa- I
I les performance and job satisfaction. The I
I greater the sales performance, the higher I
I the level of satisfaction with the job. I
I I
I There is a positive relationship between I
I self-esteem and performance. The greater I
I the self—esteem, the greater the perfor— II mance. I
I I
I There is a positive relationship between I
I self—esteem and job satisfaction. The I
I greater the self-esteem, the greater the job I
I satisfaction. I
I I
I There is an inverse relationship between I
I other—directedness and self—esteem. The I
I greater the other—directedness, the lower I
I the self—esteem. I
I I
I There is an inverse relationship between I
I role conflict and sales performance. The I
I greater the perceived role conflict, the I
I lower the sales performance. I
I I
I There is an inverse relationship between I
I role conflict and job satisfaction. The I
I greater the perceived role conflict, the I
I lower the felt job satisfaction. I
I I
I There is an inverse relationship between I
I role conflict and self—esteem. The greater I
I the perceived role conflict, the lower the I
I felt self—esteem. I
I I
I There is an inverse relationship between I
I role ambiguity and sales performance. The I
I greater the perceived role ambiguity, the I
I lower the sales performance. I
I I
I There is an inverse relationship between I
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I role ambiguity and job satisfaction. The I
I greater the perceived role ambiguity, the I
I lower the felt satisfaction. II I
I There is an inverse relationship between I
I role ambiguity and self—esteem. The greater I
I the perceived role ambiguity, the lower the I
I felt self-esteem. II I
I There is a positive relationship between sa- I
I les potential/workload and sales perfor- I
I mance/job satisfaction/self-esteem. The I
I greater the sales potential and workload, I
I the greater the sales performance, job sa- I
I tisfaction, and self—esteem. II . I
I Lamont and Lundstrom (1977) II I
I The combined set of' personality variables I
I and personal characteristics are signifi- I
I cantly related to the selected measures. II I
I Increasing levels of the personality traits I
I dominance, endurance, social recognition, I
I empathy, and ego strength are associated I
I with higher levels of sales performance. II I
I Decreasing age and increasing height, I
I weight, and formal education are associated I
I with higher levels of sales performance. II I
I Increasing involvement in civic and profes— I
I sional organizations and outside activities I
I is associated with higher levels of sales I
I performance. II IL......................................................J
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2.12 RESULTS AQQ ANALYSIS

As Monroe and Krishnan (1983) state, the unlimited reali-

ty is that a limited number of studies provide sufficient

data for a nwaningful assessment of the research domain.

The personality—performance literature has fallen into this

_ trap. The statistical methodology on the empirical studies

tends to be fairly simple and straightforward. Many studies

involve no more than reporting of correlations (Tobolski and

Kerry 1952; Baier and Dugan 1957; Dunnette and Kirchner

1960; French 1968; Cotham 1969). Merenda and Clark (1959)

utilized discriminant analysis in their study while Kirchner

et al. (1960), used ANOVA. Baehr and Williams (1965) used

t-tests and Lamont and Lundstrom (1977) and Bagozzi (1978)
l

regression models. In each and every case incomplete re-

porting would not allow calculations for effect sizes which

would then not allow calculation of the power of the test.

The amount of quantitative data that could be salvaged was

minimal.

2.13 SUBSTANTIVE RESULTS

Great care must be taken when drawing conclusions from

the existing literature base. As has been stated, it is

quite evident that contradictory results exist for the same

personality constructs in a number of studies. An alterna-
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tive hypothesis has been set forth that a personality type

may be important for one selling situation but not another.

Much criticism has been directed at sloppy research efforts

as the cause for the confusion. Einally, the past research

efforts have not rigorously pursued theory development.

This shortcoming has stifled the development of exact theor-

etical and operational hypotheses so that cause and effort

relationships could be established. Based on the existing

research, any conclusions that may be drawn are tenuous at

best.

2.14 REVIEW gg THEORY DEVELOPMENT ;g ggg; RESEARCH

With the exception of Bagozzi (1978), all of the studies

reviewed looked upon personality as an internal mechanism

that controls behavior. It is the nature of this internal

mechanism that determines a person's personality.

"Self—theories"or "trait" theories fall into this category. For

_ example, a person is said to possess certain traits, and

these traits, in turn, determine how a person will behave in

ggy given situation. Although these studies depended heavi-

ly on trait theory in their assessment, none actually devel-

oped a theory. Trait theory still has a following as noted

by Block (1977). He states if personality studies are

competently done, then trait theory can be used. Mischel
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(1968) and his followers have developed a theory based on

traits and the situation (environment) in which one is work-

ing. Only when both internal and external characteristics

are combined into an interactive approach can personality be

assessed. This approach will be tested in this study.

Throughout much of Chapter II a great amount of criticism
‘ has been directed at the theoretical development in this

literature base. Weitz (1979) admits that almost all of the

studies have been atheoretical in nature. Only Greenberg

and Mayer (1966), Lamont and Lundstrom (1977), and Bagozzi
”

(1978) attempted to use theory when choosing personality

predictors. With these few exceptions, any of the theory

that the researchers have used had to be implied, due to in-

complete reporting.

2.15 CONCLUDING REMARKS

In summary, sources of inconsistency have been revealed

in this chapter. Some sources are methodological in nature,

centered around the quality of reported research (measure-

ment of performance construct, reliability of scales, valid-

ity of constructs), while others are conceptual in nature

(little or no theoretical base for the research). In es-

sence, most of the past personality—performance research ef-

forts are exploratory in nature, contributing little towards

solving the persistent research problems.
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Based on the literature that has been reviewed, the

following conclusions can be drawn:

1. All but one of the studies reviewed have implicity

adopted the trait theorists' point of view, without

making an explicit connection between the personality

construct-performance relationship in their studies.

2. Personality-performance research has not included the

effect of selling situations and their impact on this

relationship.

3. Few researchers have concerned themselves with expli-

cating the construct of performance.

4. The reliability and validity of personality-perfor-

mance measures were never adequately addressed in

past research. Only a few studies considered multi-

ple measures of the dependent variable.

5. Most studies gave no proper reasons why specific per-

sonality predictors were selected.

6. Past studies have neither provided a theoretical base

nor empirical support for the inclusion of a multi-

tude of variables for testing the personality—perfor-

mance relationship.

Chapter three will focus on developing a background for

testing the personality-situation-performance relationship.

The chapter will concentrate on suggesting solutions for
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some of the persisting problems previously mentioned. Spe-

cifically, the proposed research will use:

1. The interactionists framework;

2. Scales developed for testing normal interpersonal be-

havior; and

3. Multiple measures of performance.

Chapter three will also present the proposed research hy-

potheses, and design and measurement methodology for this

dissertation.



Chapter III

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY
U

3.1 INTRODUCTION

The term "methodology" has at least four meanings (Ka-

plan, 1964, pp. (8-27). For a few philosophers, methodolo-

gy means epistemology, theory of knowledge. For some, meth-

odology is synonymous with the so called scientific method.

In this usage, it signifies the more-or-less honorfic forma-

tion, observation test, and theory reformulation. For still

others, methodology refers to the particular methods, tech-

niques, and procedures used by scientists. Finally, as used

by most contemporary philosophers of science, methodology

denotes "the study - the description, the explanation, and

the justifications of methods, and not the methods them-

selves" (Kaplan, 1964, p. 181).

In this section methodology will be used in the restrict-

ed sense of referring to the procedures of scientific inqui-

ry used in the research. The discussion begins with a de-

scription of the conceptual model. Next the variables are

presented along with the scales that will be used to opera-

tionalize the constructs. Third, the hypotheses and the ra-

tionale behind them are outlined. Finally, the research de-

sign and procedures are described.

94
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3.2 PROPOSED CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK

As opposed to past research which centered on either in-

terpersonal differences predicting the performance of sales-

people, or the situation affecting the salesperson perfor-

mance level, an effort will be made to combine these two

viewpoints in this study. The work is consistent with pro-

posed interactional psychology. A statistical—based meaning

of a person/situation interaction is the definition of a

mediating variable. To the extent that the correlation bet-

ween A and B varies significantly as a function of some

third variable (selling cycle), then that third variable is

a mediating (moderator) variable. A mediator affects the

bivariate relationships between a predictor and criterion.

The three components of the model: person, situation, and

performance will be described (See Table 8).

3.2.1 Situation

Two general procedures for construeing a situation have _

been suggested in the literature (Ekehmmar 1974). The first

approach has its origins in the human factors literature and

may be called "task response" analysis. This definition fo-

cuses on the psychology of the individual.

The second approach, "task description" analysis, seeks

an objective description of the task. This approach focuses
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I I
I TABLE B |

I
I Conceptual Model II II II II II I
I Interpersonal Differences II II II Performance II II . I
I Situational Determinants II II II I
I Performance = Interpersonal Differences + Situation I
I (Interpersonal Differences x Situation) II + Error II II I
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on the external characteristics of the task. In one sense,

task description may be viewed as an independent variable

(Punj and Stewart 1983). "Task description" provides infor-

mation about the content of the task. In this sense, the

situation (task) is viewed as physical characteristics that

are in some way coercive, facilitative, or constraining on

the individual, his or her performance, or some other physi-

'cal events related to the individual (Hackman and Lawler

1971). 'A considerable amount of research has focused on

identifying‘ dimensions of the task environment (Punj and

Stewart 1983). Newell and Simon (1972) suggest task com-

plexity, time pressure, information format, and information

load as potential dimensions of a task typology. It is the

differences in the tasks for each of the selling cycles that

results in different sales types necessary for success on

the job.

3.2.2 Performance

What constitutes performance is somewhat a normative and

arbitrary issue. Management sets company and individual

salesperson goals based, in part, on the history of sales,

the cost of production and administration, profit expecta-

tions, the ability of the salespeople, estimates of territo-

ry potential, competition, and so on. The salespeople, in
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turn, perceive and interpret company goals in terms of their

needs and unique situation.

In this research performance will be defined in terms of

two broad classes of attributes. The principle category of

performance will include the set of normative measures

deemed important by management. Rather than limit these to

broader measures such. as total sales, however, an attempt

will be made to identify finer distinctions which better re-

flect efforts, abilities, and interests of salespeople. As

a result, performance will measure new business generated,

per cent of quota attained, and number of existing accounts

lost.

The second class of performance concepts deals with the

more personal aspects of human labor. Salespeople and man-

agement are increasingly becoming concerned about the sub-

_ jective outcomes of the work experience. Managers were

asked to rate their salespeople subjectively on a number of

dimensions thought to be important to success on the job.

3.2.3 Indepdendent Variables

The independent variables in this study are the personal-

ity traits and selling situations. Each variable will be

presented along with the method for operationalizing it.
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3.3 SITUATIONAL DETERMINANTS

A Two selling situations, long and short selling cycles,

will be reviewed to uncover differences which may help det-

ermine which types of personalities are most appropraite for

„ each (See Table 8). The situational (task) criteria sug-

gested by Newell and Simon (1972): task complexity and time

pressure will be discussed in detail for each selling cycle.

These two situations were chosen because they (1) represent

actual selling situations faced by many firms, (2) on the-

surface seem to require different personalities and selling

styles, and (3) allow for the control of some variables ex-

traneous to the sales situation (e.g. product category, com-

pany characteristics, and geographic factors).

It is not unusual that many large computer manufactures
l

are diversifying from large mainframe systems to include

medium, small, and bottom of the line personal computers.

As technology has brought the cost of computer systems down

in line with small businesses and home users, computer manu-

facturers are faced with reorganizing sales forces to in-

clude large systems sales as well as sales to small busi-

nesses and professionals. Short selling cycles generally

require 1 to 3 months to complete a sale whereas long sell-

ing cycle sales require 4 to 6 months, or longer, to com-

plete. Moreover, the two cycles differ in terms of the mo-
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ney value of the sale. Small systems costs between $30,000

to $140,000 (Business Week, August 1983). However, larger

systems typically will cost $150,000 and upwards. Addition-

ally, the selling cycles have different levels of task com-

plexity. Large systems salespeople must be prepared to deal

with more people in the selling process (typically a buying

center). This group of people require constant attention

and the salesperson must be able to uncover complex interre—

lationships of the buying center. Each member of the buying

center has different needs and goals so a salesperson has to

approach and satisfy each differently.

There are not as many close opportunities or presenta-

tions made in comparison to short cycle salespeople in the

course of a year. This requires that when sales presenta-

tions are made by long cycle salespeople the quality of the

presentation must be excellent. Typically, these presenta-

tions are customized to the specific customer and a great

deal of preparation goes into the presentation. 0n the oth-

er hand, the short cycle salespeople deal with fewer people

during the selling process. This selling cycle requires

that fewer people must be contacted as typically one person

has the responsibility to make the decision.

The short cycle salesperson must make many presentations

and attempt to close more often than the long cycle sales-
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person. A long cycle salesperson may only have to sell one

system a year to be considered successful while a short cy-

cle salesperson may have to sell many systems to be consid-

ered successful. Less time than is available for customiz-

ing presentations by the short cycle salesperson.

The large computer systems selling offers the longer

selling cycle, which in turn has the greater task complexi- ‘

ty, this requires a personality that includes planfulness

because! (1) more technical knowledge is needed, (2) more

information must be presented to the customer so longer lead

time is needed, and (3) more people must be contacted during

the course of the selling process. On the other hand, the

small computer systems sales requires the salesperson to

make many more contacts, presentations, and close attempts,

during a shorter period of time. A planful person may be-

come frustrated in short selling cycle sales so the trait

may not be as important for successful selling in this sell-

ing cycle. _

Finally, the two selling situations were chosen because

they allowed for the control of variable extraneous to the

relationships studied in the research effort (e.g. company

reward systems, product category, company characteristics).

For example, each salesperson was rewarded on a salary plus

commission basis. Failure to control for this factor could
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have resulted in an alternative explanation for the results

due to the type of compensation plan. By confirming this

study to the same industry, the same type of products (com-

puters), and the same company, these alternative explana-

tions can be rendered less plausible. However, it should be
-·

noted that generalizability is greater reduced by these

stringent controls. More on this subject will be discussed

in the conclusion section.

3.3.1 Personality

This study operationalized three personality characteris-

tics: locus of control, planfulness, and tenacity. Plan-

fulness and tenacity were chosen because of their expected

relationship to sales performance. Gwin and Perreault

(1981) offer support for these relationships. The role of

call planning and its relationship to sales effectiveness is

developed in the context of time trade-offs among sales ac-

tivities. One of the situational determinants was the

length of the selling cycle. Salespeople with planful per-

sonalities may be more effective in sales jobs that require

more planning. Empirical evidence is needed concerning the

relationship of planfulness and sales effectiveness in

different situations. It may be counterproductive to place

a person with a pdanful personality 111 a sales job that
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doens't require much planning. The very nature of the sal-

esperson's job may require a personality that includes plan-

fulness, depending on the existing time constraints for mak-

ing a close. On the other hand, sales jobs with short sell-

ing cycles may require a personality that is less dependent

on planfulness. Locus of control was chosen because evi-

dence suggests that the more internal subjects are, the more

resistant they are to attempts to coerce them; the more sen-

sitive they are to challenges to their selling skills, and

they seek more information about what is going on around

them (Lefcount 1972, 1976).
l

3.3.1.1 Locus of Control

Locus of control in past research has generally been com-

prised of having two levels: internal and external. Inter-

nal locus of control involves the salesperson's perception

that the selling interaction is contingent upon his or her

own behavior or his/her relatively permanent characteris-

tics. Certain selling situations call for the salesperson

to feel they can make a difference. Other selling situa-

tions, by virtue of their nature, will not require a high

level of internal locus of control.

External locus of control refers to the salesperson's

perception that his/her actions have little effect on the
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I II TABLE 9 II I
I Situational Dimensions and Type of Personality I
I Required II II I
I Large Computer Systems Small Computer Systems I
I Time I
I 4-18 month selling 1-3 month selling
I cycle cycle II II Task II Complexity I
I higher task complexity lower task complexityl
I - I
I must be prepared to deals with fewer I
I deal with more people people I
I (buying center) II I
I fewer presentations more presentations II I
I not as many close must attempt more
I opportunities closes II II Customer I
I Contacts I
I many calls to same fewer calls to same I
I customers customers II I
I close personal customer impersonal customter I
I relationship relationships II I
I little time prospecting much time prospectingl
I I
I fewer customers more customers
I II Required I
I Personality I
I high planfulness low planfulness
I I
I low tenacity high tenacity
I I
I high locus of control low locus of control I
I IL........................................................J
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sales outcome: the outcome is perceived to be the result of

luck, chance, or fate. Certain selling situations by their

very nature (i.e. infrequent short customer contacts) may

not require that the salesperson has a great deal of control

over the outcome. The two levels of this personality

con-structwere measured using the Rotter (1966) Internal-Exter-

nal Locus of Control Scale.

Rotter (1966) described the I-E Scale as an additive sca-

le. That is, the items represent an attempt to sample I-E

beliefs across a range of situations, such as interpersonal

situations and work situations. Because it samples a varie-

ty of areas, the scale can more nearly lay claim to being a

measure of generalized expectancy. The research to date has

addressed the internal consistency of the scale and test-re-

test reliability. Concerning internal consistency, it is

probably the additive nature of the test that resulted in

the moderate but rather uniform set of internal estimates

reported by Rotter (1966). These estimates ranged from 0.65

to 0.79. As Rotter suggests, the noncomparability of the

items in an additive scale of this type makes it difficult

to achieve high estimates of internal consistency (Phares

1976).

Phares (1976) contends in general, the test-retest reli-

ability for the test appear adequate. Rotter (1966) report-
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ed reliabilities for several samples that varied from 0.49

to 0.83 depending upon the time interval and the sample in-

volved. These numbers are close to the 0.48 to 0.84 range

reported by Hersch and Scheibe (1967). Similarly, Harrow

and Terrante (1969) reported a reliability figure of 0.75

over a six-week time span. No sales studies have measured

locus of control and figures available from a sales setting

are nonexistent. The scale has been most successful when

predicting for those who are involved in personal mastery or

coping effects. This seems to coincide with the situations

described.

The attractive feature of the I—E scale is its brevity

(29 items). Other scales reviewed (Nowicki-Duke Scale, In-

tellectual Achievement Responsibility Questionnaire (IAR),

Nowicki—Strickland Locus of Control Scale) were either too

lengthy or devised especially for children. At this time,

the I-E scale (Rotter 1966) remains the most frequently used

test to assess individual differences in locus of control

beliefs.

3.3.1.2 Planfulness

Planfulness entails the organization of one's time. In a

long selling cycle, typically those associated with a buying

center, the salesperson will have to budget his/her time to
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insure all the members of the buying team are contacted,

qualified, and aware of the salespersons company, products,

and capabilities of the sales agent. Once a contact has

been made, the salesperson must lay a course as to how to

approach the account, who within the organization to con-

tact, and how to make the presentations and close. In the

short selling cycle, there is neither the time available nor

is it necessary to spend a great deal of time on planning.

This is because of the nature of the job to sell many sys-

tems to be successful. More time must be spent prospecting

and quickly qualifying. These salespeople must be making

anywhere from 1-5 new contacts a day to ensure potential
1

close opportunities exist. It should also be pointed out

competition for the smaller systems is becoming more intense

with the entry of more vendors.

U After a brief review of the problems of past personality

questionnaires, a discussion. will follow on the_ Hopkin's

Personality Inventory (HPI) any why it was chosen.

Instruments to measure personality have come under attack

from several sources (Mischel 1969), Kassarjian (1971); Ho-

gan 1983). Recall, Mischel (1968) contends since assessment

devices based upon trait theories (e.g., projectives such as

the Rorschack and TAT, and personality trait questionnaires

such as the Cattell Sixteen Personality Factor Inventory)
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are of limited utility in predicting behavior in a situa-

tion, the use of such assessment devices may also be called
° into question. Kassarjian (1971 p.4l3) presented the prob-

lem, "tests validated for specific uses on specific popula-

tions, such as college students, or as part of mental hospi-

tal intake batteries are applied to available subjects in

the general population." Finally, Hogan (1984) argues that

many early personality measures (e g., the MMPI) were de-

signed to detect psychopathology (deviant behavior), and .

therefore, are inappropriate to the task of personnel selec-

tion.Fm

Hogan's HPI was chosen because his instrument attempts to

matchystandard personality dimensions to performance. Hogan

contends his dimensions encompass aspects of human perfor-

mance that are relevant to individual status within a group,

and the possession of which makes an individual a more or A
less desirable group commodity. Hogan developed a "self-re-

port" inventory (HPI) designed to assess these factors. Ho-

gan's work extends the fundamental work of Norman (1963) and

suggests there is now a systematic basis for doing personal-

ity inventory construction. Hogan constructed a scale with

six broad factors which seemed especially crucial for suc-

cess in any group. They were: intellectance (good memory,

generates ideas); self control (planful, caution); ascen-
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dance (tenacity, influence level); sociability (sociable,

expressive) adjustment (self-confidence, self-esteem); and

likeability (tolerance, cooperative, dependable). The six

primary scales have an alpha reliability of about .90. Each

scale is composed of a set of Homogeneous Item Composites

(HIC'S). These HIC'S are like miniature scales, each having

an alpha reliability of .50 or better, and each correlating

more with its parent scale than with any other. Thus, the

six scales are composed of 45 HIC'S. Hogan found, in con-

ducting analysis with this test, that it is possible to uti-

lize them at either the scale or HIC level. Analysis at the

HIC level allows for very discrete patterning of prediction

on criterion data in a way that faithfully reproduces the

complexity of meaningful real world criterion data. At the

same time the results are interpretable in. psychological

terms because the HIC'S are distinct psychometric units.

Hogan mentions that, on theoretical grounds, his research

group expected that personality inventory constructed in

this manner would be a valid predictor of job performance in

the everyday world. There are two reasons for this expecta-

tion. First, the dimensions scaled are the primary dimen-

sions of interpersonal evaluation within the context of via-

ble, ongoing groups, and the dimensions reflect competence

rather than psychopathology. Secondly, with this inventory,
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actors are forced to describe themselves in terms of the di-

mensions that observers naturally use to make evaluations.

In the six validity studies completed to date, his expecta-

tions have been met. His work thus far shows that the HPI

is a robust predictor of a range of everyday job performance

outcomes (Busch, Schroeder, and Biersner 1982; Hogan, Ho-

gan, and Busch 1983; Hogan 1984). To assess the internal

consistency of the scales used in the research, Cronbach's

alpha reliabilities are calculated for each scale (The sur-

vey used in the study can be found in Appendix B).

3.3.1.3 Tenacity

Tenacity implies persistence and repetition (Hogan 1982).

Those who sell in short selling cycles find persistence and

repetition as part of their regular routine. Frequent cus-

tomer contacts must be made by those who sell in a short cy-

cle situation. The salesperson will meet repeated failures

as many closing attempts are required to meet the goals of

selling more systems to be successful. Making more contacts

requires more travel. Making many calls does not allow for

the planning that a long selling cycle does, but it calls

for an individual who will not tire from a strenuous rout-

ine. Hogan's HPI (1982) is used to measure this personality

construct.
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3.4 DEPENDENT VARIABLE

Three major deficiencies have plagued performance mea-

sures in past research: (1) convenience was a major criter-

ion in their selection, (2) single indicators were frequent-

ly used, and (3) corporations constrained information they

would release to researchers. Overall, researchers have fo-

cused on a wide variety of predictor variables thought to

explain differences in the performance of salespeople in sa-

les organizations. However, far less attention. has been

j given to determining appropriate performance criterion vari-

ables (Cothams, 1970). The unimpressive results of previous

research in this area may be due, at least in part, to in-

sensitive measures of salesperson performance.

Research in employment psychology has provided ample evi-

dence of the multidimensional nature of performance criteriaj

(Smith, 1976). This means that more than one criterion mea-

sure should be utilized when measuring job performance.

However, multiple criterion measures should be combined into

a single unidimensional composite that yields a measure of

job success, or value to the organization or researcher

(Fralicx and Raju, 1982). A number of weighting techniques

have been recommended for accomplishing this goal. Eralicx

and Raju found management weights, equal weights, unit

weights, and factor weights to yield almost identical re-
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sults. They contend that their results suggest that practi-

tioners may use a simpler method such as equal weights or

unit weights while still obtaining a composite as good as

the one derived with the more complex method of management

weights. They further content that management weights are

generally the most desirable way to form a single measure of

job success, but it is not always easy to obtain the needed

weights. Additionally, a composite can only be used if all

of the measures are unidimensional.

A remaining question is which dependent measures should

be collected. Cravens and Woodruff (1973) argue that the

decision must be made only after interviewing managers with-

in the company being studied. That is, the actual selection

of the variables should only be collected after extensive V
discussions with the firm's management. Although objective

(percent of quota attained) and subjective (manager's rat-

ing) were initially identified to be collected, others were

added through management's input: (1) new accounts generat-

ed, (2) number of existing accounts lost in past year, and

(3) time and territory management.

Behrman and Perrault's (1975) subjective rating scale was

used to rate the salespeople (See Appendix C). The scale

was modified slightly by adding the time and territory mea-

sure at the request of the company. This was done after top
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management reviewed the scale and offered suggestions on how

the scale could be adjusted to better meet their needs. The

scale measured:

1. salespeoples efforts in working with other personnel

in your firm;

2. the extent of their technical knowledge and how they

use it;

3. their efforts to control company expenses;

4. their ability to produce sales;

5. their work in promoting customer goodwill for the

company;

6. their efforts in providing different types of infor-

mation to the firm;

7. their skill in giving sales presentations and in

dealing with customers during the sales call; and

8. their ability to manage their time and territory.

Each scale gave a short description of what each sales-

person was to be rated on. The Behrman and Perreault (1975)

scale was a thermometer scale divided into increments of

ten. If a salesperson was perceived to be average by the

rater, then a score of 50 was to be administered.
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3.5 RESEARCH HYPOTHESES

The following hypothesis were derived from the contradic-

tions between trait theory research and situational re-

search. Sawyer and Peter (1983) contend there may be situa-

tions which at least allow a sorting out of the best

currently available theory from several alternatives. This

approach involves comparing competing hypotheses where sup-

port for one hypothesis (theory) implies rejection of the

others.‘ The interactionistic approach has argued that trait

theory alone is not enough to link the performance—personal-

ity relationship. The situation in which one is selling is

also important. Each general hypothesis has been structured

so that rejection of trait theory implies acceptance of the

interactionists' theory.

Trait theorists today argue that past research on person-

ality assessment was, in fact, poorly done and with the sop-

histication and know—how available today, their theory can

predict behavior of those who will be successful on the job.'
Recall, Block (1977 p.3) stated "many studies in the field

are poorly done - methodologically inadequate, without con-

ceptual implication, and even foo1ish." He went on to argue

that many studies used concepts loosely, employed inadequate

measures, and did not appropriately analyze the data. He

reasons that if personality research is poorly executed, the
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personality/performance relationship may appear inconsistent

when, in fact, little can be concluded from the erratic na-

ture of the findings. Furthermore, Block (1977 p.37) con-

tended "It may well be that the current dismal assessment of

the personality literature depends too heavily on the poor

'batting averages' our sloppy empiricism has attained. When

pressed to uncover competently performed studies, that sup-

port trait theory, Block could only cite one; his own (Block

1971). ‘

As has been noted, the selling literature is abundant

with trait theory research. Theoretical support for the

personality-performance relationship, when given, was pre-

sented in terms of trait theory. For the reasons previously

mentioned (i.e., conflicting results), the interaction hy-

pothesis was presented as an alternative theory. The sell-

ing situation in which a person is involved was thought to

, have a moderating influence on the personality-performance

relationship. The general hypothesis which tested these two

competing theories is:

Hl:OO The interactionists approach to predicting
the effect of personality on performance will ex-
plain more variance than the trait approach.

The remaining hypotheses were developed to relate specific

personality constructs to specific selling situations. If,

in fact, the situations are moderating the personality-per-
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formance relationship, certain personality attributes might

be effective in some selling situations but not in others.

If, on the othex· hand, the trait theorists are correct,

there should be no personality differences across selling

situations. That is, each personality trait should operate

the same way regardless of the specific situation.

The first set of hypotheses deal with the two personality

measures planfulness and tenacity. In short selling cycles,

such as small computer sales, not a great deal of time is

available for planning. If the salesperson is intent on ri-

gorous planning, time may be taken away from calling on po-

tential customers. The person in a short selling cycle must

have the tenacity to go out every day and attempt to make

more contacts. Because the selling cycle is so short, being

at the right place at the right time is much of the battle.

In a long selling cycle, such as larger computer sales,

planfulness is a characteristic that is of utmost impor-

tance. A great deal of time is spent diagnosing customer

problems, interviewing different members of the buying cen-

ter, and getting ready for the presentation. Usually a cus-

tom-made demonstration for each specific prospect is neces-

sary. This selling situation does not allow time for the

salesperson to call on as many potential prospects as in the

short selling cycle situation. Therefore, the person that
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sells large computers may only be rejected 15-20 times a

4 year. As a result, tenacity may not be as necessary in this

situation. These notions are presented in the following hy-

potheses.

V Hlzll In a long selling cycle situation, there is
a positive relationship between planfulness and
sales performance. The more planful the salesper-
son, the better the sales performance. There will
be a negative relationship between tenacity and
sales performance in the long selling cycle situa-
tion.

Hlrl2 In a short selling cycle situation, there
l

is a positive relationship between tenacity and
performance. The more tenacious the salesperson,
the better the sales performance. There will be a
negative relationship between planfulness and sa-
les performance in the short selling cycle situa-
tion.

The next two hypotheses deal with internal and external

locus of control. In a long selling cycle, an internal locus

of control might be important because sales people must be-

lieve they can be the difference between making the sale and

not making it. If the salesperson in the long selling cycle

meets failure, then it would seem imperative that the sales-

person take the time to step back and determine which of his

or her behaviors need to be changed or enhanced to ensure

success in the next contact. That is, because the individu-

al feels accountable for his/her own behavior, he/she should

introspectively evaluate the potential causes of failure.

Possibly not enough time was spent in the pre-approach, or
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inadequate preparation was made for the presentation, or a

problem was not solved. In any case, the salesperson spends

too much time with one account planning, presenting, and

diagnosing to not feel he or she can make a difference.

If, on the other hand, the salesperson had an external

locus of control and believed luck, chance, and fate were

responsible for the sale, then there would be little incen-

tive for spending the extra time planning activities, writ-

ing alternatives proposals, or devoting time to learning

about competition or the company's history.

The nature of the short selling cycle does not lend it-

self to spending great amounts of time on personal assess-

ment. The selling cycle is so short that being at the right

place at the right time is essential. Placing an individual

with an internal locus of control in a job like that might

well frustrate the individual to the point of quitting. Be-

cause of the number of contacts that must be made in a short

selling cycle, a salesperson does not have time to step back _

from each failure and analyze it. It may be better to have

a salesperson with an external locus of control in this type

of selling situation. They can attribute their short term

failures to luck and and continue to make more sales con-

tacts. whether or not "internals" and "externals" may per-

form better in one selling situation or another is tested in

the following hypotheses:
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H1:l3 In a long selling cycle situation, there is
a positive relationship between locus of control
and sales performance. The more internal the sal-
esperson, the better the sales performance.

Hl:l4 In a short selling cycle situation, there
is a negative relationship between locus of con-
trol and sales performance. The more external a
salesperson, the better the sales performance.

Planfulness and locus of control have been hypothesized

to positively influence performance such that those who are ‘

high (internal) on both should also be successful in long

selling cycles. Furthermore, tenacity and locus of control

have been hypothesized to influence performance such that

those who are high on tenacity and low (external) on locus

of control should be successful in the short selling cycle.

The result is the following prediction equation:

Ssc = a + bl T — b2L C + b3P + e

Lsc = a + bl P + b2L C + b3T + e

where

Ssc = Short selling cycle

Lsc = Long selling cycle
”

T = Tenacity

LC = Locus of Control

P = Planfulness

The two hypotheses to be tested are:

Hl:l5 In a long selling cycle situation, internal
locus of control and planfulness will increase sa-
les performance, while tenacity will not.
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H1:16 In a short selling cycle situation,
external locus of control and tenacity will in-
crease sales performance, while planfulness will
not

’
A review of the hypotheses can be found in Table 10.

3.6 SAMPLE SELECTION CRITERIA

To meet the- current research objectives the following

criteria for sample selection were deemed necessary: (1)

salespeople from the same organization, (2) similar reward

and performance evaluation systems, and (3) similar products

sold by the salesforce. In order to eliminate as many rival

hypotheses as possible (e.g. different reward systems or

different products sold were the cause of the results) one

company was chosen. A very large computer firm offered two

selling situations (long selling cycle versus short selling

cycle to allow comparison) with similar products and reward

systems. The purpose of the study is to test the theoreti-

cal relationship between personality-situation-performance,

and in this exploratory research study, the sample appears

to have the characteristics desired. Tversky and Kahneman

(1971) persuasively argue that it is foolish and frustrating

for researchers to gather data if there is only* a 50-50

chance of obtaining a significant effect. Cohen (1965) and

Brewer (1972) suggest that, if one adheres to the conven-

tional Type I error rate of 5%, power ought to be at least
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I I
I TABLE 1O I
I I
I Summary of Operational Hypotheses I
I I
I I
I In a long selling cycle situation, there is a positive I
I relationship betweeen planfulness and sales performance.I
I The more planful the salesperson, the better the sales I
I performance. There will be a negative relationship I
I between tenacity and sales performance in the long I
I selling cycle situation. I
I I
I In a short selling cycle situation, there is a positive I
I relationship between tenacity and performance. The morel
I tenacious the salesperson, the better the sales I
I performance. There will be a negative relationship I
I between planfulness and sales performance in the I
I short selling cycle situation. · I
I I
I In a long selling cycle situation, there is a positive I
I relationship between locus of control and performance. I
I The more internal the salesperson, the better the I
I sales performance. I
I I
I In a short selling cycle situation, there is a negative I
I relationship between locus of control and performance. I
I The more external a salesperson, the better the I
I sales performance. I
I I
I In a long selling cycle situation, internal locus of I
I control and planfulness will increase sales
I performance, while tenacity will not. I
I I
I In a short selling cycle situation, external locus of I
I locus and tenacity will increase sales performance, I
I while planfulness will not. I
I . I
L._...._..................................................4
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80%. Using Cohen's power analysis tables and an expected

effect size equal to .5, the desired sample for each selling

situation was found to be 50. The nature of the sample does

not allow for randomly assigning the salespeople to either

of the selling situations and because of this problem a true

experimental design is ruled out.

3.7 RESEARCH DESIGN AND EXECUTION Q; STUQX

The purpose of the research design is to test the opera-

tional hypotheses. This exploratory study employed a corre-

lation survey research design to test the strength of the

relationships proposed. Hunter and Gerbing's (1979) proce-

dure for testing the unidimensionality of constructs was

used on all the measurement instruments included in the stu-

dy. The regression equations for each of the sales groups

are compared. Differences between the personality/perfor-

mance relationship should depend on the situation in which

they were being tested. Chronbach's alpha will be assessed

for all scales. Analysis will center around standard re-

gression procedures which are:

1. Review the scatterplots;

2. Assessing the significance of the overall E ratio;

3. Examining the analysis of variance table;
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4. Testing the significance of the t—values for each va-

riable; and

5. Determining the predictive accuracy of the models

through the prediction sum of squares (PRESS).

The execution of the study included the following data

collection procedures:

1. questionnaire development

2. questionnaire administration

3. dependent variable data

4. sample characteristics

Each area will be covered in detail pertaining to the meth-

ods used in implementing the procedures.

3.7.0.4 Questionnaire development

The questionnaire was developed by combining the Rotter

Internal/External Locus of Control Scale (29 items) and the

2 Hopkins,Personality Inventory (304 items). These two scales

Nwere used to operationalize planfulness (17 items), tenacity

(8 items), and locus of control (29 items). Churchill,

Ford, and Walker's (1974, 1975) scales to measure job satis-

faction, role conflict, and job ambiguity (217 items) were

also added to the instrument but not used in the analysis.

A group of questions preceded the survey that asked for gen-

eral information from the sales representative (See Appendix
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B). The general information questions also required the

salespeople to answer ten questions that were proprietary

information for the client firm. These questions are not

included in Appendix B. The total survey consisted of 585

questions. Because of the length of the survey a pretest

was done using a sample of former salespeople and students

(N=lO). The objective of the pretest was to determine the

length of time it took to complete the questionnaire and

whether the instructions and questions were clear. The av-

erage time to complete the questionnaire was 48 minutes.

The instructions and questions appeared to be clear so the

survey was sent on to the company to be examined for further

changes. The client firm asked that no further changes be

made to the questionnaire. All of the scored questions used

in the survey were asked in the first 30 minutes of the ses-

sion. The items from the Churchill, Ford and Walker scales

were placed at the end of the survey. Thus, an argument

could be made that fatigue played a part in the results, but

the fatigue factor was of greater concern for the latter

scales and not the personality inventories. _

The salespeople were given a sum total score on each of

the personality constructs. The sum scores for each sales-

person were the data used in the analysis.
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Two questions (questions 18 and 20) were asked in the

general information section to determine salesperson place-

ment in one of the two selling cycles. Cutoffs were set at

three months or less for the short selling cycle group and

greater than three months for the long selling cycle group.

Furthermore, systems sales of $150,000 or less was the cu-

toff for short selling cycles and greater than $150,000 for

· the long selling cycle group. The salespeople had to meet '

these cutoffs to be placed in either group. The mean scores

for the long selling cycle group were 8.7 months and

$625,000. The mean scores for the short selling cycle

groups were 2.1 months and $100,000.

3.7.0.5 Questionnaire Administration

The entire sample took the survey during a weekly branch

meeting held in the branch. None of the salespeople were

allowed to take the surveys home to complete. The survey

was given to all the salespeople between June 4, 1984 and

June 14, 1984. The data collection spanned nine working

days in an effort to reduce environmental biases (i.e., one

branch informing another branch of the study's intent). The

salespeople were asked to respond to the questions by an-

swering on an opscan sheet that could be read by a scanner.

During a two week period each salesperson's raw data sheets
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were compared to the computer printout and checked for er-

rors. A majority of the data was collected by this re-

searcher going from branch to branch. The data was collect-

ed either at nine a.m. or one p.m. and both selling cycles

were equally represented during the sessions. The remainder

of the surveys were mailed to the branch managers who admin-

istered the survey during a branch meeting during the June

4th to 14th time frame. The salespeople were asked to mail

the completed questionnaires directly back to the researcher

instead of the company in an effort to enhance anomymity.

It was felt that this procedure also would cut down on eval-

uation apprehension.

3.7.0.6 Dependent Variable Data

Objective and subjective measures were collected to ass-

ess the major dimensions of salesperson's performance. The

objective data was collected from employee records which in-
·

cluded quota, number of new accounts generated, and number

of existing accounts lost. The subjective performance di-

mensions included: (1) effectiveness in making sales pre-

sentations; (2) providing customers with necessary informa-

tion; (3) technical knowledge; and (4) success in meeting

sales objectives to name a few. Sales managers were asked

to evaluate and rate "each salesperson under your authority
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as he/she compares with all other salespersons you have

known or worked with in a similar situation" on a percentage

rating scale (1-100) for each dimension of job performance.

A performance composite score was computed based upon rat-

ings on the nine job performance dimensions to determine

each salesperson's overall subjective job performance (Berh-

man, Bigoness, and Perreault 1981).

3.7.0.7 Sample Characteristics

The company surveyed in the study was a large computer

manufacturer that sold both large and small scale systems

domestically and internationally. The domestic salesforce

was used in the study as over 70% of the salesforce took

the survey. All of the geographic regions were covered.

The company guaranteed 250 respondents and 244 actually took

the survey. After incomplete surveys and employees who

hadn't worked all of 1983 with the organization were removed

the resulting sample used in the study totaled 197. Ninety

five were short selling cycle salespeople and one hundred

and two were long selling cycle salespeople. The salespeo-

ple were told not to sign their name on the response sheets

but were asked to provide an employee number so performance

scores could be matched to survey responses.
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The previous steps were critical in the accomplishment of

three main objectives:

1. A division of the salespeople into the two selling

situations;

2. The operationalization of the independent variables

planfulness, tenacity, and locus of control using the

Hopkins Personality Inventory and Rotter I/E; and

»' 3. The gathering of' data on the performance measures

from the salesmanagers and data on the predictor va-

riables from the salespeople.

3.8 SUMMARY

The proposed research design tests the operational hy-

potheses developed in this chapter. Specifically, the inde-

pendent variables, planfulness, tenacity, and locus of con-

trol, were measured in two selling situations (long and

short selling cycles). A number of performance measures

(objective and subjective) were collected, and a composite

was formed and correlated with the personality measures.

The personality variables were measured using Hogan's

Hopkins Personality Inventory and Rotter I/E scale. The

scales used in this study allowed for a departure from more

traditional personality traits (e.g. ego—strength, domi-

nance, empathy) toward traits that were thought to be more



· 129

directly related to selling (e.g. planfulness, tenacity, lo-

cus of control).

Salespeople from a larger computer industry firnx were

used as the respondents. The data from the personality in-

ventories and the performance measures were analyzed using

correlational analysis. Unlike past studies, this study ex-

plicitly considered the nature of the selling situation as a

moderator of the personality-performance relationship.



Chapter IV

. RESULTS AND ANALYSES

4.1 INTRODUCTION

The results of the hypotheses tests are presented in this

chapter. First, all preliminary procedures performed on the

data are outlined. Next, the analysis of the data are dis-

cussed including: (1) testing for multicollinearity of the

constructs; (2) separating the data based on long and short

selling cycles; and (3) analyzing the results of the study

with respects to the hypotheses presented in Chapter III.

4.2 PRELIMINARY PROCEDURES

Prior to submitting the data to regression analysis, a

number of preliminary procedures were conducted. Specifi-

cally, these involved (1) preparation of data; (2) deletion

of cases; (3) study of constructs for unidimensional mea-

surement; (4) assessment of reliability; and (5) determina-

tion of power and effect sizes.

4.2.1 Preparation gf Data

The salespeople were asked to take a paper and pencil

survey of the personality scales. All of the salespeople's

responses were placed on computer coded answer sheets. The

’13O
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sa1espeoples' responses then formed a data set which was put

on the computer. The data set was visually reviewed to

check for gaps and the salespersons failure to answer ques-

tions. The salespeople received a score on each variable by

summing their responses.

4.2.2 gggg—Deletions

Objective 1983 sales performance data were provided by

the sales managers for each individual salesperson. Great

care was taken to inform the sales managers that partial

years should not be reported for new employees. Forty five

out of 244 response sets were deleted because the sales re-

presentative had not spent the entire 1983 year in the cur-

rent territory.

The returned surveys were also examined for completed-

ness. While a vast majority of subjects did a thorough job,

two cases had multiple missing values on the independent va-

riables. As a. result, these cases were eliminated from

further analysis.

4.2.3 gtugy gf Constructs fg; Unidimensionality

The scales used in the study were assessed using confir-

matory factor analysis to determine if they measured the

construct purported to being measured. Danes and Mann
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(1984) and Hunter and Gerbing (1982) offer a number of tech-

niques for evaluating and creating a set of unidimensional

indicators: internal consistency, external consistency, and

homogeneity of content. Each of these concepts will be de-

fined.

4.2.4 Internal Consistency

The causal relations between the items of a unidimension-

- al cluster are determined by their causal relationship to

the underlying trait. Thus, a useful guide for the evalua-

tion of the fit of the observed correlations among the items

on the scale is an inspection of the correlation matrix. If

all the items in a cluster measure the same factor, then the

correlations between the items ought to be uniformly high

and consistent.

Another test for internal consistency is an inspection of

the partial correlation matrix that partials out the trait

variable. If the cluster is unidimensional, each partial

correlation should be close to zero and only represent sam-

pling error. Thus, if all the items in a cluster measure

the same factor, the partial correlations between items

ought to be uniformly low (i.e. near zero) and consistent.
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4.2.5 External Consistency

A second test for unidimensional measurement is parallelism.

Hunter and Gerbing (1982) contend the criterion of external

consistency (parallelism) specifies how these items should

correlate with variables outside of the cluster. The items

in a unidimensional cluster should have similar patterns of

correlations with items in other clusters or traits. The

general statement of parallelism is that the items in a uni-

dimensional cluster have similar patterns of correlations

with (1) items in other clusters or (2) other traits. Thus,
·

when items from planfulness are correlated with an item from

tenacity, the inter-item correlations should be about the

same (within sampling error).

4.2.6 Homogeneity gf Content

Homogeneity of content should be discussed when determining

unidimensional measurement. This procedure is more of an

art than a science. The attempt during survey construction

is to pick items that have approximately the same semantic

meaning. Thus, one is attempting to measure one construct

by asking multiple questions and any carelessness in this

procedure is assumed to be random and will average out for a

large number of items. An expert in the field of study

would be a good start to review questions and check them for
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face and content validity. It is imperative that the re-

searcher generate a large number of items to overcome bad

items that will drop out of the pool. Items should not be

mixed together in the same cluster unless the items share a

specific and common meaning.

4.2.7 Criterion fg; Testing fg; Unidimensionality gf
Constructs

The criterion used in this study to delete scale items

that are not unidimensional are:

(1): The inter-item correlation matrix was analyzed to

determine if the correlations were consistent (similar)

across all items in the pool. Also the partial correlations

were assessed as a second test of internal consistency.

(2): The similarity coefficients were assessed to deter-

mine if the items' coefficients in the pool were correlating

consistently with items outside the pool.

(3): the factor loadings were assessed to determine if

the items were loading on the parent construct or one of the

other constructs in the measurement model. For example, a

planfulness item must be more highly correlated to the plan-

fulness construct than tenacity or locus of control.
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4.2.8 Test gf Unidimensional Measurement

' The measurement model that was tested included the Rotter

Internal/External Locus of Control Scale (29 items), two

scales from the Hopkins Personality Inventory, planfulness

and tenacity (17 and 8 items), and 12 performance measures

(9 subjective, and 3 objective). Each scale will be indivi-

dually evaluated based on the criterion presented (See Table

11 for the constructs investigated and a sample of opera-
‘

tional indicators).

4.2.9 The Rotter IÄE gggus gf Control

The I/E scale was tested for unidimensionality based on

the criterion previously mentioned (i.e. internal consisten-

cy, external consistency, factor loading assessment). It

should be noted questions 2, 8, 14, 19, and 24 are filler

questions that are not scored. These questions are used to

keep those who are taking the test from guessing its intent.

These questions should not and do not fit in with the oth-

ers. The pairwise correlations are contained in Appendix

D. Items 10 and 13 are not correlating as highly and con-

sistently as with the remaining item correlations. The fac-

tor loadings for items 10 and 13 are also low when compared

to the remaining items (See Table 12). A majority of the

scored items have factor loadings in the 30's, 40's and 50's
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I II TABLE 11 |
I I
I Sample of Constructs Investigated and Operational I
I Indicators I

I I
I Theoretical Variable Operational Indicator II Construct Code II I
I Locus of L6 a. Without the right breaks I
I Control one cannot be an effective I
I leader. I
I b. Capable people who fail to I
I become leaders have not I
I taken advantage of their I
I opportunities. II I
I L8* a. Heredity plays the major I
I role in determining one's I
I personality. I
I b. It is one's experiences in I
I life which determine what I
I they're like. I ~
I I
I L11 a. Becoming a success is a I
I matter of hard work, luck I
I has little or nothing to II do with it. I
I b. Getting a good job depends I
I mainly on being in the I
I right place at the right I
I time. II _ I
I L28 a. What happens to me is my II own doing. I
I b. Sometimes I feel that I I
I don't have enough control I
I over the direction my life I
I is taking. II I
I Planfulness P2 I never know what I will dol
I tomorrow. II I
I P3 I plan my work very
I carefully in advance. II I
I P6 It is always best to stick I
I with a plan that works. I
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I I
I Pl4* I won't start a job unless I
I I know I can finish it. II I
I Tenacity Tl Success is mostly a matter II of will power. II I
I T2* I have learned to accept I
I failure. II I
I T3 If I decide I want I
I something, I won't quit
I until I have it. II I
I T4* I have a tendency to give I
I up when I meet difficult II problems. I
I I
I * Items have been dropped from pool.
I Iu........._............................................4
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while items 10 and 13 are in the teens. Non—scored items

such as 8 and 14 have factor loadings just about as high as

items 10 and 13. This suggests items 10 and 13 may be mea-

suring something other than locus of control.

4.2.9.1 Planfulness

The pairwise correlations are contained in Appendix D.

Items 43, 44, and 46 are not correlating as highly as the

remaining items in the pool. In fact, item 46 is the only

item in the pool that correlates negatively with the remain-

ing items. The factor loadings are also very consistent ex-

cept for items 43, 44, and 46 (See Table 12). It should be

noted that items 43, 44, and 46 loaded more highly on tenac-

ity than the parent planfulness scale (Appendix E). This

suggests these three items are measuring something other

than planfulness. The similarity coefficients for items 43,

44, and 46 are inconsistent with the remaining items. For

example, the similarity coefficients for the remaining item

are approximately .5 while item 43 has similarly coeffi-

1 cients with items 37-41 as .116; .249, .147, .372 and .312.

Based on this analysis, item 43, 44, and 46 will be removed

from the items to be used in the analysis.
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V‘“——”‘———**—*——**—*——**‘**‘——————————**———*—————————————w
I II . TABLE 12 II I
I Factor Loadings II II I
I Locus of Control II I
I Vbl. Number Factor Loading II I
I 1 33 I
I Z *3* I
I 3 23 I
I 4 37 I
I 5 39 I
I 6 31 I
I 7 32 I
I ~ 8 15* I
I „ 9 22 I _
I 10 19* I
I 11 51 I
I 12 51 I
I 13 13* I
I 14 13* I
I 15 44 I
I 16 41 I
I 17 49 I
I 18 46 I
I 19 -11* I
I 20 29 I
I 21 24 I
I 22 43 ~I
I 23 26 |
I 24 -3* I
I 25 55 I
I 26 27 I
I 27 31 I
I 28 41 I
I 29 21 II I
I I
I * Items have been dropped from pool.

II
I II II II II · I
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I I
I

Planfulness _ Tenacity I
'

I
I

Vbl. Number Factor Loading Vbl. Number Factor Loadingl
I

I 30 39 47 54 I· I 31 51 48 -8* I
I 32 50 49 46 I
I 33 46 50 0* I
I 34 58 51 35 I
I 35_ 44 52 26 I
I 36 38 53 28 I
I 37, 33 54 24 I
I 38 46 I
I 39 40 I
I 40 40 Performance
I 41, 27 I
I 42 41 Vbl. Number Factor Loadingl
I 43 18* I
I 44 22* Subjective Measures I
I 45 38 55 69 I
I 46 I -17* 56 78 I
I 57 22 I
I 58 81 I

~ I 59 86 I
I 60 77 I
I 61 87 I
I 62 85 II 63 94 II
I Objective Measures I
I 64 23 I
I 65 -7 I
I 66 5 II I
I * Items have been dropped from pool.

II
I IL..............................................................J
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4.2.9.2 Tenacity

The pairwise correlations for the construct tenacity can

be found in Appendix D. Items 48 and 50 appear to be quite

different from the remaining items as these two items are

consistently negative. One advantage of running confirmato-

ry facator analysis is the two negative items alerts the re-

searcher to the fact the questions could have been coded

wrong or they need to be recoded because the negative ques-

tions getting at the construct tenacity. After a thorough

check, this was not found to be the case. All of the ques-

tions were coded correctly. Items 48 and 50 were inconsis-

tent when compared to the factor loadings for each of the

tenacity items (See Table 12). Items 48 and 50 correlated

as highly with the other constructs as they do with tenaci-

ty. The similarity coefficients are also low and inconsis-

tent in comparison to the remaining items. Based on the

correlation matrix analysis and the similarity coefficients

analysis items 48 and 50 were removed from the eight item

tenacity scale.

4.2.9.3 Performance

The pairwise correlations for performance can be found in

Appendix D. The scale included nine subjective measures

(items 55-63) and three objective measures (items 64-66).
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The objective measures have lower correlations than the sub-

jective. The two sets of items appear to be tapping two

different dimensions of performance. The correlations for

both sets are internally high but the objective measures are

lower. The factor loadings seem to also suggest the subjec-

tive measures group together as one performance construct

and the objective do the same (See Table 12).

The subjective and objective measures will be kept sepa-

rate and the single measure of quota attained will be used

to test the hypotheses. For a summary of the eliminated

items and their violation see Table 13.

4.2.10 Summary gf Unidimensionality

The scales were assessed on whether they were internally

consistent, externally consistent, and loaded on the parent

scale more highly than on another scale. Hunter (1979) re-

commends the analysis be rerun with only the items to be in-

cluded in the measurement model. Confirmatory factor analy-

sis was rerun and the scales were found to be internally

consistent and and all of the factor loadings were high and

uniform. Finally, the similarity coefficients were consis-

tent for the remaining items. A review of the remaining

items can be found in Appendix F.
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V——__°—_——__————"—__———°—————_——__"_'_—_'__"'_“"_“'"“‘”_7
I II TABLE 13 II I
I Summary of Item Elimination II II I
I Correlation Similarity Factor I
I Locus of Matrix Violation Loading I
I Control Violation External Violation II Internal Consistency II Consistency II II 2 (not scored) I
I 8 (not scored) I
I 10 x x x I
I 13 x x II 14 (not scored) I
I 19 (not scored) I
I 24 (not scored) I

V

I 27 (not scored) II II Planfulness II 43 x x x I „
I 44 x x x I /I 46 x x x II
I Tenacity I
I 48 x x x II 50 x x x II
I Performance I
I 55 x I
I 56 x I
I 56 x I
I

‘ 57 x I
I 58 x I
I 59 x I
I 60 x · I
I 61 x I
I 62 x I
I 63 x I
I 64 x I
I 65 x I
I 66 x I
I note: x means item was eliminated for reason I
I provided by column heading. -

II
L.,.............._....................................4
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4.2.11 Reliability Assessment

The reliability and unidimensionality of a set of indica-

tors are independent concepts (Green, Lissitz, and Mulaik

1977). If a number of items are unidimensional, then all

the items measure the same trait. Just because an item is

reliable does not mean the indicator is part of an unidimen-

sional construct. Thus, the value of alpha should be inter-

preted only after the items have been demonstrated to satis-

fy the criteria of unidimensionality. For example,

performance has a coefficient alpha of 0.88 but only after

confirmatory factor analysis is run can one determine that

new and lost accounts are not unidimensional and the manag-

erial scales and percent of quota are tapping two different

aspects of performance. The full model and the new model

coefficient alphas are listed in Table 14. When the indi-
U

cators were eliminated from the scales, which were not mea-

suring the constructs, the coefficient alphas improved. Te-

nacity's reliability increased from .34 to .46 by

eliminating items 48 and 50. Although tenacity's reliabili-

ty is still low, it does approach the reliabilities reported

by Hogan (alpha = .51) for the previous research efforts

(1980). Because reliabilities in excess of .6 generally are



145

regarded as sufficient for research purposes (Nunally 1967)

the remaining constructs are generally reliable when com-

pared to results by other researchers. Further, these va-

lues compare favorably with those found by other researchers

(Hogan 1982, Rotter 1966).

Based on this preliminary analysis, it was concluded that

three of the four groups of variables provided reliable mea-

sures of the four underlying constructs.

4.2.12 Multicollinearity

I Whenever more than one independent variable is being mea-

sured in a regression analysis, it is necessary to determine

the extent to which the explanatory variables can be treated

as relatively distinct or whether the variables are multi-

collinear (i.e., they measure the same construct). Montgom-

ery and Peck (1982) contend multicollinearity can be ass-

essed using the variance inflation estimator. The variance

inflation estimator is the degree in which a change in one

variable influences change in another. Thus, the lower the

variance inflation estimator the less influence one variable

has on another and the variables are said to be independent.

A score of less than ten is accepted as low multicollineari-

ty (Montgomery and Peck 1982). The highest variance infla-

tion factor is for tenacity at 1.201. Thus, multicollinear-
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{ TABLE 14 {
{ Reliabilities (coefficient G) {

I I{ Scale Full Model New Model {

{ Locus of Control .72 .75 {

{ Planfulness .72 .75 {

{ Tenacity .34 .46 {

{ Performance 1.00 1.00 {

I I
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I I
I TABLE 15 I
I I
I Variables Used in Data Analysis after Package was Run I

I I
I CONSTRUCT VARIABLES I
I I
I Locus of Centrol l, 3y 4-73 9, ll-12, 15-l8,I
I _ 20-23, 25, 26, 28, 29 II I
I Planfulness 30-42, 45 I
I I
I Tenacity 47, 49, 51-54 I
I · I
I Perfermance 64 I
I I
I I
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ity is most likely not a problem, and the explanatory

variables can be treated as orthogonal or relatively inde-

pendent of each other (see Table 17).

4.2.13 Selling Cycles

Two measures were reported by the salespeople to indicate

what types of accounts they called on. First, they indicat-

ed how long it took from initial customer contact to the

close of the sale (on the average). Second, the salespeople

reported the average cost of the systems they sold. Cutoffs

for the two samples were three months or less and systems

that sold for less than $150,000 for the short selling cycle

salespeople and greater than three months and $150,000 for

the long cycle (Business Week, August 1983, p.21). There

were 95 usable short selling cycle responses and 106 usable

long selling cycle responses. Forty-five salespeople did

not meet the requirements of having a full 1983 sales yearl
with the company and two did not complete the questionnaire

properly (See Table 18).

4.2.14 Analysis

Responses remaining after the before-mentioned deletions

constituted the data input for subsequent analysis. Table

19 depicts the response means and standard deviations for
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I I| TABLE 17 |
I I
I . Variance Inflation Factors II II I
I Short Long Combined I
I Variables Cycle Cycle Cycles II I
I Locus of I
I Control 1.113 1.082 1.098 II

‘
I

I Planfulness 1.048 1.089 1.067 II I
I Tenacity 1.107 1.031 1.044 II II I
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_ I I| TABLE 18 |I I
I Questionnaire Response Set II II I
I Long Short Total II II Number of I
I Questionnaires 129 115 244 II Completed II II Did not spend I
I all of 1983 25 20 45 II selling II I
I Questionnaire I
I Not Complete 2 0 2 II II Number of _ II Usable I
I Questionnaires 102 95 197 II IL...._...................................................J
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the long and short selling cycle groups, respectively. It

should be noted that planfulness and tenacity were reversed

scored. A low score on both variables means a high level of

the personality trait. An examination of Table 19 reveals

differences between the mean responses of various indepen-

dent ·variables under the different selling cycle levels.
°For instance, the mean responses for the long selling group

is significantly' higher than the mean responses for the

short selling cycle group for locus of control and planful-

ness. For planfulness, the short selling cycle mean is sig-

nificantly larger than the long selling mean indicating the

long selling cycle group is more planful. However, there is

no significant difference between the two cycles in terms of

tenacity. The formula for the t-test with unequal samples

was used and can be found in Ott (1977 p.1l7). The t-test

formula is as follows:

$12/H1) * (S22/¤2)

Y1 = mean group one

YZ = mean group two

S12 = variance group one
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S22 = variance group two

nl = sample size of group one

Hz = sample size of group two

4.2.15 Regression Model Results

The results of the multiple regression analyses for the

two models are presented in Table 20 and 21 respectively. A

discussion of each model will follow in the next sections.

4.2.16 Regression Analysis for the Short Selling Cycle

The model presented in Table 20 shows locus of control

and tenacity to be significant predictors of sales perfor-

mance. As hypothesized, locus of control has a significant

negative relationship on performance. Also a tenacity has a

significant negative relationship on performance. Low

scores mean high levels of tenacity so the negative rela-

tionship was expected. In this model the t-test is signifi-

cant and indicates at least one of the predictors is signi-

ficant. In this case locus of control is the most important

predictor and tenacity, the second most important predictor.

The t-test for the short selling cycle indicates locus of

control and tenacity were significant at the .0009 and .0468
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„ I I| TABLE 19 |I · I
I Means and Standard Deviations and Differences Between II Selling Cycles II II sH¤RT SELLING cycrz SAMPLE II II Scale Number of Possible Mean Standard I
I Items Range Deviationl
I I
I Locus of 29 0-29 13.84 3.61 II
I Control II I
I Planfulness 17 0-17 7.08 2.87 II I
I Tenacity 8 0-8 4.94 1.12 I

I I
I LONG SELLING CYCLE SAMPLE I

I I
I Scale Number of Possible Mean Standard I
I Items Range Deviationl
I I
I Locus of 29 0-29 15.39 3.64 II Control II I
I Planfulness 17 0-17 8.87 2.77
I I
I Tenacity 8 0-8 4.86 1.16 II . II I
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levels respectively. The adjusted R2 for the short selling

cycle group is .10.

4.2.17 Regression Analysis fg; th; gggg Selling gyglg

The model presented in Table 21 shows locus of control

and planfulness to be significant predictors of sales per-

formance. As hypothesized, locus of control has a signifi-

cant. positive relationship to performance. That is, the

more a salesperson takes personal control over his/her life,

the more successful he/she will be. Also, planfulness has a

significant negative relationship on performance. Since low

scores mean greater planfulness, this result was expected.

In this model, the t-test is significant and indicates at

least one of the predictors is significant or the null is

not equal to 0. In this case planfulness is the most impor-

tant predictor of performance. Locus of control is the sec-

ond most important predictor and tenacity the least impor-

tant. The t-test for the long selling cycle predictors,
~

locus of control and planfulness, were significant at the

.001 and .0001 levels respectively. In addition, the value

of the adjusted RZ for the long selling cycle group is rela-

tively high (e.g. explaining 36% of the variation in sales

performance for the long cycle sample) and compares favora-

bly with those of previous marketing studies (Bagozzi 1978;

.15 to .61 and Lamont and Lundstrom 1977; .33 to .42).
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4.3 CORRECTION {QB ATTENUATION

If a researcher wishes to determine the relationship bet-

ween two theoretical variables, or latent traits, he/she may

construct scales to measure them. If the relationship bet-

ween these scales is linear, then the correlation coeffi-

cient indicates the measure of association between the sca-

les. These scales contain error, however, and hence the

correlation between the scales is less than the correlation

between the traits. If, however, it can be presumed as a

reasonable approximation that the true scores on the mea-

surement can be taken to be the traits in question, then an

attenuation formula can be used to compute the true correla-

tion between the traits (Lord and Novick 1968).

The idea is that the correlation between observed scores

is less than the correlation between corresponding true

scores because the former correlation is attenuated by the

unreliability of the measurements. If the reliabilities of

the measurements are known, then a formula may be used to

compute the disattenuated correlations, i.e., the correla-

tions between the corresponding true scores. Thus, by using

the attenuation formula, the result gives the correlation

between measurements "corrected" for the unreliability of

one or both measurements.

The formula used was: p(Tx, Ty) = pxy

relx rely
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p = correlation
l

T = True Score
h

x = variable 1

y = variable 2 rel = reliability

The inflated correlations were reentered into the regres-

sion analysis and the short selling cycle adjusted R2 went

from .10 to .15. The long selling cycle adjusted Rz went

from .36 to .51. Thus after adjusting for measurement error

the true correlation between the traits gives a better indi-

cation of the proposed relationships.
T

4.3.1 Regression Analysis fg; Qgth Selling Cycles Combined

When both the long and short cycle samples are combined

to form a single cross sectional sample of computer sales-

people only planfulness is related to performance (See Table

22).* Locus of control and tenacity clearly are not impor-

tant indicators of sales performance for this group. More-

over, the adjusted R2 for the aggregate sample is quite low

(RZ=.O3), suggesting the variables selected for the overall

group are not meaningful predictors of sales performance.

The evidence in the three regression models does suggest me-

aningful groupings of predictors and moderators does enhance

the fit of the models. The purpose of the study was to de-

monstrate that different selling situations would require
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I. I
I TABLE 20 I
I

‘
I

I Regression Analysis For Short Selling Cycle I
I I

I I
I Variable DF Parameter Standard Standard T for Ho: I
I Estimate Error Estimate Para = 0 I
I I
I Intercept 1 161.831 38.182 .000 4.238 I
I I
I Locus of 1 -7.025 2.014 -.363 -3.489 I
I Control I
I I
I Planfu1— 1 -2.632 2.523 .102 0.672 I
I ness I
I I
I Tenacity 1 10.719 6.538 -.169 1.639 I

I I I
I Source Df Sum of Mean E Value Prob>F I
I Squares Square I
I

‘
I

I Model 3 66265.2 22088.39 4.897 .0035 I
I Error 91 410485 4583.141 I
I c T6661 94 476750 I
I I
I ROOT MSE 67.69 R-Square .1390
I Dep Mean 98.92 ADJ R-SQ .1106
I c.v. 68.43 I
I I
I I
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I _ I
I TABLE 21 II I
I Regression Analysis For Long Selling Cycle I
I II II Variable DE Parameter Standard Standard T for Ho: I
I Estimate Error Estimate Para = 0 II I
I Intercept 1 -88.689 33.3465 .000 -2.66 II I
I Locus of 1 5.2115 1.5801 .273 3.297 I
I Control II I
I Planful- 1 11.8794 2.2279 -.454 -5.332 II ness II I
I Tenacity 1 .94432 4.8745 .015 .194 II I
I Source Df Sum of Mean E Value Prob>F I
I Squares Sqllälfé I
I I_ I Model 6 174635 58211.81 18.207 .0001 II Error 98 313320 3197.147
I C Total 101 487956

I I
I ROOT MSE 56.54 R—Square .3795
I Dep Mean 100.22 ADJ R-SQ .3605 I
I c.v. 56.45 I
I I
I I
I I
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I I
I TABLE 22 I
I I
I Regression Analysis For the Aggregate Sample I

I I
I Variable DF Parameter Standard Standard T for Ho: I
I Estimate Error Estimate Para = 0 I
I I
I Intercept 1 45.73 27.879 0.00 1.640 I
I I
I Locus of 1 -.167 1.391 -.01 -0.12 I
I Control I
I I
I Planful- l 4.592 1.802 -0.18 2.548 I
I ness |
I I
I Tenacity 1 -3.982 4.419 0.07 -0.901 I
I I
I Source Df Sum of Mean F Value Prob>F I
I Squares Square I
I I
I Model 3 38470 12823.47 2.672 .0479 I
I Error 193 926319 4799.58 I
I C Total 196 964789 I

I I
I

‘
ROOT MSE 68.82 R-Square .04 I

I Dep Mean 99.60 ADJ R-SQ .03
I c.v. 69.10 I
I I
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different attributes to be successful on the job.
‘
Trait

theorists believe that if a personality construct is impor-

tant to success in a given sales type, then it will be im-

portant to the success of all sales types regardless of the

situations in which they are selling. Past research has

held fast to this rule as previous attempts to study person-

ality-performance has analized the aggregate results only.

° The evidence presented in this study indicates the selling

situation is a mediator of personality-performance and

should be included in future researchr

4.3.2 g;g;g ggg Effect ggg;

In past studies it was the rule to base conclusions on

p-values. However, p-values may indicate the statistical

insignificance of a relationship, as well as, low effect

size. On the other hand statistical significance does not

imply large effect sizes. Effect sizes should however, be

taken into consideration when interpreting statistically

significant results. In fact, low effect size and statisti-

cal significance (p < .05) at best imply a weak relation-

ship. However, p-values alone may have lead to a different

conclusion. In addition, effect sizes allow one to combine

the results across studies and increase statistical power.
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This study's reliance on effect sizes to decide the sig-

nificance of the findings provides a better way to under-

standing the relationship and therefore can be considered as

an improvement over past studies. Cohen (1977, p. 40) lists

the following guidelines for effect sizes: small = .2, med-

ium = .5, and large = .8. The power and effect sizes for

this study along with Bagozzi's (1979) are reviewed in Table

16. At best, effect sizes in the Bagozzi study were small.

On the other hand, planfulness and locus of control have

large effect sizes for the long and short selling cycle

groups. Statistical significance in this case along with

the large effect size offers a more substantive conclusion.

Bagozzi (1979) may have had small effect sizes because of

smaller sample size and a weaker manipulation of the selling

situation. One of the groups in the study had on N = 38

while the other was N =123. The selling situation was mani-

pulated depending on whether a geographic territory was as-

signed or whether accounts were assigned to the salesperson.

'The products that were sold by both groups were the same.

Not enough information was given, but there is the possibil-

ity the selling situations were not different enough to find

significant differences between the groups.
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I II TABLE 16 _ |I I
I Power and Effect Size Comparison between Current Study I
I and the Bagozzi Study II II Variable Effect Size Power
I I
I Locus of Control .84 >.995 II I
I Planfulness .67 >.995 II I
I Tenacity .066 <.26 II I
I Bagozzi Study Effect Size Power II ~ I
I Variable II I
I Role Ambiguity .11 .23 II I
I Job Related Index .16 <.56 II I
I Specific Self Esteem .23 .56 II I
I Generalized Self Esteem .03 <.23 II I
I Job Satisfaction .004 <.23 II I
I Other Directedness .06 <.23 I

I m1‘ mz I
I Effect Size= -——-——--—-———-———-————-—

I
{

(¤1‘l)$1 +(H2"l) $2
{

{
I‘11+I'1Z•2

{

I Where: ml = mean of group 1 (short selling cycle) I
I mz = mean of group 2 (long selling cycle) I
I ni = sample size of each group.
I si = standard deviation for each group. II IL........_.............................................4
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4.3.3 The SSSSS Statistic
l

The PRESS (Predictive Sum of Squares) statistic is con-

cerned with the predictive ability of a particular model.

The PRESS statistic is useful in determining the best model

from the standpoint of prediction. This statisic is quite

beneficial in discriminating between alternative competing

models. Most validation techniques involve either collect-

ing new data or some form of data splitting. In both cases

a model is estimated and used to predict the values in the

new or split data set. PRESS is one form of data splitting

and was used as an additional means of validation.

The procedure selects an observation and deletes this ob-

servation from the data. Regression calculations are per-

formed on the remaining data. Next the obtained equation

calculates the dependent variable of the omitted point and

compares this to the actual value. The procedure is repeat-

ed for each point in the data set. The difference in the

observed and calculated is squared and summed over all ob-

servation points to obtain the PRESS statistic. In summary,

the PRESS statistic indicates which model provides the best

fit to the data. The PRESS statistic is useful in evaluat-

ing alternative models when the objective is prediction. A

value of PRESS has been calculated for each model under con-

sideration and the model selected was the model with the

smallest PRESS (See Table 23).
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I I| TABLE 23 II I
I Models Sorted by PRESS |

I I
I Short Selling Cycle Sorted by PRESS II I
I Model Locus Plan Ten PRESS I
I 1 y n y 446567 I
I 2 y n n 448199 I
I 3 y y y 454830 I
I 4 y y n 455169 I
I 5 n n n 486948 I
I 6 n y n 490557
I 7 n n y 493748
I 8 n y y 497425 I

I I
I Long Selling Cycle Sorted by PRESS I
I I
I Model Locus Plan Ten PRESS
I 1 y y n 320149 I
I 2 y y y 325496 I
I 3 n y n 350691
I 4 n y y 355981
I 5 y n n ' 426351
I 6 y n y 435209 I
I 7 n n n 497666 I
I 8 n n y 502375
I I
I Y=Yes the variable was included in the model I
I N=No the variable was not included in the model I
I IL.....................................................4
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The PRESS statistic indicates that the best predictive

model for the short selling cycle group includes both locus

of control and tenacity. The PRESS statistic indicates that

the best predictive model for the long selling cycle group

includes both locus of control and planfulness.

4.3.3.1 Results of the Hypothesis Tests

The following sections will review the results in terms
Vof

the hypotheses originally presented.

4.3.3.2 Planfulness

The first hypothesis dealt with the effect of planfulness

and its impact on salesperson performance. Specifically, it

was hypothesized that planful salespeople will be more suc-
‘

cessful in long selling cycle jobs than short selling cycle

jobs. Therefore, placing salespeople in the type of situa-

tion most conducive to their personality should give them

the opportunity to be more productive. Alternatively, plac-

ing salespeople in a situation that is not conducive to

their· personality would frustrate them and contribute to

lower performance.

In general, the results supported this hypothesis. In

the long selling cycle group, planfulness had a significant

effect on performance. The evidence from this sample indi-
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cates planful salespeople are more successful in long sell-

ing cycle than salespeople that are not planful. Also,

planfulness does not appear to be an important trait for

predicting performance in short selling cycles.

4.3.4 Tenacity

The second hypothesis dealt with the effect of tenacity

and its impact on salesperson performance. This hypothesis

suggested that tenacious salespeople with high level of te-

nacity will be more successful in short selling cycle jobs

than long selling cycle positions. People who sell small

computer systems must contact at any one time a large number

of accounts and constantly be seeking out new prospects.

Alternatively, long selling cycle salespeople may only deal

with 3-4 prospects for an entire year.

_ The role of tenacity is a bit more difficult to interpret

because of a restriction of range problem. As the xnean

scores indicates for the two groups the short selling cycle

group is barely different from the long selling cycle group.

The tenacity means in Table 19 shows a vast majority of the —

salespeople perceiving themselves to be tenacious. It may

be that most salespeople who self-select into this sales or-

ganization or industry are in fact highly tenacious. This

would explain why the tenacity scores are high. There is
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not enough variability in the tenacity measure to allow an

assessment of its importance as a predictor of sales perfor-

mance in the computer industry. The HPI tenacity scale

mayhavethe potential for being a good discriminator between

other types of salespeople but does not seem to have the

ability to predict when used solely for computer salespeople

within one firm. Although tenacity is a significant contri-

butor to performance for the short selling cycle salespeo-

ple, the small effect size indicates the results are tenu-

ous. Further evidence emerges when the small R2 is also

taken into consideration. It would appear a different model

for the short selling cycle salespeople must be developed
l

and tested. It should include tenacity but a great deal of

variation is left unexplained and points to other predictors

which have been left out of this model.

4.3.5 gggus gf Control

The third and fourth hypotheses suggested that a sales-
——/

person's belief whether they control their environment or

whether their environment controls them would make a differ-

ence in what selling situation they would be best suited

for. It was hypothesized that locus of control would be po-

sitively related to performance for the long selling cycle

group. Further; it was hypothesized that locus of control
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and planfulness would be negatively related for the short

selling cycle group.

Overall, the results supported these hypotheses. Sales-

people who spend a great amount of time on an account must

feel they have some control over the outcome. If salespeo-

ple lose an account, they must go back and study why the ac-

count was lost and determine what can be done to enhance

their chances on the next account.

The short selling cycle representative is involved with

many new and old prospects. Many times a deal is completed

by being at the right place at the right time. The sales-

person does not have the time to evaluate each specific ac-

count on what went wrong. This salesperson would be better
”

off to find new prospects and move on. The results show a

significant negative relationship between locus of control

and performance. Specifically, the more external locus of

control one possesses the more productive the salesperson.

This suggests locus of control can be used as a discrimina-

tory to place salespeople into different selling situations.

4.3.6 gggus gf Control, Tenacity, ang Planfulness

The fifth and sixth hypotheses combine the relevant varia-

bles to contend planfulness and an internal locus of control

are most important in a long cycle sales while tenacity and
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an external locus of control are appropriate for short cycle

sales. The standard estimates support these contentions.

The standard estimates can be rank ordered to indicate which

variables are most important to prediction.

4.3.7 Chapter Summary _

This chapter has presented the analysis used to test this

study's six hypotheses regarding the relationship between

personality-performance moderated by the selling cycle.

Although the R2 is lower than anticipated for the short

selling cycle sample, the effort of this study was to show

the two groups to be different in the types of success

traits needed to be successful in the two selling situa-

tions. One explanation for the low R2 is the variable se-

lected for the short cycles to be tested were not the right

ones for the situation at hand. Another evaluation is the

inability of the tenacity scale to discriminate between sal-

espeople in the different selling situations. A restriction

of range problem existed, a vast majority of the salespeople

perceived themselves to be tenacious. There was little var-

iability in the tenacious scores, thus, tenacity contributed

only a small percentage of the RZ.

Different regression models surfaced for the two groups

as hypothesized and supports the interactionists viewpoint
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that it is important to study the person and the situation

they are selling in when attempting to predict the types of

people who will be successful in the sales job.



Chapter V

CONCLUSIONS

5.1 INTRODUCTION

The last chapter of this dissertation begins by providing

a brief overview of the study and a discussion of the major

findings. Based on the interpretations of these results the

significance of the research is examined. Finally, the

chapter concludes with an analysis of the limitations of the

research and a discussion of possible directions for future

research.

5.2 ggggg OVERVIEW

The overall objective of the study was to test the iter-

actionists perspective that performance would be a function

of the person and the selling situation in which they parti-

cipated. In constrast to the traditional trait.theorists

”approach of studying personality, the interactionists views

behavioral outcomes to rely on not only the person effect

but the situation effect also. Empirically, the effect of

the personality cue has been examined in the context of per-

sonality - performance, but researchers have been slow to

adopt the interactionists perpective and research has been

slow to develop in this arena. Consequently, this research

171
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examined the role of the selling situation and its effect on

the personality-performance relationship. Specifically, an

examination was made of the effects of the: (l) long sell-

ing cycle represented by those who sell products which take

longer than 3 months to sell; (2) short selling cycle repre-

sented by those who sell products which take less than 3

months to sell; (3) and the role of three personality con-

structs; locus of control, planfulness, and tenacity. These

independent variables were examined with respect to their

impact on the salespeoples performances measured by objec-

tive performance measures. A moderated regression analysis

was implemented using the two selling situations to moderate

the personality - performance relationship.

5.2.1 Discussion or Major Findinos

Overall, this study lends support to the conceptual

scheme and previous research (mostly outside of Marketing)

that suggests performance is a function of the personality

of the salesperson and the selling situation in which they

participate. Further, in a sales performance measurement

context great care must be taken to ensure the construct is

indeed unidimensional. Although coefficient alpha was .88

for all performance measures, the confirmatory factor analy-

sis indicated some problem with using both subjective and
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objective measures combined. Further, the results are con-

sistent with the original hypothetical hypotheses.

The results of the hypothesis tested will be summarized

and a discussion of the conclusions that can be drawn from

the tests and their implications will follow. The results

are:

1. the planfulness-performance relationship was signifi-

cant in the long selling cycle group.

2. the locus of control—performance relationship was po-

sitive and significant in the long selling cycle group.

3. the tenacity - performance relationship was signifi-

cant in the short selling cycle group (Small effect size in-

dicates weak relationship).

4. the locus of control-performance relationship was ne-

gative and significant in the short selling cycle group.

While the overall results look good, the long selling cy-

cle regression has a much larger R2. Even though locus of

control and tenacity are significant for the short selling

cycle group, the concern centers on one or more important

variables that are unaccounted for. A speculation into this

problem centers on the restriction of range in the tenacity

construct. Most everyone perceived themselves as being te-

nacious. The tenacity measures could not discriminate bet-

ween low and high tenacious salespeople because most were in
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the top 20% of the range. More precise scales will have to

. be developed to overcome this ceiling effect.

After reviewing the results it is possible to make a num-

ber of' observations pertaining· to their significance. A

problem with past research is the multitude of studies that

found a particular variable significant in one sales setting

but insignificant in another. Part of the problem may rest

with improper measurement (i.e., use of wrong scales) and
~

too small of sample (i.e. low power). But a majority of the

studies did not build a model in an a priori fashion and

ended up correlating many independent variables with a de-

pendent performance measure. This may signal that in a num-

ber of the studies predictor variables used were not appro-

priate for that particular sales settings. The trait

approach encourages this type of research and was the under-

lying theoretical approach accepted by most researchers.

The person-situation approach at the very least should force

the researcher to look at the situation and build a theoret-

ical model that reflects predictor variables that seem ap-

propriate for the selling situation. If this is not done

and many predictor variables are used as in past research,

then the interactionists perspective is no better than trait

theory. The Interactionists do offer an explanation as to

how personaltiy variables can be important in one selling
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situation and not in another. Their perspective would an-

swer the question on the inconsistencies in past findings.

The interactionist alternative hypothesis is some variables

were being measured in settings they had no business of be-

ing studied in the first place. In other words the predic-

tors were not important or not as important as another set

that should have been developed in that specific setting.

Finally, not only do the results confirm that planfulness in

a long selling cycle is an important indicator of sales per-

formance, but they also suggest that planfulness is a dis-

criminator that can be used to place salespeople into a spe-

cific selling situation in line with their personality. The

next step is to place new salespeople into one of the sell-

ing cycles based on their score on the planfulness measure.

Highly planful people should be placed in the long selling

cycle and their career paths monitored. People who score

low on planfulness should be placed in the short selling cy-

cle. _

5.2.1.1ImplicationsThis

study has implication for (1) selection, (2) place-

ment, and (3) turnover. The current research has important

implications for the organization that has more than one

type of selling atmosphere as well as the organization which
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only has one type. Specifically, the research addresses the

following managerially relevant question: Can salespeople

be placed in selling situations that are conducive to their

personality which will result in a longer period of time on

the job and a higher success rate? In general the current

research suggests that different types of individuals do in-

deed fit into long and short selling cycle opportunities.
‘

Organizations need to review the differences in the selling

tasks that they believe are relevant to success and inter-

view individuals with the intent to match those who are best

suited for that specific job. This idea would in turn

spillover to selection as interviewers could be trained to

probe and get at the issues that are relevant (i.e. long

periods of time with no sales, constant prospecting) for

success. If interviewers can be made aware of these differ-

ences then their success rate of placing people into selling

situations ought to improve, and satisfaction of the sales-

force should in turn be enhanced._ For organizations that

have only one type of selling situation they too, should be

aware of the factors that are essential for success and look

to hire those most closely suited. With this information

management must take the time to match salespeople carefully

to territories reflective of their personalities. Territo-

ries that require constant account penetration and prospect-
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ing with smaller companies should be staffed with a diffe-

rent sales type than the more established territory with

larger accounts that require nurturing and longer periods of

time to establish a relationship.

Turnover is another area that can be directly effected by

this research. Career paths can be followed and those who

are correctly placed in a selling situation that is in line

with their personality should have a longer stay on the job.

People who are improperly placed or are in the wrong selling

situation before the study began should show lower levels of

satisfaction and shorter career stays with the organization.

Attention should be paid to the people who are leaving the

organization, if correctly placed highly satisfied people

are leaving then a review of rewards may be warranted. If

incorrectly placed, unsatisfied people are leaving them more

support is given to the interactionists perspective.

An important finding of this study is firms must be care-

.ful when attempting to generate a measure of performance.

The literature has been abundant with calls for multiple

measures of performance that can be combined into a single

measure. The thoughts on this are many measures will be

better than one. This would be accepted if the measures are

unidimensional. When the measures are not unidimensional

then a confound exists that something other than performance
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is being measured and the results will be questioned. It

may be that rater bias still plays a big part in subjective

ratings. The raw data reflects the fact that low peformers

were rated high and high performers were rated low. It is

still a good idea to collect multiple measures of perfor-

mance but more time will have to be taken to eliminate rater

bias.

In summary, the study supports the interactionists per-

spective that the person and situation are contributors to

performance. This outcome leads to a rethinking of, how

placement and selection decisions should be made. Training

packages should be developed that reflect the different

selling situations relevant tasks that will lead to good

performance. Turnover should be monitored and assessed to

determine if correctly placed salespeople have long tenure

on the job. Finally, the performance dilemna is still a

problem as a multiple composite measure of performance was

not developed.

5.2.2 Limitations

The major limitations of the research focus on four is-

sues: (1) one company was used (generalizability); (2)

testing two selling situations; (3) only three personality

variables were studied; and (4) causality· cannot be ad-

dressed.
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The scope of the research was limited and the ability to

generalize the results was restricted by the inability to

randomly sample salespeople. However, the objective of the

research was to test the interactionists theoretical posi-

tion and advance the state of the art of sales performance

theory. Subsequently, the argument can be made that exter-

nal validity should, be of little concern (Calder et al.

1982). All of the people surveyed in the study were with

the company for over one and one half years as sales repre-

sentatives. .

The selling cycle was used as a situational moderator in

the study. Stronger support will be needed to confirm the

interactionists viewpoint. More development is needed on

the situational side of the research paradigm. The future

research section offers direction in this area.

The short selling cycle model had a low R2. This sug-

gests more work is needed in developing a short selling cy-

cle model. This study looked at three personality variables

planfulness, tenacity, and locus of control. The low R2

suggests one or more key variables are missing. Comprehen-

sive models will have to be built and tested to inform man-

agers to the key ‘variables that are essential for short

selling cycle salespeople.
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Finally, since the performance data was collected for

1983 and the salespeople were surveyed during the summer of

1984 it would be inappropriate to speculate on the direction

of the relationship. Future research will have to address

this problem.

5.2.3 Recommendations fg; Future Research

Several problems encountered 311 this study along with

many unanswered questions suggest the need for additional

research on the personality-performance relationship. In

fact, the scarcity of marketing research examining the role

of the selling situation as a moderator of the personality

performance relationship provides almost limitless opportu-

nities. Ample opportunities exist for research similar to

the research reported here. One area of research includes

extensions of the current research effort. A second area

consists of additional variables that were not examined in

this study, and a third area comprises additional work in

developing performance measures.

This research should be replicated over a number of

different companies in the computer industry and in other

fields. These results will have to be replicated in these

settings before generalized procedures can be established

for firms with long and short selling cycles. As it is now
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generalizations should only be made to the other geographic

sales areas in the same company. Established scales such as

the Californian Personality Inventory and the Jackson Per-

sonality Inventory could be used along with the HPI to det-

ermine if they are unidimensional and are related to sales

performance. Eventually multi-method/multi-trait efforts

will have to take place so construct validity can be vigo-

rously tested.

Additional variables to be tested should center on first

developing situational variables and then chosing the per-

sonality variables that fit theoretically. One such possi-

bility for future thought is to examine the effect of the

line of business to which a salesperson sells. Many indus-

tries are broken down into whether one sells to manufactur-

ers or wholesalers, government, education, or medical (GEM

Accounts), or financial institution. There is reason to be-

lieve these sales positions would require different person-

ality types who would be successful in them. If more situa-

tional variables are tested and confirmed as moderators then

the interactionists perspective would gain more credence and

quite possibly get the recognition as a theoretical frame-

work that deserves more attention.

Future research will have to build and test more complex

models as opposed to the simpler models proposed. Weitz
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(1979) contends the simpler models will have to be better

understood before complex models can be given full atten-

tion.

Finally, much has been written about criterion develop-

ment in the sales literature. The call has been made for

·
researchers to collect a myriad of performance measures and

then combine them into a composite score of performance.

Future researchers will have to take even greater care when

collecting subjective managerial ratings because of poten-

tial rater bias. If possible multiple raters should be used

and raters must be made aware of various rating errors such

as leniency, halo effects, and restriction of range. Compa-
l

nies should be evaluated on how much experience the company

has with managerial rating of salespeople. Sometimes raters

do not have enough experience with performance evaluation to

perform the rating task well.

Future research then must include a number of studies
”

testing the moderating effect of selling cycles. Additional

moderators must be generated and tested to determine if the

interactionist viewpoint is legitimate. Finally, more de-

velopment is still necessary in the criterion side of the

personality-performance relationship. Only when good mea-

sures of performance have been ascertained will strong stu-

dies surface.
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5.2.4 Chapter Summary
l

In the closing chapter of this dissertation a brief over-
-

view of the objectives and design of the research is pfä-

sented followed by a discussion and summary of the major

findings. The overall conclusion is that the selling cycle

has been shown to influence the personality—performance re-

lationship. The results of the research suggest that the

influence of the selling cycle does indeed moderate the re-

lationship. In view of these findings, the implications of

the research were discussed followed by an examination of

the basic limitations of the study. The chapter concluded

with a number of suggestions for future research.
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STUDY CHARACTERISTICS
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Appendix B

GENERAL INFORMATION AND SURVEY
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GENERAL INFORMATION

This information is requested for classification purposes only. lt will help to make
the results of the survey more meaningful.I. Region: _
2. Branch:

3. Your Title:

4. Employee Number:

5. Your sex: Male Female
I

6. Race: Asian Black Hispanic White
Other (Please ldentify)

7. Your age: Years

8. Your marital status: Married Single Divorced
Separated

9. Number of dependents:

I0. Education: High School Some College College Grad
Post Grad

II. lf you went to college, was your coursework: Engineering
Business Liberal Arts Other (Please ldentify)

I2. Amount of time you have been with : Years and
Months

I3. Amount of time you have been in your present territory: Years and
I

Months °

I4. How long have you been in your present position: Years and
Months

I5. Amount of time you have been selling your present product line(s):
Years and Months

I6. Number of years you have spent in your present or similar sales jobs:
Years

I7. Approximately how many hours a week do you spend working at your job and
job related activities? Hours

I8. On average, how long does it take from initial customer contact to the_ close
of the sale? Weeks Months
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19. Approximately how many sales calls do you make in an average two week per-
iod? Calls

20. On average, what is the price of an order when you sell a computer
system? $ .__.

21. What type of accounts do you call on? (Indicate % of time spent
on each).

Manufacturers Rep./VAR
Small Companies
Medium Companies
Large Companies
New Accounts

22.i How many accounts do you currently have responsibility for? Accounts

23. On average how long have you been assigned to your present accounts:
Years and Months -

24. A person's health is influenced by many factors, but sometimes it is related
to the pressures of his or her job. Would you mind indicating if you:
a) have ever had trouble with your heart or blood pressure

Yes No '
b) have ever had ulcers or similar stomach problems? _

Yes No

25. Please check the box that most represents your family.

Bachelor / Bachelorette
Young newly married / no children
Young married couple / youngest child under six
Young married couple / youngest child over six
Older married couple / dependent children
Older married couple / no children living at home

i Older married couple / no children

PLEASE MAKE SURE YOU HAVE GIVEN A RESPONSE TO EVERY
STATEMENT IN THIS SECTION; THANK YOU.
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PLEASE READ CAREFULLY

Introduction

We all have a variety of complex feelings and opinions about our work. How-
ever, we do not always have a chance to express them. There are many reasons
for this. Perhaps a difficulty in describing our feelings, possible embarrassment,
or fear of the consequences would account for not having expressed our feelings.
Perhaps the opportunity to do so has never been provided. This questionnaire
provides you such an opportunity without these fears or concerns. You will be
asked to provide your opinions about many different aspects of your job and your-
self, cmd your opinions will be held in strict confidence.
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Questionnaire Design. There are several sections in the questionnaire. At
the beginning of each section a brief set of instructions specific to that section is
given. Please read these instructions carefully before proceeding.

In this section there are a number of pairs of statements. For each pair, decide
which statement you most strongly agree with, and then mark your answer on t·he
separate answer sheet. In some cases, you may find that you believe both state-
ments, or alternatively neither statement; in such a circumstance select the one
statement which is closest to your own belief. "THIS IS NOT A TEST." There are
no "right" or "wrong" responses to any of the questions which follow. It is your
honest opinion that we want. Your opinions will be held in strict confidence.
"WORK RAPIDLY BUT ANSWER ALL STATEMENTS"

Part I

1. a. Many of the unhappy things in people's lives are partly due to bad
luck.

b. People's misfortunes result from the mistakes they make.

2. a. Children get into trouble because their parents punish them too much.
b. The trouble with most children nowadays is that their parents are too

easy with them.

3. a. One of the majorreasons why we have wars is because people don't
take enough interest in politics.

b. There will always be wars, no matter how hard people try to prevent
them.

. 4. a. In the long run people get the respect they deserve in this world.
b. Unfortunately, an individual's worth often passes unrecognized no mat-

ter how hard he tries.

5. a. The idea that teachers are unfair to students is nonsense.
b. Most students don't realize the extent to which their grades are influ-

enced by accidental happenings.

6. a. Without the right breaks one cannot be an effective leader.
b. Capable people who fail to become leaders have not taken advantage of

their opportunities.

7. a. No matter how hard you try some people just don't like you.
b. People who can't get others to like them don't understand how to get

along with others.

8. a. Heredity plays the major role in determining one's personality.
b. lt is one's experiences in life which determine what they're like.

9. a. I have often found that what is going to happen will happen.
b. Trusting to fate has never turned out as well for me as making a deci-

sion to take a definite course of action.
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10. a. In the case of the well prepared student there is rarely if ever such a
thing as an unfair test. _

b. Many times exam questions tend to be so unrelated to course work that
studying is really useless.

11. a. Becoming a success is a matter of hard work, luck has little or nothing
to do with it.

b. Getting a good job depends mainly on being in the right place at the
right time.

12. a. The average citizen can have an influence in government decisions.
b. This world is run by the few people in power, and there is not much

the little guy can do about it.

13. a. When I make plans, I am almost certain that l can make them work.
b. lt is not always wise to plan too far ahead because many things turn

out to be a matter of good or bad fortune anyway.

14. a. There are certain people who are just no good.
b. There is some good in everybody.

15. a. In my case getting what l want has little or nothing to do with luck.
b. Many times we might just as well decide what to do by flipping a coin.

~ 16. a. Who gets to be the boss often depends on who was lucky enough to be
in the right place first.

b. Getting people to do the right thing depends upon ability; luck has lit-
tle to do with it.

17. a. As far as world affairs are concerned, most of us are the victims of
forces we can neither understand nor control.

b. By taking an active part in political and social affairs the people can
control world events.

18. a. Most people don't realize the extent to which their lives are controlled
by accidental happenings.

b. There really is no such thing as "luck."

19. a. One should always be willing to admit mistakes.
b. lt is usually best to cover up one's mistakes.

20. a. lt is hard to know whether or not a person really likes you.
b. How many friends you have depends upon how nice a person you are.

21. a. In the long run the bad things that happen to us are balanced by the
good ones.

b. Most misfortunes are the result of lack of ability, ignorance, laziness,
or all three.

22. a. With enough effort we can wipe out political corruption.
b. lt is difficult for people to have much control over the things politicians

do in office.
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23. a. Sometimes I can't understand how teachers arrive at the grades they
give.

b. There is a direct connection between how hard I study and the grades
I get.

24. a. A good leader expects people to decide for themselves what they should
do.

b. A good leader makes it clear to everybody what their jobs are.

25. a. Many times I feel that I have little influence over the things that hap-
pen to me.

b. lt is impossible for me to believe that chance or luck plays an important
role in my life.

26. a. People are Ionely because they don't try to be friendly.
b. There's not much use in trying too hard to please people, if they like

you, they like you.

27. a. There is too much emphasis on athletics in high school.
b. Team sports are an excellent way to build character.

28. a. What happens to me is my own doing.
b. Sometimes I feel that I don't have enough control over the direction my

life is taking.

29. a. Most of the time I can't understand why politicians behave the way they
do.

b. ~ In the long run the people are responsible for bad government on a
national as well as on a local level.

Part II

This section contains a series of statements. Read each one, decide how you feel
about it, and then mark your answer on the separate answer sheet. A "T" means
you agree with the statement; an "F" means you disagree with the statement.
Please answer every item, and make sure the number in this section is the same as
the number on the answer sheet. Try to work quickly; don't spend too much time
on any single question. "WORK RAPIDLY BUT ANSWER ALL STATEMENTS"

30. I start to work on a new project with a great deal of enthusiasm.

3l. When I eat a meal with others, I am usually one of the last to finish.

32. I am happiest when I get involved in some project that calls for rapid
action.

33. I am often so much "on the go" that sooner or later I may wear myself out.

34. I often wonder where others get all the excess energy they seem to have.
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35. I find myself hurrying to get places even when there is plenty of time.

36. I work more slowly and deliberately than most people of my sex and age.
I

37. I like to have plenty of time to stop and rest.

38. I am the kind of person who is "on the go" all the time.

39. People think I am a very energetic person.

40. I am quick in my actions.

41. I always seem to have plenty of vigor and vitality.

42. I sometimes wish that people would slow down a bit and give me a chance to
catch up.

43. I seem to lack the drive necessary to get as much done as other people do.

44. I am able to work for unusually long hours without feeling tired.

45. I talk more slowly than most people.

46. I like to do things slowly and deliberately.

47. I am inclined to rush from one activity to another without pausing enough
for rest.

48. I am less energetic than many people I know.

49. I get things done in a hurry.

50. At work or at play other people find it hard to keep up with the pace I set.

51. I dislike to be hurried in my work.

52. People sometimes tell me to "slow down" or "take it easy".

53. I am slow and deliberate in movement.

54. I can turn out a large amount of work in a short time.

55. I often run upstairs taking two steps at a time.

56. Others are often amazed by the amount of work I turn out.

57. lt irritates me to have a wait at a crossing for a long freight train to pass.

58. Other people regard me as a lively individual.

59. Lt is hard to understand why many people are so slow and get so little
one.
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60. I find it easy to talk to strangers.

i 61. I never resent it when I don't get my way.

62. I think crowded public events (rock concerts, sports events) are very
exciting.

63. I enjoy telling jokes and stories.

64. As a child l was always reading. .

65. I sometimes like to gossip.

66. I would rather work with facts than people.

67. Happiness is more important than fame.
l

68. I am a relaxed, easy-going person.

69. I'm confused about what I want to be. _

70. I shouldn°t do many of the things I do.

71. I am sensitive to other people°s moods.

72. l'Il take a new way home just because it's different.

73. Most people think I'm smart.

74. I enjoy making people feel better.

·75. Every now and then I get into a bad mood, and no one can do anything to
please me.

76. I remember phone numbers easily.

77.
l

Sometimes I feel like I'm going to fall apart.

78. I enjoy planning things and deciding what each person should do.

79. I like classical music.

80. I am apt to show off in some way if I get the chance.

81. I would like to work with high explosives.

82. I believe in striving for perfection in everything I do.

83. There are a lot of things I would like to change about myself.

84. I tend to be critical of others.

85. I hold grudges for a long time.
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86. I am cranky and irritable when I don't feel well.

87. I enjoy working with people. .

88. I have never hated anyone.
V

89. I always try to see the other person's point of view.

90. I want more of everything.

91. I am a leader in my group.

92. I expect to succeed in things I do.

93. I often lose my temper.

94. I would like to learn to scuba dive. .

95. I get excited very easily.

96.
I

I am always polite, even to loud-mouthed, obnoxious people.

97. I prefer individual activities (jogging) to team sports (basketball).

98. I wish my life were more predictable.

99. I feel guilty about some of the things I have done.

100. I°m always arguing with people.

101. I have a natural talent for influencing people.

102. I am a very self-confident person.

103. People think I am an introvert.

104. I never worry about my past mistakes.

105. Success is mostly a matter of will power.

106. I want to be an important person in my community.

107. I wish I knew what I wanted out of life.

108. In school I didn't like math.

109. I usually expect to have a nice day.

110. lt bothers me when something unexpected interrupts my daily routine.

111. At work I never waste time socializing.

112. At work I never waste time.
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113. I doubt whether I would make a good leader.

114. l get nervous when I talk to members of the opposite sex.
l

115. People pretend to care more about one another than they really do.

116. I get nervous if I think someone is watching me.

117. I would enjoy sky—diving.

118. I would rather stay home and read than go out to a party.

119. I enjoy solving riddles.

120. I would do almost anything on a dare.

121. I don't mind criticizing people, especially when they need it.

122. Being part of a large crowd is exciting.

123. I don't mind talking in front of a group of people.

124. I am uncomfortable entering a room full of people.

125. l prefer that other people don't pay much attention to me.

126. I'm pretty careful in my work.
I

127. I would like to be a rodeo rider.

128. I think I would enjoy living alone.

129. I would never bet on a horse race.

130. When I deal with cashiers and sales clerks I am all business.

131. I am a good Iistener.

132. In school l found it very hard to talk before the class.

133. It°s okay to brag a little about your accomplishments.

134. I daydream a lot.

135. I try to do my job as well as I possibly can.

136. I want to be the best at everything I do.

137. I would like to know more history.

138. I ought to treat people better than I do. .

139. I would like to be in a talent show.
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140. I would never cry in public.

141. Most of the time I am proud of myself. .

142. I sometimes wish I were somebody else.

143. I have learned to accept failure.

144. I'm known as a wit.

145. I never praise or criticize others.

146. I'm known for coming up with good ideas.

147. I often feel anxious.

148. lf I decide I want something, I won°t quit until I have it.

149. I am a patient person.

150. I don't like things to be uncertain and unpredictable.

151. I would rather be happy than wealthy.

152. I try to be tactful when dealing with others.

153. I'm not afraicl to be the first person to try something.

154. When people are nice to me I wonder what they want.

155. I never know what I will do tomorrow.

156. I enjoy reading poetry.

157. I am known for my jokes and funny stories.

158. I am seldom tense or anxious.

159. I find it hard to express my feelings.

160. I have never taken advantage of anyone.

161. I am easy to get along with.

162. I want people to look up to me.

163. Everyone has some good qualities about them.

164. I rarely spend time alone.

165. I plan my work very carefully in advance.

166. Many people would say that I am shy.
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167. I don't let little things bother me.

168. I would like to go mountain climbing.

169. I can't do anything well.

170. When someone gives me a job to do I finish it no matter what.

171. I often say things I regret.

172. I enjoy showing off a little now and then.

173. I have a· strong desire to be a success in the world.

174. l like to try new, exotic foods.

175. _ I would rather not be responsible for other people.

176. I always look for ways to improve myself.

177. I enjoy helping people.

178. In a group I never attract attention to myself.

179. When people do nice things for me I often wonder what they are up to.

180. In school I memorized facts quickly.

181. IAwon't start a project unless I have a pretty good idea how it will turn out.

182. I am bothered by my failures.

183. Most people are interesting if you listen to them.

184. I would like a job that requires traveling.

185. I like large, noisy parties.

186. I read at least ten books a year.

187. I like to talk to people.

188. I never met a person I didn't like.

·189. As a child, school was easy for me.

190.. I enjoy working crossword puzzles.

191. At parties, I am often the last to leave.

192. I find something interesting in everyone I meet.

193. In a group I like to take charge of things.
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194. I was a slow Iearner in school. »

195. I prefer to work alone.

196. I like to gamble.

197. I'm uncertain about what to do with my life.

198. I have a tendency to give up when I meet difficult problems.

199. l get annoyed by others' bad manners.

200. I like to do things on the spur of the moment.

201. I have a good imagination. ~

202. I sometimes do things just so other people will notice me.

203. I frequently praise others.

204. I have a large vocabulary.

205. I set high standards for myself.

206. People are always nice to me.

207. I like parties and socials.

208. I get bored easily.

209. I can find something funny even in the worst situations.

210. It is more important to get the job done than to worry about peoples' feel-
mgs.

211. It is always best to stick with a plan that works.

212. I like a lot of variety in my life.
I

213. I don't think much about the future. ~

214. I think I would enjoy having authority over people.

215. I find it hard to work under strict rules and regulations.

216. I don't care for large, noisy crowds.

217. I would rather read than watch TV.

218. In school I am/was usually in the upper part of my class.

219. Sometimes I am hard to get along with.

220. I never go out of my way to help others.
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221. I am a quick-witted person.

222. I am a follower, not a leader.

223. I worry a lot.

224. I always notice when people are upset.

225. I work better alone than with other people.

226. I enjoy giving parties. ,

227. I am often the life of the party.

228. I am a good listener no matter whom I talk to.

229. People can depend on me. _

230. I generally trust people until they prove me wrong.

231. In groups I like to help make the decisions.

232. I don't interrupt others when they are talking.

233. l don't mind asking people to do things.

234. I like to be the center of attention.

235. The best part of my day is the time I spend alone.

236. When things go wrong I feel like giving up right away.

237. I have taken things apart just to see how they work.

238. I am a high-strung person.
I

239. l can do long division in my head.

240. Planning things in advance takes the fun out of life.

241. I would like to be a racecar driver.

242. My successes mean little to me.

243. In a group, I usually take the responsibility for getting people introduced.

244. I like to hear Iectures on world affairs.

245. I'm only interested in a few things.

246. I frequently feel guilty.

247. I get tired of doing things the same old way.
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248. If something is worth doing it is worth doing well.

249. People usually follow my suggestions.
7

250. I expect too much of myself.
‘

251. I usually notice when I'm boring people.

252. I find it hard to act naturally when I am with new people.

253. People can usually tell what I'm feeling.

254. I am not very inventive.

255. I'm a humble person.

256. I get bored listening to other people talk.

257. I have a hard time making choices and decisions.

258. When I'm in a bad mood I let other people know it.

259. If it were legal, I might experiment once with heroin.

260. In school math was easy for me. .

261. l would rather take orders than give them. A

262. l would like to be a deep—sea diver.

263. I find greek mythology interesting.

264. I can get along with just about anybody.

265. I would go to a party every night if I could.

266. l like what I do for a living.

267. I have little self—confidence.

268. I would volunteer for an army drug experiment.

269. l enjoy the excitement of the unknown.

270. I like doing two things at once.

271. l belong to several clubs or organizations.

272. I have a lot of friends.

273. I keep calm in a crisis.

274. I'm often asked for my opinion about things.
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275. I am a forgiving person.

276. I am often irritated by faults in others.

277. l°m cautious by nature.

278. I am an ambitious person.

279. I am good at most of the things I do.

280. I don't trust people unless I know them very well.

281. I love the hustle and bustle of city crowds.

282. I have let a lot of people down.

283. I am a fast reader.

284. I often forget to thank people.

285. I often say things without thinking.

286. I am smarter than most people think.

287. I hate opera singing.

288. I can make up stories quickly.

289. When I'm mad I seldom show it.

290. I am known as a hard and steady worker.

291. I like to play chess.

292. I frequently do things on impulse.

293. I am interested in science.

294. I can multiply large numbers quickly.

295. I don't show my emotions to others.

296. I like not knowing what tomorrow will bring.

297. I am good at inventing games, stories, or rhymes.

298. My parents are/were highly intelligent people.

299. I often feel that I chose the wrong occupation.

300. I rarely get angry with others.

301. Basically I am a cooperative person.
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302. Most people are nice once you get to know them.

303. I believe people are basically honest.
I

304. I won°t start a job unless I know I can finish it.

305. I like to work on several projects at the same time.

306. I like detective stories.

307. I often compliment people on their appearance. _

308. I work well with other people.

309. I always try to do a little better than what is expected of me.

310. I don't mind going out of my way to do someone a favor.

311. I enjoy just being with other people.

312. I rarely make a promise that I don't keep.

313. I always work hard, even when I'm not feeling well.

314. I rarely get anxious about my problems.
I

315. There are a lot of things I would like to change about my past.

316. I am a happy person.
I

317. I like to give orders and get things moving.

318. I am a strong-willed person.

319. People seem to underestimate my intelligence.

320. I get involved in other peopIe's problems.

321. I am usually calm.

322. I don't mind taking orders and being told what to do.

323. I am a sociable person.

324. I often start things I never finish.

325. I like doing things that no one else has done.

326. I am sometimes cross and grouchy without any good reason.

327. I don't hate anyone.

328. I usually win arguments.
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329. I have a good memory.

330. I find a number of people hard to get along with.

331. People usually expect me to take charge.
l

332. I enjoy meeting new people.

333. I like to have a schedule and stick to it.
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PART lll DIRECTIONS

Questionnaire Comgletion Instructions

"THIS IS NOT A TEST"

I There are no "right" or "wrong" responses to any of the questions which fol-
low. lt is your own honest opinion that we want.

"WORK RAPIDLY BUT ANSWER ALL STATEMENTS"

The questionnaire has been designed so that it is easy to complete. It
employs a series of statements about various aspects of your job. Please read each
statement carefully and decide how you feel about it. Work at a fairly high speed
through this questionnaire. Do not worry or puzzle over individual items. It is
your first impressions, the immedicate "feelings" about the items, that we want.
On the other hand, please do not be careless, because we want your true impres-
sions.

If you cannot decide exactly how you feel about a statement, mark the answer
you feel is most like your opinion and go on to the next statement. Some of the
statements may not be worded exactly the way you would like them to be. How-
ever, answer them the best way you can. Some of the items may seem similar to
you. Do not try to remember how you checked similar items earlier in the questi-
onnaire. Make each item a separate and independent judgment.

Please be sure to answer every statement.
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INSTRUCTIONS

In performing a job there are certain aspects about that job that are appeal-
ing and provide a sense of satisfaction to the person doing that job. On the other
hand there may be aspects about the job about which the person may be very dis-
satisfied. In this section you are asked to indicate your feelings about various
aspects of your job as an industrial salesperson.

Some of the items in the inventory may appear to be similar to you. Do not
try to remember how you checked similar items earlier in this section. Make each
item a separate and independent iudgment.

For example:

A. Suppose you feel in no uncertain terms that your sales territory is too small;
you would answer on the separate answer sheet and mark 5 for the following
statement.

NEITHER _
STRONGLY AGREE NOR STRONGLY
AGREE AGREE DISAGREE DISAGREE DISAGREE

My sales territory
is too small. 5 4 3 2 1

B. Suppose you feel, although not strongly, that you would rather work in a
small town than a large city; you would answer on the separate answer sheet
and mark 2 for the following statement.

NEITHER
STRONGLY AGREE NOR STRONGLY

AGREE AGREE DISAGREE DISAGREE DISAGREE

I would rather work in
a large city than a small
town. 5 4 3 2 1
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1

NEITHERSTRONGLYAGREE NOR STRONGLY
AGREE AGREE DISAGREE DISAGREE DISAGREE

1. My supervisor is
tactful. 5 4 3 2 1

2. Management keeps us
in the dark about
things we ought to
know. 5 4 3 2 1

3. My pay is high in
comparison with what
others get for similar .
work in other
companies. 5 4 3 2 1

4. My supervisor is -
°

up-to·date. 5 4 3 2 1

5. Management is
progressive. 5 4 3 2 1

6. My work is
creative. 5 4 3 2 1

7. My customers respect
my judgment. 5 4 3 2 1

8. My customers are
intelligent. 5 4 3 2 1

9. My customers are
interested in what I
have to say. 5 4 3 2 1

10. The company has an
unfair promotion
policy. 5 4 3 2 1

11. My work gives a sense
of accomplishment. 5 4 3 2 1

12. The people I work
with get along well
together. 5 4 3 2 1

13. My opportunities for
advancement are
limited. 5 4 3 2 1
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NEITHER
STRONGLY AGREE NOR STRONGLY
AGREE AGREE DISAGREE DISAGREE DISAGREE

14. My boss has taught
me a lot about sales. 5 4 3 2 1

15. My customers live up
to their promises. 5 4 3 2 1

16. My work is valuable. 5 4 3 2 1

17. Our sales goals are
set by the higher-ups
without considering
market conditions. 5 4 3 2 1

18._ My customers are
trustworthy. 5 4 3 2 1

19. Management really
knows its job. 5 4 3 2 1

20. My fellow workers
are stimulating. 5 4 3 2 1

21. My pay doesn't given
me much incentive to

”

_ increase my sales. 5 4 3 2 1

22. My sales manager
really tries to get our
ideas about things. 5 4 3 2 1

23. This company operates
efficiently and
smoothly. 5 4 3 2 1

24. My fellow workers
are selfish. 5 4 3 2 1

25. My sales manager
has the work well
organized. 5 4 3 2 1

26. My boss does a good
job of helping sales
representatives develop
their own potential. 5 4 3 2 1

27. My customers are
fair. 5 4 3 2 1
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NEITHER
STRONGLY · AGREE NOR STRONGLY ‘’
AGREE AGREE DISAGREE DISAGREE DISAGREE

28. There are plenty of
good jobs here for
those who want to get
ahead. 5 - 4 3 2 1

29. My pay is low in
comparison with what
others get for similar
work in other
companies. 5 4 3 2 1

30. My sales manager has
always been fair in his
dealings with me. 5 4 3 2 1

31. Our home office isn't
always cooperative in
servicing our
customers. 5 4 3 2 1

32. My boss doesn't seem
to try very hard to get
our problems across to
management. 5 4 3 2 1

33. l'm satisfied with the
way employee benefits

_

are handled here. 5 4 3 2 1

34. We have a real
competitive advantage in
selling because of the
quality of our
products. 5 4 3 2 1

35. The people I work with
help each other out when
someone falls behind or
gets in a tight spot. 5 4 3 2 1

36. This is a dead-end
job. 5 4 3 2 1

37. Sometimes when I learn
of management's plans, I
wonder if they know the
territory situation at
all. 5 4 3 2 1
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NEITHER
STRONGLY AGREE NOR STRONGLY
AGREE AGREE DISAGREE DISAGREE DISAGREE

38. My fellow workers are
’

boring. 5 4 3 2 1

39. The company sales
training is not carried
out in a we|l—planned
program. 5 4 3 2 1

40. In my opinion the pay
here is lower than in
other companies. 5 4 3 2 1

41. My customers expect
too much from me. 5 4 3 2 1

42. Management is weak. 5 4 3 2 1

43. My job is often dull
and monotonous. 5 4 3 2 1

44. I am highly paid. 5 4 3 2 1

45. l have confidence in
the fairness and honesty

. of management. 5 4 3 2 1

46. My fellow workers
are sociable. 5 4 3 2 1

47. My job is exciting. 5 4 3
· 2 1

48. My boss really takes
the lead in stimulating
sales effort. 5 4 3 2 1

49. My supervisor is
intelligent. 5 4 3 2 1

50. My work is
satisfying. 5 4 3 2 1

51. I seldom know who
really makes the
purchase decisions in
the companies I call
upon. 5 4 3 2 1
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NEITHER ‘ -
STRONGLY AGREE NOR STRONGLY

AGREE AGREE DISAGREE DISAGREE DISAGREE

52. Management here is
really interested in the
welfare of employees. 5 4 3 2 1

53. |°m really doing
something worthwhile
in my job. 5 4 3 2 1

54. The company has
satisfactory profit
sharing. 5 4 3 2 1

55. My sales manager is too
interested in his own
success to care about
the needs of
employees. 5 4 3 2 1

56. Compared with other
companies employee
benefits here are
good. 5 4 3 2 1

57. My fellow workers
are pleasant. 5 4 3 2 1

58. My fellow workers
are obstructive. 5 4 3 2 1

59. My income provides
for Iuxuries. 5 4 3 2 1

60. The people I work
with are very
friendly. 5 4 3 2 1

61. My fellow workers
are loyal. 5 4 3 2 1

62. Promotion here is
based on ability. 5 4 3 2 1

63. I feel that the
company is highly ·
aggressive in its sales
promotion efforts. 5 4 3 2 1
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NEITHER
STRONGLY AGREE NOR STRONGLY
AGREE AGREE DISAGREE DISAGREE DISAGREE

64. My sales manager gets
the sales personnel to —
work together as a
team. 5 4 3 2 1

65. My fellow workers are
intelligent. 5 4 3 2 1

66. My sales manager gives
us credit and praise for ·
work well done. 5 4 3 2 1

67. I am unproductive
in my work. 5 4 3 2 1

68. My selling ability
largely determines my
earnings in this
company. 5 4 3 2 1

69. Sales representatives
in this company receive
good support from the
home office. 5 4 3 2 1

70. My customers are _
inaccessible. 5 4 3 2 1

71. My work is ‘

challenging. 5 4 3 2 1

72. Regular promotions are
the rule in this
company. 5 4 3 2 1

73. Management here sees to
l

it that there is
cooperation between
depa rtments. 5 4 3 2 1

74. My sales manager
lives up to his
promises. 5 4 3 2 1

75. My sales manager
sees that we have the
things we need to do
our jobs. 5 4 3 2 1
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NEITHER
STRONGLY AGREE NOR STRONGLY
AGREE AGREE DISAGREE DISAGREE DISAGREE

76. My customers are
well organized. 5 4 3 2 1

77. l'm paid fairly compared
with other employees in
this company. 5 4 3 2 1

78. My customers blame me
for problems that I have
no control over. 5 4 3 2 1

79. My job is routine. 5 4 3 2 1

80. My sales manager knows
very little about his
job. 5 4 3 2 1

81. My opportunities for
advancement are
reasonable. . 5 4 3 2 1

82. My work is useless. 5 4 3 2 1

83. My customers are
unreasonable. 5 4 3 2 1

84. My fellow workers are
responsible. . 5 4 3 2 1

85. My income is adequate
for normal expenses. 5 4 3 2 1

86. My customers are
friendly. 5 4 3 2 1

87. I am very much
underpaid for the
work that I do. 5 4 3 2 1

88. I can barely live
on my income. 5 4 3 2 1

89. There isn't enough
training for sales
representatives who have
been on the job for
a while. 5 4 3 2 1
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NEITHER
STRONGLY AGREE NOR STRONGLY
AGREE AGREE DISAGREE DISAGREE DISAGREE

90. Management ignores our
suggestions and
complaints. 5 4 3 2 1

91. My customers are
loyal. 5 4 3 2 1

92. My customers are
understanding. 5 4 3 2 1

93. I have a good chance
for promotion. 5 4 3 2 1

94. Management fails to
give clear-cut orders
and instructions. 5 4 3 2 1

95. My job is
interesting. 5 4 3 2 1

96. This company recognizes
the importance of the
professional salesman. 5 4 3 2 1

97. The perceived image of
our company is high. 5 4 3 2 1

BEFORE PROCEEDING PLEASE MAKE SURE YOU HAVE CHECKED A
RESPONSE TO EACH STATEMENT IN THIS SECTION; THANK YOU.
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PART t\_{ EXPECTATIONS Q OTHERS

The industrial salesperson often must satisfy many people when performing a
job. ln particular, the company, the sales manager, the customers, and the spouse
and family may expect the salesperson to perform a variety of activities and they .
may not all be in agreement as to what these activities should be or how they can
best be performed. This part of the inventory attempts to secure your impressions
of what you feel each of these people expects of you in performing your job.

The statements are organized into the basic sections of company, sales man-
ager, "average" customer, and family. Some of the statements will be similar for
each of these people. Do not try to remember how you checked similar items earlier
in the questionnaire as these people may not necessarily agree on what they expect
from you. Make each item e separate gg independent judgment.
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COMPANY

MY COMPANY EXPECTS ME:

NEITHER
STRONGLY AGREE NOR STRONGLY
AGREE AGREE DISAGREE DISAGREE DISAGREE

1. To supervise the
installation of
equipment for my
customers 5 4 3 2 1

2. To "stretch the truth"
to make a sale 5 4 3 2 1

3. To "hold firm" on our
normal delivery
dates 5 4 3 2 1

4. To be a technical
"troubleshooter" 5 4 3 2 1

5. To expedite orders
for my customers 5 4 3 2 1

6. To train customers in .
the use of our
equipment 5 4 3 2 1

7. To be completely
‘

honest with my
. customers 5 4 3 2 1

8. To follow the "hard
sell" approach 5 4 3 2 1

9. To handle back charges
and adjustments for '
my customers 5 4 3 2 1

10. To tailor delivery —
schedules to my
customer's needs 5 4 3 2 1

11. To negotiate on
price 5 4 3 2 1

12. To do product design
work for my
customers 5 4 3 2 1
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COMPANY: NEITHER

STRONGLY AGREE NOR STRONGLY
AGREE AGREE DISAGREE DISAGREE DISAGREE

13. To show my customers
how our products can -
be coordinated with those
of our competitors 5 4 3 2 1

14. To tailor credit terms
to fit the needs of
customers 5 4 3 2 1

15. To perform field tests
on newly installed
equipment 5 4 3 2 1

16. To do system design
work for my
customers 5 4 3 2 1

SALES MANAGER

MY SALES MANAGER EXPECTS ME:

17. To perform engineering
services for my
customers 5 4 3 2 1

18. To "stretch the truth"
V

to make a sale 5 4 3 2 1

19. To call on customers
even when they are
unlikely to place
an order . 5 4 3 2 1

20. To train customers in
the use of our
equipment 5 4 3 2 1

21. To expedite orders
for my customers 5 4 3 2 1

22. To supervise the
installation of equipment
for my customers 5 4 3 2 1

23. To be gone overnight
much of the time 5 4 3 2 1

24. To work on weekends 5 4 3 2 1
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SALES MANAGER: NEITHER

STRONGLY AGREE NOR STRONGLY
AGREE AGREE DISAGREE DISAGREE DISAGREE

25. To be a company
salesman 24 hours a
day 5 4 3 2 1

26. To be a technical
"troubleshooter" 5 4 3 2 1

27. To "hold firm" on our
normal delivery
dates 5 4 3 2 1

28. To be available to
my customers at all
times 5 4 3 2 1

29. To work in the
evenings 5 4 3 2 1

30. To be completely
honest with my .
customers 5 4 3 2 1

31. To tailor delivery
schedules to my ‘

customer's needs 5 4 3 2 1

32. ' To do product design
work for my customers 5 4 3 2 1

33. To leave my job
behind when l go
home from work 5 4 3 2 1

34. To include my spouse
when entertaining my
customers 5 4 3 2 1

35. To tailor credit terms
to fit the need of my
customers 5 4 3 2 1

36. To be available for
customer telephone calls
at any hour of the
day or night 5 4 3 2 1

37. To show my customers
how our products can
be coordinated with our
competitors' products 5 4 3 2 1
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SALES MANAGER: NEITHER

STRONGLY AGREE NOR STRONGLY‘
AGREE AGREE DISAGREE DISAGREE DISAGREE

38. To negotiate on
price 5 4 3 2 1

39. To drink with my
customers 5 4 3 2 1

40. To develop close
personal relationships
with my customers 5 4 3 2 1

41. To perform field tests
on newly installed
equipment 5 4 3 2 1

42. To spend little or no
time socializing with
customers 5 4 3 2 1

43. To do system design
work for my customers 5 4 3 2 1

44. To be liberal with my
expense account in enter-
taining customers 5 4 3 2 1

CUSTOMERS .

MY "AVERAGE" CUSTOMER EXPECTS ME:

45. To follow the "hard
sell" approach 5 4 3 2 1

46. To "hold firm" on our
normal delivery dates 5 4 3 2 1

47. To be completely
honest with them 5 4 3 2 1

48. To supervise the
installation of
equipment for them 5 4 3 2 1

49. To perform engineering
services for them 5 4 3 2 1

50. To work on weekends 5 4 3 2 1

51. To expedite orders
for them 5 4 3 2 1

52. To train them in the
use of our equipment 5 4 3 2 1
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CUSTOMERS: NEITHER

STRONGLY . AGREE NOR STRONGLY
AGREE AGREE DISAGREE DISAGREE DISAGREE

53. To work in the
evenings 5 4 3 2 1

54. To "stretch the truth"
to make a sale 5 4 3 2 1

55. To be available to
them at all times 5 4 3 2 1

56. To call upon them even
when they are unlikely ‘

to place an order 5 4 3 2 1

57. To handle back charges
and adjustments for
them 5 4 3 2 1

58. To spend little or no
time socializing with
them · 5 4 3 2 1

59. To develop close
personal relationships
with them 5 4 3 2 1

60. To perform field tests
on newly installed
equipment · 5 4 3 2 1

61. To drink with them 5 4 3 2 1

62. To be available for
customer telephone
calls at any hour
of the day or night 5 4 3 2 1

63. To tailor delivery
schedules to them 5 4 3 2 1

64. To show them how our
products can be
coordinated with the
products of our
competitors 5 4 3 2 1

65. To negotiate on
price 5 4 3 2 1

66. To tailor credit terms
to fit their needs 5 4 3 2 1
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CUSTOMERS: NEITHER

STRONGLY AGREE NOR STRONGLY
AGREE AGREE DISAGREE DISAGREE DISAGREE

67. To be liberal with .
my expense account in
entertaining them 5 4 . 3 2 1

68. To do system design
work for them 5 4 3 2 1

FAMILY

MY FAMILY EXPECTS ME:

69. To be available to
my customers at all ·
times 5 4 3 2 1

1
70. To work in the

evenings 5 4 3 2 1

71. To work on weekends 5 4 3 2 1

72. To be gone overnight
much of the time 5 4 3 2 1

73. To be a salesman 24
hours a day 5 4 3 2 1

74. To drink with my
customers 5 4 3 2 1

75. To spend little or no
time socializing with
my customers 5 4 3 2 1

76. To include them when
I

. '
entertaining my
customers 5 4 3 2 1

77. To develop close
personal relationships
with my customers 5 4 3 2 1

78. To leave my job behind
when I come home from
work 5 4 3 2 1

79. To be available for
customers' telephone
calls at any hour of ·
the day or night 5 4 3 2 1
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PART V EXPECTATIONS Q OTHERS

ln his role as salesman, an individual is not always clear as to what his com-
pany, sales manager, customers, and family expect of him. He is more certain
about some things than he is others. Very few people are equally certain about all
aspects of their job.

You are asked to indicate your degree of certainty about the various aspects
of your job by checking the category that best describes your feelings. Again, we
ask that you make each item a separate and independent judgment and that you
work at a fairly high speed. lt is again your first impressions, your immediate
"feelings" about the items, that we want.
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l AM:

ABSOLUTELY VERY MODERATELY MODERATELY VERY ABSOLUTELY
CERTAIN CERTAIN CERTAIN UNCERTAIN UNCERTAIN UNCERTAIN

How satisfied
my customers
are with my
performance in
my job 6 5 4 3 2 1

To what extent
I can extend more
liberal credit
terms than
normal 6 5 4 _ 3 2 1

How my sales
manager expects me
to allocate my

I time among
accounts 6 5 4 3 2 1

To what extent -
I should be a
technical trouble-
shooter 6 5 4 3 2 1

How much time
my sales manager _
feels I should
spend on the ·
job 6 5 4 3 2 1

What activities
in my job are
most important to
my family 6 5 4 3 2 1

About what
activities in my
job are least
important to my
customers 6 5 4 3 2 1

To what extent
I should train
customers in the '
use of our
equipment 6 5 4 3 ‘ 2 1

What is the
best way to
close a
sale 6 5 4 3 2 1
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1 AM:

ABSOLUTELY VERY MODERATELY MODERATELY VERY ABSOLUTELY
CERTAIN CERTAIN CERTAIN UNCERTAIN UNCERTAIN UNCERTAIN

How much time
1

l should spend
socializing with
customers 6 5 4 3 2 1

About what
activities in
my job are most
important to
my sales
manager 6 5 4 3 2 1

About the fre-
quency with which
l should
caH upon
customers 6 _ 5 4 - 3 2 1

About what ‘

activities in my
job are least im-
portant to my
family 6 5 4 3 2 1

About the
limits of my
authority 6 5 4 3 2 1

About our com-
pany rules and
regulations 6 5 4 3 2 1

How satisfied
my family is with
my performance in
my job 6 5 4 3 2 1

About what my
sales manager
expects of me
in performing
my job 6 5 4 3 2 1

How satisfied my
sales manager is
with my per-
formance on
my job 6 5 4 3 2 1
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ABSOLUTELY VERY MODERATELY MODERATELY VERY ABSOLUTELY

CERTAIN CERTAIN CERTAIN UNCERTAIN UNCERTAIN UNCERTAIN

About what acti-
vities in my job
are most impor-
tant to my cus-
tomers 6 5 4 3 2 1

How to handle
back charges and ad-
justments for my b _
customers 6 5 4 3 2 1

About the rules
and procedures my
customers expect —

me to follow in
dealing with
them 6 5 4 3 2 1

How much time
my family feels
l should spend on
the job 6 5 4 3 2 1

To what extent I
l should do pro-
duct design work _
for my
customers 6 5 4 3 2 1

What my family
expects of me in
performing my
job 6 5 4 3 2 1

To what extent
I can modify nor-
mal delivery
schedules for
customers 6 5 4 3 2 1

What is the
best way to
sell 6 5 4 3 2 1

How to develop
close personal
relationships
with my
customers 6 5 4 3 2 1
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ABSOLUTELY VERY MODERATELY MODERATELY VERY ABSOLUTELY
CERTAIN CERTAIN CERTAIN UNCERTAIN UNCERTAIN UNCERTAIN

How I should '
perform my job 4
in order to
satlsfy my
customers 6 5 4 3 2 1

What my customers
expect of me
in performing
my job 6 5 4 3 2 1

About where to
go to get assis-
tance to do my
job 6 5 4 3 2 1

About what acti-
vities in my job
are least impor-
tant to my sales
manager 6 5 4 3 2 1

How I should
perform my job
in order to
satisfy my sales
manager 6 5 4 3 2 1

About how I can
best use my ex-
pense account in _
entertaining cus-
tomers 6 5 4 3 2 1 _

About what kinds
of engineering
services I can
offer my
customers 6 5 4 3 2 1

About how to
handle unusual prob-
lems or situa-
tions 6 5 4 3 2 1

How l should
perform my job in
order to satisfy
my family 6 5 4 3 2 1
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I AM:

ABSOLUTELY VERY MODERATELY MODERATELY VERY ABSOLUTELY
CERTAIN CERTAIN CERTAIN UNCERTAIN UNCERTAIN UNCERTAIN

To what extent
E

I should super-
vise the instal-
lation of equip-
ment for my
customers 6 5 4 3 2 1

To what extent
I should do sys-
tems design work
for my ·
customers 6 5 4 3 2 1

About how fre-
quently my cus-
tomers expect me
to call on .
them 6 5 4 3 2 1

About how my
sales manager feels
l should allocate
my time on the
job 6 5 4 3 2 1

To what extent
I can negotiate
on price 6 5 4 3 2 1
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SALES MANAGER'S PERFORMANCE RATING SCALE:

_ EVALUATION OF SALESPERSON PERFORMANCE

Overview: .

On the following pages you are requested to evaluate the salespeople
under your authority on a number of criteria:

(l) their efforts in working with other personnel in your firm;

(2) the extent of their technical knowledge and how they use it;

(3) their efforts to control company expenses;

(4) their ability to produce sales;

(5) their work in promoting customer goodwill for the company; ·

(6) their efforts in providing different types of information to the firm;

. (7) their skill in giving sales presentations and in dealing with
customers during the sales call; and

(8) their ability to manage their time and territory.

Instructions

At the top of each page a brief description of the performance criteria
on which the salespeople are to be rated is given. Please read the description
carefully.

After reading the criteria description, rate each salesperson under your
authority as they compare with all other salespeople you have known or worked
with in a similar selling situation.

To do —this, a vertical percentage scale is provided below each
performance criteria description. To rate a salesperson simply print their
social security number in the space provided to the right of the scale and
draw an arrow to the position on the scale that best represents the
sa|esperson's performance on the criteria stated at the top of the page.

REMEMBER: The information provided by you in this questionnaire will remain
confidential, no individual will be singled out, and an indivldual's
performance ratings will not be reported to your company.

To clarify and illustrate the rating procedure a simplified example is
given on the following page.
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Samgle Rating Criteria and Scale

For simplicity, assume that a sales manager supervising five salespeople
was asked to rate the physical height of each of their salespeople on the rating
scale. First, the sales manager wouldconsider each of their salespeople with
respect to the criteria, height. Let's assume that salesperson B. Holder was
clearly one of the tallest salespersons the sales manager had come in contact
with and was almost 7' tall. Next salesperson C. Dimly was comparatively
short, only about 5' tall. Also, the sales manager thinks that salesperson A.
Ford and salesperson Z. Shore are both about 5'11", and salesperson P.
Resident is about 6'3" tall. Given these impressions of the salespeople, and
what the sales manager knows about other salespeople in similar selling
situations, the sales manager's completed scale on the height criteria might look
something like the following:

RATING SCALE SOCIAL SECURITY NUMBERS

Top 10%

90%

80%

70%

60%

Average 50%

40%

30%

20%

10%

Bottom 10%

PLEASE REMEMBER:

a. To rate each salesperson on every scale (for example, if you have
eight salespeople there should be eight social security numbers
printed beside each scale).

b. That every salesperson has his strengths and weaknesses with
respect to different aspects of the job; please read the criteria
descriptions carefully and rate each person with respect to that
criteria only.
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1. Q Performance Criteria: The overall effectiveness and efficiency of a

company is a result of the cooperative and supportive attitudes and
actions of all the people in the company. Salespeople are no exception.
They are responsible for carrying out company programs and policies, and
cooperating with other company departments and personnel. Similarly,
they must understand the company organization and departmental
responsibilities and work within that structure. ln addition, the
salesperson°s attitude and efforts in promoting teamwork influences the
company's operation.

Considering issues such as those noted above, please rate each
salesperson on their contribution to cooperating and working with others
in your company.

RATING SCALE SOCIAL SECURITY NUMBERS

Top 10%

90%

.80%

' 70%

60%

AVERAGE - 50%

40%

30%

20%

10%

Bottom 10%

BEFORE PROCEEDING PLEASE CHECK TO MAKE SURE YOU HAVE
RATED ALL OF YOUR SALESPEOPLE ON THIS CRITERIA; THANK YOU.
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2. Q Performance Criteria: In an industrial selling situation it is important

for the salesperson to develop expertise in the technical and operating
aspects of their company°s products. ln addition to this basic product
knowledge, their expertise should encompass a familiarity with competitor's
products (specifications and applications), an understanding of customer
operations and product needs, and knowing about technological
developments within their own company. The saIesperson's technical
knowledge in combination with their ability to use it can in many
circumstances enhance their overall selling ability.

Considering issues such as those noted above, please rate each
salesperson on their technical knowledge in combination with their
effective use of this knowledge.

RATING SCALE SOCIAL SECURITY NUMBERS

Top 10%

90%

80%

70% ·
I

60%

AVERAGE - 50%

40%

30%

20%

10%

Bottom 10%

BEFORE PROCEEDING PLEASE CHECK TO MAKE SURE YOU HAVE
RATED ALL OF YOUR SALESPEOPLE ON THIS CRITERIA; THANK YOU.
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3. ggg Performance Criteria: Salespeople help to generate revenues for the

company, but there are also expenses in supporting a salesforce.
Salespeople must make judicious use of expense accounts for travel.
SimiIarly,„ they _frequently allocate promotional and gift allowances. In
addition, the salesperson may keep costs down in other areas of the
company by considering order preparation, delivery costs, and the like
when writing sales orders. Clearly there are many other areas of
salesperson related expenses, and many of these are necessary and
desirable. However, some salespeople do not work at controlling
unnecessary or excessive expenses.

Considering issues such as those noted above, please rate each
salesperson on their efforts at controlling unnecessary or excessive
company expenses.

RATING SCALE SOCIAL SECURITY NUMBERS

Top 10%

90%

80%

70%

60%

AVERAGE - 50%

40%

30%

20%

10% E

Bottom 10%

BEFORE PROCEEDING PLEASE CHECK TO MAKE SURE YOU HAVE
RATED ALL OF YOUR SALESPEOPLE ON THIS CRITERIA; THANK YOU.
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4. Q Performance Criteria: Every salesperson in the company is

responsible for meeting various sales objectives. Such sales objectives
may include total dollar sales, number and level of sales to new accounts,
sales of products with high profit margins, sales or contracts with long
term potential, and the like.

U
Considering issues such as those noted above, please rate each
salesperson in their overall contribution to producing quantity and quallty
sales for your company.

RATING SCALE SOCIAL SECURITY NUMBERS

Top 10%

90%

80%

70%

60%

AVERAGE - 50%

40%

30% '

20%

2
10%

Bottom 10%

BEFORE PROCEEDING PLEASE CHECK TO MAKE SURE YOU HAVE
RATED ALL OF YOUR SALESPEOPLE ON THIS CRITERIA; THANK YOU.
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5. gig Performance Criteria: ln addition to their actual selling activities,

salespeople represent the company and must work to maintain and promote
positive company relations, goodwill, and satisfaction with customers and
prospects, Such activities as following up after the sale, resolving
customer problems, participating in industry associations, building good -
personal relationships with decision makers important to the firm, and
developing customer confidence in the company all create an atmosphere
conduciveto a continuing and profitable company—customer relationship.

Considering issues such as those noted above, please rate each
salesperson on their contribution to creating, maintaining, and improving ‘
customer relations, customer satisfaction, and goodwill for your company.

RATING SCALE SOCIAL SECURITY NUMBERS

Top 10% ·

90%

80%

70%

60%

AVERAGE - 50%

40%

30%

20%

10%

Bottom 10%

BEFORE PROCEEDING PLEASE CHECK TO MAKE SURE YOU HAVE
RATED ALL OF YOUR SALESPEOPLE ON THIS CRITERIA; THANK YOU.
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6. Q Performance Criteria: Salespeople provide important information

inputs to the company. Sometimes this simply involves routine reporting
of expenses, visits to customers, orders taken and the like. In addition,
however, salespeople are sometimes asked to provide special information
(estimates of future sales, annual budget expectations, etc.). Some
salespeople go beyond what they are specifically asked to do and are
continually aware of company information needs. These salespeople use
their own initiative and good judgment in providing the company with
valuable information from the field (for example, information about
competitors, customer needs, and the like), even if it has not specifically
been solicited by management. Yet, not all salespeople are equally good
about providing the company with accurate, timely, and complete
information .

Considering issues such as those noted above, please rate each
salesperson on the quality of the information that they provide your
company.

RATING SCALE SOCIAL SECURITY NUMBERS

Top 10%

90%

80%
”

A

70%

60%

AVERAGE — 50%

40%

30%

. 20%

10%

Bottom 10%

BEFORE PROCEEDING PLEASE CHECK TO MAKE SURE YOU HAVE
RATED ALL OF YOUR SALESPEOPLE ON THIS CRITERIA; THANK YOU.
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7. @ Performance Criteria: In addition to knowing their product well and
how their customers can best use their products to reduce costs and
increase profits, the salesperson must be able to present these ideas to
customers. in an interesting, clear, and organized manner. lt is to the
salesperson's advantage to convince the customer of their technical
expertise and their understanding of customer operations and problems to
establish the trust and respect of the customer. Furthermore, in order to
achieve the desired results with the sales presentation, the salesperson
should know who the key purchasing decision makers are, know what the
purchasing process is, and design an effective approach and presentation
for each customer. This may require that the salesperson consider
solutions to possible customer objections beforehand, be able to negotiate
successfully, and know how and when to close a sale with a specific
customer.

Considering issues such as those noted above, please rate each
salesperson on their overall ability to deal with customers and make good
sales presentations in the sales call situation.

_ RATING SCALE SOCIAL SECURITY NUMBERS

Top 10%

90% —

80%

70%

60%

AVERAGE - 50%

40%

30%

20%

10%

Bottom 10%

BEFORE PROCEEDING PLEASE CHECK TO MAKE SURE YOU HAVE
RATED ALL OF YOUR SALESPEOPLE ON THIS CRITERIA; THANK YOU.
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8. @ Performance Criteria: The management of a sa|esperson's time and
territory is very important in effective selling. The use of one's time is
really an allocation problem: the objective is to allocate a limited
resource, time, in the most efficient manner in order to maximixe
productivity (face to face selling). Among some of the allocation problems
are how to apportion time between new calls and service; how to balance
office work with field work; how much time to give the overly demanding
prospect or customer. Planning and organizing one's day efficiently can
lead to more customer contacts, more presentations, and potentially more
opportunities for closes. Proper time and territory management can lead
to a successful year in sales.

Considering issues such as those noted above, please rate each
salesperson on their overall ability to deal with time and territory
management.

RATING SCALE SOCIAL SECURITY NUMBERS

Top 10%

90%

80%
A

70%

60%

AVERAGE - 50%

40%

30%

20%

10%

Bottom 10%

BEFORE PROCEEDING PLEASE CHECK TO MAKE SURE YOU HAVE
RATED ALL OF YOUR SALESPERSON ON THIS CRITERIA; THANK YOU.
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9. Overall gg Performance Criteria: Over the previous pages you have

rated the performance of each of your salespeople on different aspects of
their job. Now, would you please rate each salesperson on their overall
performance, taking all things Into consideration. Keep in mind that your
ratings should be in comparison to the performance of all other salespeople
you have known or worked with in similar selling situations.

W RATING SCALE SOCIAL SECURITY NUMBERS

Top 10%

90% '

80%

70%

60%

AVERAGE - 50%

40%

30%

20%
I I

10%

Bottom 10%

BEFORE PROCEEDING PLEASE CHECK TO MAKE SURE YOU HAVE
RATED ALL OF YOUR SALESPEOPLE ON THIS CRITERIA; THANK YOU.
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ln this section, you have rated each of your salespeople on a number of
different aspects of how they do their job. Clearly, however, not all of these
are equally important. Therefore, we would like you to give us an idea of how
important you consider each of these areas to the overall job performance of
your salespeople.

First, please read through the list of eight job performance areas below.
Then, in the space provided at the right of each area, assign a number
indicating the importance of that criteria in evaluating the overall performance
of your salespeople. lt is convenient to think of the number as representing
your general impression of the "percentage" importance of performance in that
particular area in relation to the salesperson's total performance. The sum of
the numbers you assign should be 100%.

RELATIVE IMPORTANCE Q DIFFERENT ASPECTS Q SALESPERSON'S JOB Q
OVERALL PERFORMANCE:

1. Working with other personnel within the firm.................4 %

2. Obtaining and using technical knowledge ...................... %

3. Controlling unnecessary company expenses .................... %

4. Selling (quantity and quality of sales produced)............... %

5. Promoting customer relations, satisfaction, and goodwill........ %

6. Providing information to the firm.............................. %

7. Skill in giving sales presentations and
dealing with customers........................................ 06

8. Skill in time and territory management......................... %
”

Total............ 100 %

How would you weight the objective and subjective measures? %
Objective % Subjective
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CORRELATIONS
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Appendix E'

CONFIRMATORY FACTOR ANALYSIS (FULL MODEL)

LOCUS OF CONTROL VARIABLES l-29
E

PLANFULNESS VARIABLES 30-46 l
TENACITY VARIABLES 47-54

PERFORMANCE VARIABLES 55-66
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Appendix F

CONFIRMATORY FACTOR ANALYSIS (NEW MODEL)

LOCUS OF CONTROL VARIABLES 1-29 n
PLANFULNESS VARIABLES 30-46

TENACITY VARIALBES 47-54

PERFORMANCE VARIALBES 55-66 -
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