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ABSTRACT 

The selling job in most businesses today has become an integrated process that 

requires the coordinated efforts of salespeople and other participants, both within and 

across product lines, functional departments, and geographic districts. As a result, many 

companies today require their salespeople to be cooperative players who can work 

effectively in groups whose members share skills, knowledge, time, and effort, to achieve 

common objectives. 

This dissertation is the first in-depth study towards understanding the antecedent 

factors that influence task-specific cooperation among salespeople. Several antecedent 

factors that promote or inhibit salesforce cooperation are identified, each factor is 

categorized into one of the four broader sets of antecedent conditions, namely, relational, 

task, organizational, and personal factors, and each factor is tested, within a nomological 

network, for its effect on cooperative behaviors of salespersons directed toward 

coworkers. 

The main thesis of the hypothesized structural model is that each major 

antecedent category exerts significant influence on cooperation, independently from the 

effects of others. Based on this main thesis, two general research questions are explored: 

to what extent does each antecedent category explain the observed variance in 

cooperation; and, what role do relational factors, particularly trust in coworkers and 

organizational commitment, play in explaining salesforce cooperation. The hypothesized 

structural model is tested with data collected through self-administered surveys of a large 

sample of (N = 554) automobile salespeople from 112 different dealerships. 

Vll 



The findings of the study support the main thesis and provide valuable insights 

regarding the two general research questions. Each one of the antecedent categories is 

shown to have significant influence on cooperation. With respect to specific constructs, 

task interdependence is found to have the highest explanatory power, followed in order 

by personal cooperativeness, trust in coworkers, financial rewards, and collectivist 

organizational norms. The hypothesis suggesting a positive impact of organizational 

commitment on cooperative behaviors is not supported by the data. 
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CHAPTER I 

OVERVIEW 

The last few decades have witnessed a dramatic change in the nature of the selling 

job for many companies. The traditional view of a salesperson-a single, individualistic, 

persistent person who works independently on a commission basis and who competes 

fiercely against even fellow salespersons-has given way to a strikingly different 

conceptualization (Cespedes, Doyle, and Freedman 1989; Tjosvold, Meredith, and 

Wellwood 1993). Selling in many businesses today has become an integrated process 

that requires the coordinated efforts of salespeople and other participants, both within and 

across product lines, functional departments, and geographic districts. Many companies 

today require their salespeople to be cooperative players who can work effectively in 

groups whose members share their skills, knowledge, time, and effort to achieve common 

objectives. This emerging era of "the cooperative salesperson" is evident from the 

growing number of scholarly works on such practices like team-selling (Moon and 

Armstrong 1994), selling centers (Hutt, Johnston, and Ronchetto 1985), and national 

(key) account programs (Cohen 1996). 

As a result of the growing importance of cooperative selling, research in sales 

management has begun to focus on understanding the dynamics of a salesperson's 

interpersonal relationships with coworkers. Issues investigated include feedback 

provided by coworkers (Kohli and Jaworski 1994), salesforce socialization (Dubinsky, 

Howell, Ingram, and Bellenger 1986), peer mentoring (Pullins, Fine and Warren 1996), 



and altruistic behaviors toward coworkers (MacKenzie, Podsakof, and Fetter 1993; 

Netemeyer, Boles, McKee, and McMurrian 1997). Nonetheless, it is surprising that 

cooperation amongst salespeople, a critical determinant of the effectiveness of selling 

efforts for many businesses, has received little attention. 

On the other hand, scholarly works on cooperative marketing relationships in 

general have increased significantly in the past few years, often under the rubric of 

"relationship marketing." Several authors from several different research streams in 

marketing have provided insightful studies. Theoretical and empirical works have 

focused on interorganizational cooperation in the channels of distribution (e.g., Anderson 

and Narus 1990; Dwyer, Schurr, and Oh 1987; Morgan and Hunt 1994), research users' 

relationships with research providers (Moorman, Deshpande, and Zaltman 1993), and 

strategic alliances (e.g., Bucklin 1993). From this research stream has emerged what is 

now called the cooperate-to-compete thesis, that is, "to be an effective competitor 

requires one to be a trusted cooperator" (Morgan and Hunt 1994, p. 20). These works 

have focused on the importance of relational factors in explaining cooperation. In 

particular, commitment and trust have been posited to facilitate cooperation. Morgan and 

Hunt (1994) explicitly note the need for a comprehensive theory of cooperation that 

incorporates both commitment and trust, as well as other factors, at the center of 

marketing's theorizing about all forms of cooperative marketing relationships. 

The present study aims to build on these existing works and extend the issue to 

the salesforce context. 



The Purpose(s) of the Study 

The purpose of the present study is to develop and test a model of the factors that 

affect salesforce cooperation (i.e., cooperative behaviors of salespersons toward 

coworkers). To this end, I shall adopt a multidisciplinary approach and combine insights 

from several different research traditions. I shall posit that cooperative behaviors in sales 

organizations stem from four major categories of antecedent factors—personal, 

organizational, task, and relational factors. The relative impact of each antecedent 

category is a major research question that is to be investigated. 

Much research on workplace cooperation focus on structural variables (e.g., task 

interdependence, outcome interdependence, organizational structure and design, task 

complexity, etc.) because of the influence of the "interdependence paradigm" of 

experimental psychologists, particularly the earlier works of Deutsch (e.g., 1949). A 

second group of researchers include cultural and personal factors in explanations of 

cooperative behaviors (e.g., Argyle 1991; Chatman and Barsade 1995; McClintock and 

Liebrand 1988; Murninghan 1995; Wagner 1995). Finally, virtually all scholars do agree 

that relational factors such as trust may have a significant affect on individuals' 

dispositions to act in a cooperative manner (Deutsch 1969; Lewis and Weigert 1985; 

Ring and Van de Ven 1994; Smith, Carroll, and Ashford 1995). Interestingly enough, 

however, only a few studies have used relational variables in investigations of 

cooperation amongst organizational members (e.g., McAllister 1995). More interestingly, 

no single study to date has simultaneously included all these factors and 



compared/contrasted their relative impacts. One of the purposes of the present study is to 

achieve this task. 

Of specific interest is the key role two important relational factors may play in the 

emergence of cooperative behaviors of salespersons toward coworkers: commitment to 

the organization and trust in coworkers. The hypothesized model posits these constructs 

to have a central nomological status. 

In summary, then, this study purports to add to existing research in three major 

ways. First, it is the first study that simultaneously investigates several antecedent factors 

suggested by several different (and I might add rival) research traditions that studied 

cooperation. Second, it is argued and tested in this study that the effects of many factors 

proposed by prior research to antecede cooperation are mediated by two key constructs: 

salespersons' commitment to the organization and trust in coworkers. Finally, this study 

expands the issue of cooperation to the salesforce context for the first time. 

This introductory chapter provides a short literature review about (interpersonal) 

cooperation and presents the hypothesized model of factors affecting salesforce 

cooperation. 

Cooperation: Conceptual Definition and Theoretical Approaches 

Since the earlier studies of Morton Deutsch (1949. 1969, 1973), cooperation 

across individuals, groups, organizations, and nations has become a major topic of 

interest in an eminently diverse set of academic disciplines. Indeed, scholars from 

various disciplines, such as economics, sociology, psychology, anthropolog\, political 
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science, organizational science, and marketing, have contributed to the development of 

theories about cooperative relationships. As a result, "the literature on cooperation today 

is rich in theory and diverse in its academic roots" (Smith, Carroll, and Ashford 1995, p. 

9). 

Despite the divergence in its academic roots, however, most definitions of 

cooperation converge around the same conceptual domain; that is, the willful contribution 

of individuals, groups, etc., to the successful completion of interdependent tasks and/or to 

the achievement of mutual objectives (Anderson and Narus 1990; Deutsch 1949; Wagner 

1995). One exception to this interdisciplinary consensus is Ring and Van de Ven's 

(1994) suggestion to make the definition of cooperation more dynamic by extending it to 

include the willingness of individuals to continue in cooperative relationships. 

Consistent with the above conceptualization, Laughlin (1978) argues that 

cooperating individuals tend to (1) provide each other with necessary information, (2) 

more willingly assist and help each other, (3) understand each other's points of view, (4) 

be influenced by each other's interests and ideas, and (5) rely on division of labor. The 

resulting outcome for most task situations is increased productivity and more pleasant 

feelings, especially for complex task situations that require high levels of coordination 

(Tjosvold 1984). 

One area that is seemingly problematic is the overflow in the number and 

diversity in the nature (i.e., in the underlying assumptions and units of analysis) o\' several 



different research traditions that attempted to explain cooperative behaviors. Some 

approaches in the multidisciplinary cooperation literature focus solely on the context in 

which cooperative relationships occur, while others focus on the aspects of the 

relationship between and personalities of the cooperating parties. Similarly, some 

research traditions view cooperating parties as agents acting out of selfishness, while 

others maintain that interpersonal attraction and psychological attachment matter. More 

fundamentally, some research traditions take a single transaction as unit of analysis, and 

yet many others focus on ongoing relationships. Recognizing this theoretical "richness," 

Smith, Carroll, and Ashford (1995) provide a typology that organizes various theoretical 

perspectives in the cooperation literature into five broad categories. Their work is 

summarized in Figure 1.1, for it is seen as a useful guide for the development of the 

model proposed in this study. Conceptual links between these theoretical perspectives 

and the four-factor framework of antecedents of salesforce cooperation proposed in this 

study will be provided in the next section. It should be noted, however, that Smith, 

Carrol, and Ashford (1995) recognize and note that the five theoretical categories in their 

typology overlap with each other in terms of many aspects. In addition, because the focus 

of their work is on cooperative relationships in general, not specificly on interpersonal 

cooperation, their typology does not include theories pertaining to the impact of personal 

(individual) differences on cooperative behaviors. 



Exchange Theories: Theories that explain cooperative behaviors based on conscious and 
calculative orientations of individuals. Cooperation is viewed as a means of maximizing 
economic or psychological benefits (Blau 1964). Specific exemplar theories include 
transaction cost theory, reinforcement theory, social psychology theories of exchange, 
micro and macro sociological theories of exchange, symbolic interaction theory, rational 
or normative decision-making theories. 

Attraction Theories: Theories that focus on interpersonal attraction that seems to create 
natural attachment. Specific variables postulated to influence cooperative behaviors 
include value or status similarities, complementary needs, aspects of personality, goal 
congruence, and information needs. These theories emphasize the non-economic aspects 
of cooperative relationships (Hollinghead 1950; Kennedy 1944). 

Power and Conflict Theories: Conflict, the opposite of cooperation according to some 
authors, is the key concept in these theories (Emerson 1962; Pfeffer and Salancik 1978). 
Diversity in individuals' resources, perceptions of injustice, and value and goal 
differences are seen as drivers of conflict. 

Social Structure Theories: Theories that emphasize dimensions outside the relationship 
to explain cooperation. Social structures in which the relationship occurs are postulated as 
the primary factors that cause the emergence of cooperative behaviors (Blau 1964). 
Exemplar structural variables include organizational structure, number of participants, 
distance, homogeneity, etc. 

ModeUng Theories: Theories that emphasize social learning, imitation, and modeling in 
social contexts (Bandura 1971; DiMaggio and Powell 1983). Cooperative behaviors are 
investigated in terms of the influences on individuals induced by referent groups, social 
norms, exemplar individuals, etc. 

Figure 1.1. Five Theoretical Perspectives Explaining Cooperation. 

Source: Adapted from Smith, Carroll, and Ashford (1995). 
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Antecedents of Cooperative Behaviors Amongst Salespeople: 
A Four-Factor Conceptual Framework 

Identifying the conditions under which organizational members are likely to 

display cooperative behaviors is a difficult task because, as can be inferred from the 

several different theoretical approaches listed in Figure 1.1, an individual's tendency to 

behave cooperatively can be influenced by a variety of factors (Chatman and Barsade 

1995). Among the various factors studied by prior research are personality traits, the 

degree to which organizational control systems encourage cooperation, the degree to 

which cooperation is necessary to achieve personal or organizational objectives, and the 

degree to which various structural and cultural aspects of the organization enable 

organizational members to behave cooperatively (e.g., Chatman and Barsade 1995; 

McClintock and Liebrand 1988; Petersen 1992). 

A key distinguishing aspect of the present study is the multidisciplinary approach 

that combines the propositions of several distinct research traditions in a single 

framework. It is expected that such an approach will provide the necessary means for a 

simultaneous investigation of the various factors proposed by prior researchers to affect 

cooperation. For example, in a game theoretic approach to determine antecedents of 

cooperation in organizational contexts, Murninghan (1994) distinguished between 

psychological and structural determinants of cooperation. The broad perspective 

employed in the present study enables us to extend Murninghan's framework to include 

task factors, relational factors, personal factors, and organizational factors as major 

drivers of salesforce cooperation. The conceptual model displayed in Figure 1.2 

indicates that cooperative behaviors amongst salespersons emerge as a result of the direct 
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and interactive effects of these four major factors. Consistent with this approach, Pinto, 

Pinto, and Prescott (1993, p. 1282) maintain that various factors that act as facilitators or 

inhibitors of cooperation in organizations may "range from individual factors such as 

personalities of group members, interpersonal relations and training and skills ... to 

organizational factors such as strategy, structure, reward systems and cultural norms." 

Among the four antecedent categories that are posited to influence cooperation 

amongst salespeople, task characteristics is perhaps the most commonly studied factor in 

the cooperation literature. The notion that task characteristics are important determinants 

of workplace cooperation emerges directly from the interdependence approach to 

cooperation. Exchange theories and power and conflict theories in Figure 1.1 provide the 

theoretical basis for this approach. For example, Deutsch (1949, 1973) argues that 

individuals will be more likely to cooperate to the extent that they view their goals as 

(positively) related to each other and to the extent that task characteristics require 

cooperation to achieve those goals. Examples of several variables investigated within 

this research stream include task complexity, task interdependency, and outcome and goal 

interdependency (Tjosvold 1984; Wageman 1995). Another research stream that 

investigated task characteristics is research about free-riding and social loafing, which 

further revealed that identifiability/accountability might influence the degree of within 

group cooperation (e.g., Wagner 1995). 
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The notion that personal factors may affect cooperative tendencies of individuals 

Stems from the premise that some people are simply more cooperative than others (Argyle 

1991). Several researchers have recognized that individual differences may play a 

significant role in explaining cooperative versus competitive behaviors (e.g.. Baron 

1983). Among the personality traits that are proposed to influence cooperation are 

collectivist orientation (Wagner 1995), cooperativeness and agreeableness (Chatman and 

Barsade 1995), extraversion (Thorne 1987), locus of control and need for social approval 

(Eby and Dobbins 1997), and empathy (Eisenberg and Miller 1987). In addition, 

individual differences in terms of age, gender, and tenure in the organization may also be 

influential on one's disposition to behave cooperatively (Argyle 1991; Lu and Argyle 

1991; Wagner 1995). 

Organizational drivers of cooperative behaviors emerge from a combination of 

social structure theories and modeling theories in Smith, Carroll, and Ashford's (1995) 

typology. Within this context, several structural and contextual variables including 

physical proximity of participants and opportunity to interact (Wagner 1995), 

organizational cultural norms (Moch and Seashore 1981), and the degree to which 

organizational control systems reward cooperative efforts versus individual achievement 

(Petersen 1992) have been shown to influence cooperation. 

Finally, many authors agree that relational factors, factors related to the quality 

and effectiveness of the relationship between individuals, are important determinants of 

cooperative dispositions of individuals toward each other. Relational factors pertain to 

both cognition- and emotion-based sources of interpersonal attraction and psychological 
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attachment between individuals, and are captured predominantly by attraction, modeling, 

and exchange theories in Figure 1.1. Most prominent among relational factors is the 

degree of trust in the relationship, which is an immediate antecedent to cooperation 

according to virtually all scholars (Smith, Carroll, and Ashford 1995; Ring and Van de 

Ven 1994). Several other relational variables including communication quality 

(Anderson and Narus 1990), value congruence or shared values (Chatman 1991; Morgan 

and Hunt 1994), cultural differences (Cox, Lobel, and Mcleod 1991; McAllister 1995), 

person-organization fit (Chatman 1991), and expectations regarding the future behaviors 

of role partners (Wiener and Doescher 1994) have been shown to affect cooperative 

tendencies. One key question that deserves specific attention within this context is the 

impact of organizational commitment on cooperative behaviors of individuals toward 

other organizational members. Morgan and Hunt (1994) have theorized that an 

individual's commitment to a relationship and his/her trust in the exchange partner are 

key determinants of several behavioral tendencies in the relationship, including 

dispositions to cooperate. Following the same line of logic, one could speculate that an 

individual's commitment to the organization may facilitate his/her cooperative tendencies 

toward all constituencies, including coworkers, that form the organization. 

Hvpothesized Structural Model 

As noted earlier, the purpose of the present study is to identify and investigate the 

antecedent factors that influence the degree of cooperation amongst salespersons. To this 

end, the structural model displayed in Figure 1.3 is developed and proposed for 

12 



investigation. The model employs several antecedent factors of salesforce cooperation 

(i.e., cooperative behaviors of salespersons toward their coworkers) that are relevant to 

the context of the present study and based on the findings of prior studies and the 

conceptual framework illustrated in Figure 1.2. Two general research questions underlie 

the structure of the proposed model: (1) to what extent does each antecedent 

category-task factors, personal factors, organizational factors, and relational 

factors-explain the variance in cooperation ? (2) Do organizational commitment and trust 

in coworkers play a central nomological role in explaining salesforce cooperation? 

As to the second research question, the hypothesized model posits t}-iist and 

organizational commitment as key constructs that mediate the impact of a number of 

relational faciors—communication qualit^\ past opportunistic behaviors of coworkers, 

shared values with coworkers, intrinsic job satisfaction, and extrinsic job satisfaction—on 

cooperation. As will be discussed in detail in the model development section of Chapter 

two, this approach is consistent with that of Morgan and Hunt (1994), but differs, and in 

many cases contradicts, with majority of prior approaches. The contradiction is most 

prominent with the studies that view cooperation merely as a calculative orientation, as a 

means to maximize economic and psychological benefits received from a relationship. 

13 
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In order to investigate the relative explanatory power of each antecedent category, 

the proposed structural model involves several direct antecedents of cooperation other 

than organizational commitment and trust. These constructs—r«5'/: interdependence 

collectivist organizational (cultural) norms, the degree to which the reward system 

encourages cooperative behaviors, and number of coworkers; and cooperativeness as a 

personality trait, age, gender, and organizational tenure—diCCOunX for the impact of task, 

organizational, and personal factors. They are included in the model to explain more of 

the observed variance in cooperation and to compare and contrast their relative 

explanatory power with those of organizational commitment, trust, and other relational 

factors. 

Research Design 

This section provides a brief explanation of the data collection, measurement, and 

analyses procedures employed in the study. 

Sample Characteristics and Data Collection Method 

The research design consisted of a sample of sales consultants from new-car 

automobile dealerships. These salespeople were asked to respond to self-administered 

questionnaires. Additional information regarding dealership characteristics were 

collected from sales managers from each participating dealership. 

One major concern in the selection of an appropriate sample for the present study 

was the degree to which practitioner managers in the specified industry deemed 

15 



cooperation amongst salespeople an important factor for the performance of the overall 

organization. In order to clarify this issue, unstructured interviews were conducted with 

sales managers from four new-car dealerships prior to data collection. All four managers 

participated in the interviews noted that such cooperation is highly desirable and an 

important source of competitive advantage in their business. A second objective of this 

preliminary study was to obtain guidance from industry specialists with regard to the 

development of a (formative) measurement scale for the cooperation construct. Sales 

managers participated in the interviews provided various task-specific cooperative 

behaviors that occur frequently within their industry and that are deemed particularly 

critical for the success of selling efforts. 

The draft questionnaire was then constructed and pretested on site with sales 

consultants from local dealerships. The final draft of the questionnaire was developed 

after making the suggested modifications during this process. 

Questionnaire Design and Measurement of Constructs 

The questionnaire consisted of a short instructions section in which respondents 

were provided with a brief explanation of the objectives of the research project. The 

respondents were instructed to state their opinions regarding their coworkers by 

considering other sales consultants working in the same dealership. 

Multiple-item, self-report measures were used whenever applicable for the 

constructs in the hypothesized model. 

16 



Organizational commitment was measured via two different scales, each of which 

has been used extensively in prior research. The first scale is a reduced form of Mowday, 

Steers, and Porter's (1979) organizational commitment questionnaire that consists of only 

nine of the original fifteen items. This reduced version includes only positively worded 

items, and its psychometric properties have been shown to be as good as the original 

fifteen item version (Mathieu and Zajac 1990). The second scale is Hunt, Chonko, and 

Wood's (1985) organizational commitment scale that contains four items. 

Trust in coworkers was measured using the trust scale in Morgan and Hunt 

(1994), but a new item capturing the "competence" dimension of trust was added. 

Personal cooperativeness was measured using selected items from the work-

cooperativeness scale developed by Lu and Argyle (1991), the school-cooperativeness 

scale by Roberts (1991), and the acceptance of cooperation/teamwork scale by Oliver and 

Anderson (1994). These scales were originally developed as personality tests to 

determine manifest personality differences across individuals in terms of cooperative 

versus competitive behavioral orientations in specific environments. Wordings of the 

items borrowed from each scale were altered slightly to develop a measure of "general 

cooperativeness" that would apply in all environments-work, school, family, etc. A 

close investigation of the items should reveal that the scale measures an individual's 

general attitude toward working in close collaboration with other people. 

The scale for measuring cooperation amongst salespeople was developed 

specifically for this study. Most previous measures of cooperation utilize formative 

scales consisting of items tapping several aspects of a cooperative relationship (e.g., 
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Morgan and Hunt 1994). The present study utilized a similar scale, but the specific types 

of cooperative behaviors suitable for the context of the present study were determined 

during the preliminary interviews with sales managers from local new-car dealerships. 

The scale contains eleven items that tap various cooperative behaviors that the 

respondents are likely to display toward their coworkers. 

The reward-system construct is defined as the degree to which the reward system 

in the organization encourages (discourages) cooperation amongst sales consultants. This 

construct was operationalized in terms of two dimensions: financial rewards and 

nonfinancial rewards. Items for both dimensions were developed to assess whether the 

rewards in the organization favor cooperative behaviors versus competitive behaviors. 

All other exogenous constructs were measured by using well established scales. 

Scales for the measurement of these constructs including their sources and items are 

provided in the Appendix. 

Analvses 

The structural equations model hypothesized in this research was tested using the 

LISREL Vin software (Joreskog and Sorbom 1993). The two-step approach described b) 

Anderson and Gerbing (1988) was followed. 
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CHAPTER n 

MODEL DEVELOPMENT 

This chapter starts with a discussion of relational factors that are hypothesized to 

affect salesforce cooperation and proceeds in accordance with task, organizational, and 

personal factors. Hypotheses regarding the impact of each construct accompanied with 

rationales for the hypothesized relationships are provided. 

Relational Factors 

One of the strongest empirical regularities in the social exchange literature is that 

factors such as interpersonal attraction, psychological attachment, and norms of 

reciprocity might have considerable impact on the way individuals make behavioral 

choices in relationships, often by stimulating loyalties, friendship, and faithful 

expectations. Relational factors in this research proposal refer to such broad set of factors 

that cause an individual to value a relationship and develop a mutually beneficial, long-

term orientation in the relationship. Most prominent among relational factors are trust 

and commitment (Achrol 1991; Hrebiniak 1974; Morgan and Hunt 1994). Accordingly, 

this study posits that a salesperson's trust in coworkers and his/her commitment to the 

organization are central to understanding how various relational factors facilitate 

cooperation. 



Organizational Commitment and Trust in Coworkers as 
Kev Mediating Constructs 

In its broadest sense, organizational commitment refers to an employee's 

psychological attachment to the organization (Becker 1990). Aside from this broad 

conceptualization, however, little agreement exists among researchers about the exact 

meaning of organizational commitment. The concept has been defined in several 

different ways (see, for example, Mowday, Porter and Steers 1982; Reichers 1985). 

Porter, Steers, Mowday, and Boulian (1974) provided a tripartite conceptualization of 

organizational commitment which included (1) belief and acceptance of the organization's 

goals and values, (2) willingness to exert effort in favor of the organization, and (3) desire 

to maintain organizational membership. In the marketing literature. Hunt, Wood, and 

Chonko (1984) and Hunt, Chonko, and Wood (1985, p. 116) focused on the third 

component and conceptualized organizational commitment as an employee's attitudinal 

disposition that manifests itself "as a strong desire to remain a member of the particular 

organization, given opportunities to change jobs." More recently, the definition of 

organizational commitment has been recommended to be restricted to the attachment 

resulting from, or based on, an individual's compliance, identification, and internalization 

with the organization (Becker 1992; O'Reilly and Chatman 1986). 

Several other approaches to the broader concept of commitment can be observed 

in the organizational behavior literature. Morrow (1983), for example, discussed the 

existence of several different foci for work commitment. Similarly, Reichers (1985, 

1986) proposed a multiple constituency model of organizational commitment and argued 

that "organizational commitment can be accurately understood as a collection of multiple 
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commitments to various groups that compromise the organization" (1985, p. 469). More 

recently, Becker (1992) and Becker, Billings, Eveleth, and Gilbert (1996) distinguished 

among individual foci (targets) and bases (motives) of employee commitment. The 

present study acknowledges the existence of these constituency-specific commitments but 

posits that global organizational commitment, that which is directed toward one's 

employing organization, is more central in explaining cooperation and various other 

organizational outcomes. This view is based on a study by Hunt and Morgan (1994) 

which revealed that global organizational commitment should better be viewed as a key 

construct mediating the relationships between various constituency-specific commitments 

and organizational outcomes. 

Why is organizational commitment so important for salesforce cooperation? 

Because, commitment, along with trust, is key to distinguish social from economic 

exchange (Cook and Emerson 1978; McDonald 1981). Cooperation entails vulnerability, 

and both commitment and trust are necessary for individuals to value a relationship and to 

be willing to be vulnerable (Mayer, Davis, and Schoorman 1995; Morgan and Hunt 

1994). Organizational commitment has been theorized to promote several forms of pro-

social organizational behaviors (O'Reilly and Chatman 1986), including organizational 

citizenship (Williams and Anderson 1991) and level of effort exerted for group 

maintenance (Blau and Boal 1987). A salesperson who is committed to the organization 

should attach more importance to his/her relationships with coworkers, anticipate future 

interactions with coworkers for a longer time horizon, and highly value his/her 

association with coworkers. Each of these situations does have a strong posili\e impact 



on cooperative behaviors (Axelrod 1984; Heide and Miner 1992; Mannix and 

Loewenstein 1994). The strength of this relationship should, however, depend on the 

degree to which a salesperson associates coworkers with his or her overall notion of the 

particular organization (Hunt and Morgan 1994). 

The rationale for positing trust in coworkers as central is even more 

straightforward. A salesperson's trust in coworkers stems from his/her perceptual 

perspectives regarding coworkers' competence (possession of skills, knowledge, or 

capacity required for one's job), integrity (adherence to moral and ethical principles, 

honesty, truthfulness, fairness), and reliability (consistency in behavior and character, 

having motives and intentions that are compatible with the interests of the other party, 

benevolence) (Butler 1991; Gabarro 1978; Morgan and Hunt 1994; Smith and Barclay 

1997). Trust exists when the salesperson believes that coworkers possess these major 

qualities of trustworthiness and is confident that they will be reflected in future behaviors 

of coworkers. This confidence or belief \s crucial because that is what causes the most 

important outcome of trusting relationships: willingness to rely on "the words, actions, 

and decisions of the other party" (McAllister 1995, p. 25). Trust reduces perceived 

uncertainty and facilitates risk-taking behavior (Mayer, Davis, and Schoorman 1995; 

Moorman, Deshpande, and Zaltman 1993; Morgan and Hunt 1994). Consistent with its 

properties, several authors has posited trust as an immediate antecedent of cooperation 

(e.g.. Ring and Van de Ven 1994) and as a key mediating construct between various 

relational factors and cooperation (Morgan and Hunt 1994). 

The first two hypothesis of the present study spring from the above discussion: 
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Hi: There is a positive relationship between organizational commitment and 

salesperson cooperation. 

H2: There is a positive relationship between trust in coworkers and salesperson 

cooperation. 

In addition, it is hypothesized that trust in coworkers reinforces organizational 

commitment. This relationship is implicit in many of the theoretical and empirical works 

about determinants of organizational commitment (e.g., Dubin, Champoux, and Porter 

1975; Hrebiniak and Alutto 1972; Hunt, Chonko, and Wood 1985; Mottaz 1988). For 

example, Hrebiniak and Alutto (1972) show that anticipation of trust amongst new 

employees is positively related to the subsequent development of organizational 

commitment. Similarly, Hunt, Chonko, and Wood (1985) include peer relationships and 

the degree and quality of socialization in the work force amongst the primary 

determinants of organizational commitment. 

H3: There is a positive relationship between trust in coworkers and salesperson's 

organizational commitment. 

Antecedents of Organizational Commitment and Trust 

Five major relational factors are identified and hypothesized to influence 

salesforce cooperation indirectly through their impact on organizational commitment and 

trust in coworkers. Specifically, it is posited that (1) a salesperson's intrinsic and extrinsic 

job satisfaction directly and positively influence organizational commitment, (2) shared 

values positively influence both organizational commitment and trust in coworkers, and 
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(3) past opportunistic behaviors of coworkers negatively influence trust while quality of 

communication exerts a positive influence. 

Intrinsic and Extrinsic Job Satisfaction. Empirical studies in salesforce contexts 

have found that job satisfaction and several forms of cooperative/constructive behaviors 

such as peer mentoring (Pullins, Fine, and Warren 1996) and organizational citizenship 

(Netemeyer, Boles, McKee, and McMurrian 1997) are positively related. Similarly, 

Argyle (1991) notes that job satisfaction is higher in cooperative groups. Drawing on 

several decades of research about antecedents and consequences of organizational 

commitment (e.g., Johnston, Parasuraman, Futtrell, and Black 1990), the present study 

posits that the positive relationship between job satisfaction and cooperation is mediated 

by organizational commitment. Much research has found a positive and strong 

relationship between job satisfaction and organizational commitment (Bateman and 

Strasser 1984; Bluedorn 1982; Johnston et al. 1990), and a meta-analysis by Brown and 

Peterson (1993) revealed that job satisfaction is primarily a causal antecedent of 

organizational commitment. Furthermore, Conlon and Gallagher (1987) distinguished 

between intrinsic and extrinsic components of job satisfaction and reported positive 

relationships between both components and organizational commitment. Intrinsic job 

satisfaction refers to an employee's satisfaction with the intrinsic, specific aspects of the 

job (i.e., the job itselO, while extrinsic job satisfaction is concerned about those aspects of 

the job that are outside the specific scope of but still within the general context of the job 

(Lucas, Parasuraman, Davis, and Enis 1987). The employee's satisfaction with such 
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aspects of the job as pay, benefits, work conditions, etc., are within the domain of 

extrinsic job satisfaction. 

H4: There is a positive relationship between intrinsic job satisfaction and 

salesperson's organizational commitment. 

H5: There is a positive relationship between extrinsic job satisfaction and 

salesperson's organizational commitment. 

Shared Values. Shared values is posited as directly influencing both commitment 

to the organization an trust in coworkers. The relationship between shared values and 

development of commitment and trust is well documented in the marketing (Dwyer, 

Schurr, and Oh 1992; Morgan and Hunt 1994) and organizational behavior literatures 

(McAllister 1995; Chatman 1991). Shared values, defined as "the extent to which 

[organizational members] have beliefs in common about what behaviors, goals, and 

policies are important or unimportant, appropriate or inappropriate, and right or wrong" 

(Morgan and Hunt 1994, p. 25), positively influence organizational commitment. The 

rationale is that, when a salesperson has similar values with his/her coworkers, that 

salesperson is expected to develop a stronger desire for affiliation with the overall notion 

of organization. Similarly, shared values positively influence trust in coworkers because, 

as Brewer (1979) observes, individuals tend to perceive socially dissimilar individuals as 

dishonest, untrustworthy, and uncooperative. 

H6: There is a positive relationship between shared values and salesperson's 

organizational commitment. 
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H7: There is a positive relationship between shared values and salesperson's trust 

in coworkers. 

Past Opportunistic Behavior. Empirical evidence about trust in working 

relationships suggest that people consider whether partners have carried out role related 

responsibilities reliably when assessing their competence and trustworthiness (Cook and 

Wall 1980; Gabarro 1978). Coworkers who carry out role responsibilities reliably and 

consistent with norms of fairness and reciprocity will enhance partners' assessments of 

their trustworthiness (McAllister 1995). In contrast, when coworkers engage in 

opportunistic behaviors, the type of behaviors which Williamson (1975, p. 6) defines as 

"self interest seeking with guile" and John (1984) characterizes in channels of distribution 

as deceitful violation of appropriate or required role behavior, subsequent level of trust 

placed in coworkers will decrease. 

Hg: There is a negative relationship between past opportunistic behaviors of 

coworkers and salesperson's trust in coworkers. 

Communication Quality. Following prior research on trusting relationships, 

qualitative aspects of the communication process amongst salespeople, rather than 

mechanistic aspects, are selected as the main issue of interest in the present study. 

Quality communication is defined as timely and accurate sharing of information through 

both formal and informal means (Anderson and Narus 1990; Anderson and Weitz 1989; 

Morgan and Hunt 1994; Smith and Barclay 1997). This approach is somewhat different 

from the mechanistic view of communication, which is concerned about such 

characteristics of the communication process as frequency, direction, modality, and 

26 



content (Fisher 1978; Krone, Jablin, and Putnam 1987). Mohr and Nevin (1990) 

provided a contingency theory of communication strategies in marketing channels in 

which all four mechanistic facets are posited as moderators of the relationship between 

channel structure and various channel outcomes, including coordination across channel 

members. The mechanistic dimensions of communication have also been used 

extensively in sales management research (e.g.. Walker, Churchill, and Ford 1975; 

Behrman and Perrault 1984), and are shown to have considerable impact on various job 

outcomes of salespeople including job satisfaction and performance (Churchill, Ford, and 

Walker 1976). However, when trusting and cooperative interpersonal relationships are 

the issue of concern, the qualitative aspects of communication across individuals, such as 

timely and accurate sharing of information, should matter more than mechanistic 

characteristics. "Because communication is a social process, perceptions of interaction 

determine behavior" (Mohr and Nevin 1990, p. 37). Consequently, it is posited in the 

present study that quality communication fosters trust. Timely and accurate sharing of 

information allow salespeople to be more confident in their attributions regarding the 

trustworthiness of coworkers and enable them to better assess the motives and intentions 

behind the actions of coworkers. This, in turn, results in increased trust in coworkers 

(Lewis and Weigert 1985; Mayer, Davis, and Schoorman 1995; Smith and Barclay 1997). 

Hg: There is a positive relationship between communication quality and 

salesperson's trust in coworkers. 
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Task Factors 

Ever since Morton Deutsch published his theory of cooperation in 1949, task 

factors have been the most commonly used explanatory variables in cooperation research. 

Deutsch's theory viewed cooperation as a form of social interaction that can be 

characterized by perceptions of positive interdependence. That is, Deutsch (1949, 1973, 

1980) argued that individuals will be more likely to cooperate if they view one another's 

goals as (positively) related and to the extent that task characteristics require cooperation 

to achieve those goals (Tjosvold 1984, 1986). This notion of interdependence, further 

developed by Deutsch and Krauss (1962) and Thompson (1967), has resulted in an 

extensive interest in structural factors, especially in task factors, of researchers who 

investigated cooperative relationships. Variables such as task complexity and 

interdependence, outcome and goal interdependence, and many other structural variables 

that are likely to influence individuals' perceptions of interdependence, have been posited 

as key explanatory factors in studies of cooperation (Johnson, Johnson, and Anderson 

1983; Kidwell and Bennett 1993; Tjosvold 1984, 1986; Wageman 1995; Wagner 1995). 

Consistent with Deutsch's theory of cooperation, it is posited in the present study 

that task interdependence will have a direct and positive effect on salesforce cooperation. 

Task interdependence refers to the extent to which salespersons depend on one another to 

accomplish their tasks (Thompson 1967). It should be noted, however, that the 

theoretical approach taken in the present study is substantially different from Deutsch's 

theory. Deutsch viewed the notion of interdependence as central, or even equivalent, to 

cooperation. Anything that affects cooperation can only do so indirectly through its effect 
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on perceptions of interdependence. Hence, for example, trust and commitment can have 

no direct effect on cooperation in Deutsch's theory, but can only exert indirect influence 

by magnifying perceived interdependence (Deutsch 1962). Deutsch's theory assumes that 

people are necessarily "self-interested and, when they perceive their goals to be negatively 

linked, expect that what helps others harm them" (Tjosvold 1986, p. 526). 

H|o: There is a positive relationship between task interdependence and 

salesperson cooperation. 

Organizational Factors 

Organizational factors, such as reward systems, social context and culture, rules 

and procedures, and structural aspects especially in terms of accessibility and physical 

proximity of individuals, can affect cooperative tendencies amongst organizational 

members (Lawrence and Lorsch 1967; Mintzberg 1979; Moch and Seashore 1981; 

Shapiro 1977; Pinto, Pinto, and Prescott 1993). Incorporating organizational factors into 

models explaining cooperation is therefore important. In addition, such factors are 

usually more capable of providing managers with applicable advice on how to develop 

and maintain cooperative organizational systems (Pinto, Pinto, and Prescott 1993). Three 

specific organizational factors are hypothesized in the present study to influence 

salesforce cooperation: collectivist organizational norms, reward system, and number of 

coworkers. 
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Collectivist Organizational (Cultural) Norms 

An organization's internal culture is an important determinant of how 

organizational members interact with each other (Deshpande, Farley, and Webster 1993). 

Socially shared rules and acceptable forms of behaviors within an organization, 

commonly labeled as organizational (cultural) norms, tend to limit the variation across 

behaviors of organizational members by suppressing or supporting certain types of 

behaviors (Moch and Seashore 1981). As such, the norms embedded in the internal 

culture of an organization prescribe how individuals should behave vis-a-vis their 

coworkers and other individuals (Kahn et al. 1964). One important dimension of 

organizational cultures closely relevant to cooperative work environments is the extent to 

which collectivist versus individualistic norms are dominant within the organization 

(Chatman and Barsade 1995; Farley 1993; Wagner and Moch 1986). 

Traditionally conceptualized as a continuum, individualism-collectivism has been 

studied extensively at societal (e.g., Hofstede 1980) and individual levels (e.g., Eby and 

Dobbins 1997) as an important determinant of cooperation. A number of studies have 

also conceptualized and used the construct as a dimension of organizational culture (e.g., 

Earley 1993; Chatman and Barsade 1995). As such, individualism-collectivism captures 

the relative importance organizational members give to the interests of a larger 

workgroup (i.e., coworkers) as opposed to personal interests (Wagner and Moch 1986). 

Collectivist organizational cultures encourage the subordination of personal interests to 

the goals of a larger work group, and put more emphasis on sharing, cooperation, and 

harmony. 
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Wagner (1995) and Wagner and Moch (1986) note that it is important to 

differentiate collectivist/individualistic beliefs, norms, and values because an individual 

could value individualism but act collectively because of co-worker expectations. 

Consistently, the present study posits that cooperation will be higher in salesforce 

contexts that can be characterized by collectivist cultural norms. 

H|i: There is a positive relationship between collectivist cultural norms and 

salesperson cooperation. 

Reward System 

It is quite clear from the motivation literature that financial rewards (e.g., 

compensation plans, bonuses, profit sharing plans) and non-financial rewards (e.g., 

honors, opportunities for personal growth, job security, promotion) can facilitate certain 

types of behaviors amongst organizational members (Pritchart et al. 1988). The 

construct of reward system is defined, for the purposes of the present study, as the degree 

to which rewards in the organization, both of financial and non-financial type, encourage 

cooperation (as opposed to competition) amongst salespeople. 

Axelrod (1984) suggests that cooperation can be reinforced by making 

cooperative behaviors more attractive through the usage of rewards. Petersen (1992) 

notes that managers should carefully design reward systems if certain types of behavioral 

patterns, such as cooperation, are to be developed. Research about team effectiveness 

show that when rewards are linked to group performance, a reward scheme that Campion 
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Medsker, and Higgs (1993) refer to as "interdependent rewards" and Guzzo and Shea 

(1992) refer to as "outcome interdependence," group performance is facilitated through 

increased motivation toward group-oriented behaviors. Finally, Anderson and Narus 

(1990) and Wiener and Doescher (1991) note that individuals will be more likely to 

cooperate if they believe that the outcome of cooperation is going to be positive. In 

summary, the bulk of evidence from the interdisciplinary cooperation literature suggests a 

direct impact of organizational reward system on cooperation. 

H12: There is a positive relationship between the degree to which financial 

rewards encourage cooperative behaviors and salesperson cooperation. 

H13: There is a positive relationship between the degree to which non-financial 

rewards encourage cooperative behaviors and salesperson cooperation. 

Number of Coworkers 

Research about workgroups has posited group size as an important predictor of 

within-group cooperation. For example, Kidwell and Bennett (1993) and Hechter (1987) 

state that small groups may be more cooperative because, in small groups, individuals' 

propensity to withhold effort will be lower. Similarly, Wagner (1995) posits group size 

as a major predictor of free-riding and social loafing in work groups. The underlying 

rationale suggested in all three studies is that, when individuals' workplace behaviors are 

more easy to assess, more visible, or "identifiable," people are more likely to display 

cooperative/constructive type behaviors (George 1992; Harkins and Szymanski 1988). 

Indeed, another rationale to link number of coworkers to cooperation emerges directly 
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from the cooperation research. Pinto, Pinto, and Prescott (1993), for example, show that 

physical proximity and accessibility of organizational members promote cooperation. 

Clearly, both accessibility and physical proximity will be enhanced when number of 

coworkers is smaller. 

H14: There is a negative relationship between number of coworkers and 

salesperson cooperation. 

Personal Factors 

Some people are simply more cooperative than others (Argyle 1991). An 

individual's disposition to behave cooperatively may stem from personal factors such as 

personality traits (Baron 1983) and differences across individuals in terms of several 

demographic characteristics (Argyle 1991). For example. Baron (1983) distinguishes 

amongst people who are cooperators as a very nature of their personality and who are 

competitors and individualists. Cooperators prefer to work in close collaboration with 

other people and are primarily interested in the achievement of group objectives. 

Competitors, in contrast, put more emphasis on their personal goals. Individualists will 

either cooperate or compete, depending on which best fits their needs. 

Researchers have used several personality variables as proxies for individual 

cooperativeness. Examples include collectivist orientation (Wagner 1995), agreeableness 

(Chatman and Barsade 1995), extraversion (Thorne 1987), locus of control and need for 

social approval (Eby and Dobbins 1997), social competence (Dodge 1985), and empathy 

(Eisenberg and Miller 1987). In addition, although no conclusive evidence was found, 
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several demographic variables including age, gender, and tenure in the organization have 

been proposed to predict cooperative dispositions (Argyle 1991; Lu and Argyle 1991; 

Wagner 1995). 

Personal Cooperativeness 

A salesperson's personal inclination to behave cooperatively will positively 

influence his or her workplace behaviors toward coworkers. Cooperativeness, as 

examined here, is a personality trait that determines the general attitude of an individual 

toward working in close collaboration with other people for the accomplishment of 

common tasks and achievement of common objectives. A highly cooperative salesperson 

"places priority on associating with others for mutual benefits, gaining social approval, 

and working together with others toward a common end or purpose, while a person with 

low disposition to cooperate places priority on maximizing his or her own welfare 

regardless of others' welfare" (Chatman and Barsade 1993, p.424). 

H15: There is a positive relationship between personal cooperativeness and 

salesperson's cooperative behaviors. 

Gender 

Argyle (1991) provides a review of research studies that examined the effects of 

gender differences on cooperative behaviors. After citing several examples of 

inconclusive evidence regarding the issue that caused the researchers to doubt whether a 

non-spurious effect really exists (e.g., Colman 1982), he concludes that women seem to 
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be more close, supportive, warm, considerate, trusting, and positively disposed toward 

intimate egalitarian relationships. His conclusion is based on a meta-analysis by 

Eisenberg and Miller (1987) that revealed that women have higher empathy scores than 

men. The following hypothesis draws upon Argyle's discussion of the issue: 

Hi6: Female salespeople behave more cooperatively than male salespeople. 

Age 

Wagner (1995) reports a positive and significant correlation between age and 

cooperative behaviors. Lu and Argyle (1991), in contrast, report a negative correlation 

between age and decision-making cooperativeness. Many other studies found no 

relationships between age and cooperation. For the purpose of investigating the role that 

age may play in the context of the present study, the following hypothesis is posited. 

H17: There is a positive relationship between age and cooperative behaviors. 

Tenure in Organization 

Research about workgroups indicates a positive relationship between turnover 

rates and within group cooperation (Spicer 1985). When turnover rates are high, which 

corresponds to lower organizational tenures at the individual level, employees experience 

little bonding with coworkers and minimal motive to cooperate (Kidwell and Bennett 

1993; Spicer 1985). Research about peer mentoring in salesforce contexts provide further 

evidence for the positive relationship between organizational tenure and cooperation. 

Pullin, Fine, and Warren (1996), for example, report a positive relationship between a 
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salesperson's experience, measured as the total number of years the salesperson served 

with the firm in sales capacity, and willingness to mentor peers. Accordingly, the 

following hypothesis is posited: 

Hig: Salespersons with longer organizational tenures behave more cooperatively. 
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CHAPTER m 

METHOD 

The research design for the study involved mail surveys of salespeople and sales 

managers from new-car automobile dealerships, all located in Texas. Salespeople from 

the participating dealerships were asked to respond to self-administered questionnaires in 

which they were instructed to state their opinions regarding their coworkers by 

considering other salespersons working in the same dealership. 

New-car automobile dealerships constitute an appropriate sample for the purposes 

of the present study. While several "more cooperative" selling contexts such as those that 

apply team selling can be noted, new-car salespeople represent a relatively homogeneous 

sample, which mitigates against uncontrollable background factors confounding the 

relationships of concern. 

Data Collection Procedure 

Preliminary Investigations 

The study began with unstructured field interviews with managers from local 

dealerships. The purpose of these initial interviews was to develop confidence in the 

pertinence of the selected sample by learning the views of practitioners in the field 

regarding the degree and importance of cooperation. Each one of the four participating 

dealership managers noted explicitly that cooperation is an important part of daily life in 

their business and a major source of competitive advantage. These interviews also 
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provided the researcher with useful insights regarding the development of measurement 

items for the cooperation construct. 

Next, a draft questionnaire was constructed and pretested on site with 

approximately ten salespeople working in four different local dealerships. Respondents 

commented on some unclear items and suggested a few changes. The final draft of the 

questionnaire was developed after making these suggested modifications. 

Sampling Procedure 

After the preliminary investigations summarized above, a sampling frame of 1181 

new-car dealerships was developed from a mailing list provided by an independent 

research firm. Dealership managers were then contacted via mail to solicit their 

cooperation in return for the summary of results. One hundred and sixty five dealerships 

agreed to participate in the study, providing us with access to 1975 salespeople. These 

dealership managers also responded to a short questionnaire designed to measure some 

organizational-level variables that were deemed important for the study. These variables 

include number of cars sold per year, number of employees, number of salespeople, 

percentage of female salespersons, turnover rate of salespeople, importance of 

cooperation for the success of the dealership, and the overall degree of cooperation within 

their salesforce. 

The main questionnaires were mailed to the participating dealerships 

approximately four weeks after the initial mailing to the managers. The inanagers were 

asked to distribute the questionnaires to their salespeople. Return envelopes were 
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provided with each questionnaire to ensure the anonymity of responses for salespeople. 

A cover letter explaining the purpose of the study and assuring anonymity for individual 

salespersons were also included within each questionnaire. 

Five hundred eighty-five individual salesperson responses from 112 different 

dealerships were received as a result of the above process. After the elimination of 

careless respondents and a list-wise deletion of missing cases, 554 questionnaires were 

retained, resulting in an effective response rate of 28 %. The mean within-dealership 

response rate was 51%. 

Sample characteristics on selected variables, both for dealerships and salespeople, 

are provided in Table 3.1. 

Measurement of the Constructs 

The constructs in the hypothesized model were measured using self-report 

measures of the respondents' perceptions. Multiple item measures were used whenever 

applicable. Most of the constructs were measured using well-established scales. New 

measures had to be developed, however, for the cooperation and reward system 

constructs, since an extensive search of prior studies failed to reveal useful scales that 

corresponded with the purposes of the present study. Finally, each measure was 

identified as formative or reflective in type before the collection of data. Whether a 

measurement scale is formative of reflective becomes an important issue in the structural 

equations modeling context (Fornell and Bookstein 1982; Howell 1987). The Appendix 

contains measure characteristics and measurement items. The following sections of this 
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chapter discuss the operationalization of each construct and the origins of the measures 

used. 

Cooperation 

The cooperation measure was developed specifically for this study. Most 

previous measures of cooperation use formative measures consisting of items tapping 

several aspects of a cooperative relationship (e.g., Morgan and Hunt 1994). The present 

study used a similar measure, but the specific types of cooperative behaviors suitable for 

the context of the present study were determined from the preliminary interviews with 

dealership managers. The scale contains eleven items that address various task-specific 

cooperative behaviors respondents are likely to display toward their coworkers. 

Organizational Commitment 

Two different scales were used for the measurement of the respondents' degree of 

commitment to their respective dealerships. Both scales have been used extensively in 

prior research. The first scale is a reduced, nine item version of Mowday, Steers, and 

Porter's (1979) Organizational Commitment Questionnaire (OCQ) that includes only 

positively-worded items of the original fifteen-item scale. The reduced version has been 

shown to have as good reliability properties as the fifteen-item version (Mathieu and 

Zajac 1990). Furthermore, much of the excluded items addressed intentions to slay in the 

organization (Becker 1992; Shore and Martin 1989), and many authors have noted that 

the OCQ, which was originally designed to measure affective commitment, should not 
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include items measuring intentions to stay (e.g., Angle and Perry 1981). On the other 

hand, the second measure of organizational commitment used in the present study was 

developed by Hunt, Chonko, and Wood (1985) explicitly to measure intentions to stay in 

the organization. This measure operationalizes organizational commitment "as a strong 

desire to remain a member of the particular organization, given opportunities to change 

jobs" (Hunt, Chonko, and Wood 1985, p.l 16). The scale contains four items measuring 

the degree of loyalty salespersons have to their present company. 

Trust in Coworkers 

Trust in coworkers was measured using the trust scale in Morgan and Hunt 

(1994). This scale was originally designed to measure respondents' confidence in the 

integrity, reliability, competence, and general trustworthiness of relationship partners. In 

addition, the following item was added to the scale in an attempt to put more emphasis on 

the competence dimension of trust: 

I consider my coworkers as people whom I would be willing to let make important 

job-related decisions without my involvement. 

Intrinsic and Extrinsic Job Satisfaction 

Selected items from the marketing practitioner's job satisfaction scale in Hunt and 

Chonko (1984) and the salesperson intrinsic job satisfaction scale in Lucas, Parasuraman, 

and Enis (1987) were used to measure intrinsic aspects of the repondents' job satisfaction. 

Extrinsic job satisfaction was measured using the scale in Lucas, Parasuraman, and Enis 
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(1987). Items in all of the above sources originate from the Job Dimensions Scale 

(Schletzer 1965; Groves 1981). 

Shared Values 

Following Morgan and Hunt (1994), a two-part measure was used to assess shared 

values. Respondents were asked to state the degree to which (1) they agreed and (2) their 

coworkers would have agreed with five statements concerning ethical values. All five 

statements were adapted from the shared values scale in Morgan and Hunt (1994). 

Opportunistic Behavior 

This measure contained four items. The first three items were adapted from the 

opportunistic behaviors scale in Morgan and Hunt (1994). The following item was 

added: 

... my coworkers avoid fulfilling their responsibilities unless they are watched 

closely. 

Communication Quality 

Selected items from the communication quality scales in Morgan and Hunt (1994) 

and Smith and Barclay (1997) were used to assess the quality of communication. Both 

scales measure the degree of timely and accurate sharing of information and both are 

based on the communication/participation/feedback scale in Anderson, Lodish, and Weitz 

(1987). 
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Collectivist Organizational Norms 

The norms sub-scale concerning individualism-collectivism developed in Wagner 

and Moch (1986) and further validated in Wagner (1995) was used. Items of the original 

scale were modified slightly in order to assess organizational-level cultural norms. 

Reward System 

The reward-system construct is defined as the degree to which the reward system 

in the organization encourages (discourages) cooperation amongst sales consultants. This 

construct was operationalized in terms of two dimensions: financial rewards and non-

financial rewards. Single items for both dimensions were developed to assess the degree 

to which the reward system in the organization favored cooperative behaviors versus 

competitive behaviors. 

Number of Coworkers 

Sales managers from each participating dealership provided the information 

regarding the number of salespeople in their salesforce. 

Task Interdependence 

The task interdependence scale in Campion, Medsker, and Higgs (1993) was used. 

This scale assesses the degree to which respondents depend on each other for aid and 

support to accomplish their tasks and improve their performance. 
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Personal Cooperativeness 

Personal cooperativeness was measured using selected items from the work-

cooperativeness scale developed by Lu and Argyle (1991), the school-cooperativeness 

scale by Roberts (1991), and the acceptance of cooperation/teamwork scale by Oliver and 

Anderson (1994). These scales were originally used as personality tests to determine 

manifest personality differences across individuals in terms of cooperative versus 

competitive behavioral dispositions in specific environments. Wordings of the items 

borrowed from each scale were altered slightly to develop a measure of "general 

cooperativeness" that would apply in all environments —work, school, family, etc. A 

close investigation of the items should reveal that the scale measures an individual's 

general attitude toward working in close collaboration with other people. 

Age 

Respondents were asked to indicate their age. 

Gender 

Respondents were asked to indicate their sex (male/female). 

Tenure in Organization 

Respondents were asked to answer the following question: 

For how long have you been working in this dealership: Years Months 
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Control Variables 

Additional information was collected from the respondents (e.g., education, sales 

experience, marital status) and dealership managers (e.g., dealership size, turnover rate, 

whether it is a new-car-only dealership) mainly for control purposes and to assess the 

characteristics of the sample. 
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Table 3.1. Sample Characteristics - Dealerships 

Number of Employees Number (n = 112) Percentage 

9 1 0.89 
10-25 25 22.32 
26-45 29 25.90 
46-65 26 18.75 
66-85 10 8.93 
86-105 12 10.72 
>105 14 12.50 

Mean = 40.51 

Number of Cars Sold per Year Number (n = 111) Percentage 

100-200 9 9.01 
201-500 32 28.83 
501-800 27 24.32 
801-1100 7 6.31 
1101 1400 13 11.71 
1401-1700 10 9.01 
> 1700 13 10.81 

Mean = 943 

Number of Salespeople Number (n = 112) Percentage 

2 11 9.82 
3-5 19 16.97 
6-10 32 28.97 
11-15 21 23.75 
16-20 15 13.39 
21-25 5 3.46 
26-50 9 8.04 

Mean= 11.95 
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Table 3.2. Sample Characteristics -Salespeople 

Compensation Plan Number (n = 556) Percentage 

Commission Only 
Combination Plan 
Salary 

388 
152 
16 

69.78 
27.34 
2.88 

Education Number (n = 551) Percentage 

No High School 
High School 
Some College 
College Graduate 
Some Graduate School 
Graduate Degree 

4 
96 
289 
112 
34 
16 

0.73 
17.42 
52.45 
20.33 
6.17 
2.90 

Sex Number (n = 550) Percentage 

Male 
Female 

500 
50 

90.91 
9.09 

Age Number (n = 547) Percentage 

19 
20-25 
26-30 
31-35 
36-40 
41-45 
46-50 
51-55 
>55 

2 
76 
88 
72 
79 
67 
69 
62 
46 

0.37 
12.98 
16.08 
11.28 
14.44 
12.43 
12.63 
11.33 
8.41 

Mean = 39.26 
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Table 3.2. Continued 

Sales Experience Number (n = 541) Percentage 

< 1 Yr. 83 15.34 
1-5 144 24.70 
5-10 93 17.19 
10-15 79 14.6 
15-20 61 11.87 
>20 86 15.9 

Mean= 10.65 

Tenure in Dealership Number (n = 537) Percentage 

< 1 Yr. 255 47.49 
1-5 203 37.80 
5-10 57 10.61 
10-15 14 2.61 
15-20 6 1.12 
> 20 2 0.37 

Mean = 2.57 
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CHAPTER IV 

ANALYSES 

The analyses of the data involved a multiple-phase procedure. In the initial 

phases, means, standard deviations, and intercorrelations for the summates of all research 

variables were investigated for the following purposes: (1) to investigate whether the 

endogenous variables in the hypothesized structural model displayed sufficient variance 

to be explained—a condition that is particularly important for the ultimate dependent 

variable cooperation, (2) to assess several "qualitative aspects" of the studied sample by 

examining means and other descriptive statistics of the measured variables—a step that is 

critical for an accurate interpretation of the study results, and (3) to conduct an initial test 

of the hypothesized relationships. The latter phases of the analyses were conducted with 

the structural equation modeling approach. 

Preliminary Analyses 

Table 4.1 shows means, standard deviations, and correlations for the summates of 

all research variables. The standard deviations for the three endogenous variables-

cooperation, trust in coworkers, and organizational commitment-range from 1.17 to 1.66, 

indicating a substantial amount of variance in the responses. 

Most of the means for the measured variables are within one-half scale point of 

the scale centers. While the mean for cooperation is 5.36, the fact that the dispersion of 

this variable is also reasonably high indicates that the sample includes both cooperative 
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and non-cooperative respondents. Indeed, 13% of the responses were below the center of 

the scale'. 

The correlation coefficients in Table 4.1 provide an initial test of the hypothesized 

relationships. All of the relationships of concern are at the hypothesized direction and 

much of them are supported at the .01 significance level. Nonetheless, the correlation 

coefficients relating salespeople's demographic characteristics (age, gender, and tenure in 

the organization) to cooperative behaviors are small and not significant. These 

correlations range from 0.012 to 0.031 with all p-values greater than 0.4. For this reason, 

these variables were excluded from further analyses . 

Analyses with the Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) Approach 

The structural model hypothesized in this study was tested using the LISREL VIII 

software (Joreskog and Sorbom 1993). The two step approach described by Anderson 

and Gerbing (1988), which enables the researcher to assess the convergent and 

discriminant validity of measures (as well as the overall fit of the measurement model) 

prior to theory testing, was followed. Since one of the central research questions of the 

' The fact that most of the responses are at the higher-end of the cooperation scale should 
be considered normal. Various studies using organizational members as respondents 
reported similar results (e.g., Chatman and Barsade 1995; Eby and Dobbins 1997; Hyatt 
and Ruddy 1997). A reasonable explanation for this pattern of results lies under the very 
notion of "the organization." Organizations exist because individuals come together to 
work for a common purpose. Some medium level of cooperation is therefore necessary 
for sustained membership in an organization. 

- The correlation matrix in Table (4.1) was constructed from a sample of 523 cases. 
After excluding demographic variables, the effective sample size increased to 554 

50 



study is concerned about the relative effects of each antecedent category on cooperation 

(a within-study comparison), rather than comparing the results with other studies, the 

sample correlation matrix was used to test the theorized relationships. In addition, the 

measurement properties of formative measures were assessed using principal component 

analysis. The results of these analyses (i.e., eigenvalues and variances accounted for by 

the first principal component) are presented in the Appendix along with measure 

characteristics and measurement items. 

Measurement Model (X = Ay^ + 5.) 

During the discussion of the LISREL measurement analyses, it is helpful to point 

out three things. First, the study used reflective measures (communication quality, 

collective organizational norms, shared values), formative measure summates 

(cooperation, task interdependence, trust in coworkers, organizational commitment, 

opportunistic behaviors, job satisfaction, personal cooperativeness), and single-item 

measures (financial rewards, non-financial rewards, number of coworkers). The initial 

measurement model involved the analysis of reflective scales only in order to better 

assess the measurement qualities of the underlying latent constructs. For each construct 

in this initial model, one indicant's coefficient (loading) was set to 1.00. This was 

necessary to set the scale for the latent factor the same as the indicator(s) and to make the 

model identifiable. After several step-by-step respecifications of this initial model, the 

full measurement model, that also included formative measure summates and single-item 

because of the rather high number of missing responses for these particular variables, 
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variables, was tested. 

The second issue that deserves discussion concerns the amount of measurement 

error to be assigned for each single-indicant construct. The researcher must provide the 

portion of the variance in the measurement item that is due to error (by assigning a value 

to the corresponding diagonal element of 65) and the portion of variance that is shared 

with the latent factor (by assigning a value to the factor loading, X). Hayduk (1987) 

suggests that the choice should be consistent with expectations, or, in the lack of reliable 

expectations, observed errors of indicants could be used. In fact, the choice is often 

arbitrary (Anderson and Gerbing 1988) and rarely of any consequence (Hayduk 1987). In 

the present analysis, each single-indicant's loading was set at .90 (9§ =.19). One 

exception to this procedure was the cooperation construct. Following the suggestions of 

Schumacker and Lomax (1996), cooperation, the ultimate endogenous construct in the 

hypothesized model, was assumed to be measured w ithout error. 

The third issue concerns the respecification process of the measurement model. 

Measurement models typically address three questions: (1) to what extent are the 

observed variables actually measuring the intended (hypothesized) latent variables. (2) 

which set of observed variables is the best measure of a particular latent variable, and (3) 

to what extent are the observed variables actually measuring something other than the 

intended latent variable? Accordingly, the respecification process in the present analyses 

involved the tests for discriminant validity of the constructs and the determination of 

items that were candidates for deletion. Items were considered candidates for deletion if 

providing another rationale for their exclusion from further analvses. 
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they (1) displayed insignificant loadings for the intended construct, (2) shared large 

unexplained portion of variance with the error terms of other indicants (as indicated in the 

modification indices for the off-diagonal elements of ©5), (3) shared common variance 

with multiple indicators of other constructs, or (4) showed large standardized residuals. 

Above all these criteria, however, content considerations and the underlying theory of the 

model were always kept in mind before making the decision to exclude an item from 

further analyses. 

Measurement Model with Reflective Measures Only. The initial model included 

16 reflective items (Cql-Cq6; Svl-Sv5; C11-C15) intended to measure 3 constructs 

(communication quality; shared values with coworkers; and collectivist organizational 

norms). While the resulting fit indices suggested that the model was capable of 

sufficiently representing the observed data (X"'(ioi) = 578.03, GFI = 0.89, AGFI = 0.85, 

RMSEA = 0.092, RMR = 0.071), a close investigation of item loadings, residuals, and 

modification indices suggested that the model could be improved. 

Item Cq4 (a negatively worded item) in the communication quality scale displayed 

a relatively low loading on the communication quality factor (< .55) and large 

standardized residuals in S - Z. Because the idea present in this item was effectively 

captured by the other items in the communication quality scale, it was excluded from 

further analyses. In addition, item Cq5 shared substantial amount of error variance with 

item Cq6. After a closer investigation, it was decided that these two items are more 

reflective of a "performance feedback" factor rather than communication quality. As a 

result, both items were deleted in a stcp-by-step procedure. 
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Similarly, item Svl from the shared values scale and item Cl 1 from the 

collectivist organizational norms scale were deleted due to low standardized loadings on 

their respective constructs and large cross-loadings on other constructs. The ideas 

represented by these two items were effectively captured by other items used to measure 

their respective constructs. 

A step-by-step summary of the measure respefication process is provided in Table 

4.2. The resulting model fit after the respecification of the measurement model was 

substantially better (x"(4i) = 78.8, GFI = 0.98, AGFI = 0.96, RMSEA = 0.041, RMR = 

0.029). 

Full Measurement Model. The full measurement model included 11 reflective 

items, 8 formative measure summates, and 3 single-item measures, all intended to 

measure 14 constructs. Before analyzing the formative measures in LISREL, principal 

component analyses were performed for each of these measures in an attempt to 

determine whether summates could be used to represent their indicators. The results of 

these analyses are presented in the Appendix. Four items were excluded from further 

analyses as a result of this procedure, two from the extrinsic job satisfaction scale (Ejsl3 

and Ejsl5), and two from the personal cooperativeness scale (Cpv3 and Cpv5). It was 

decided that the extrinsic satisfaction items did not correspond with the substantive 

definition of the extrinsic job satisfaction construct. The items deleted from the personal 

cooperativeness scale were both negatively worded and did not share sufficient variance 

with the other items in the scale. 
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The resulting fit of the full measurement model was good (X î29) = 209.44, GFI = 

0.97, AGFI = 0.94, RMSEA = 0.034, RMR = 0.026). However, some problems were 

detected regarding discriminant validity of intrinsic job satisfaction, extrinsic job 

satisfaction, and organizational commitment constructs. 

Table 4.3 shows the estimated correlations (O) and associated standard errors of 

intrinsic job satisfaction, extrinsic job satisfaction, and organizational commitment 

constructs. For each pair-wise relationship of these constructs, the confidence interval for 

the estimated correlations include 1.0, indicating lack of discriminant validity (Anderson 

and Gerbing 1988). Comparisons of the hypothesized model chi-square value with the 

chi-square values obtained when pair-wise combinations of these constructs were 

perfectly correlated also yielded similar results (Ax"(i) < 6.64 in all cases). 

In order to overcome the problems associated with the lack of discriminant 

validity for the above three constructs, two different respecifications were performed. 

First, intrinsic job satisfaction and extrinsic job satisfaction items were combined to 

construct a measure of overall job satisfaction. The results of a principal components 

analysis showed that the combined items constructed a reasonably reliable measure of 

overall job satisfaction (proportion of variance accounted for by the first principle 

component = 53 %; eigenvalue = 6.88). Next, the organizational commitment measure in 

the original model (the nine-item version of Mowday, Steers, and Porter's (1979) scale) 

was replaced with Hunt, Chonco, and Wood's (1985) organizational commitment scale. 

Both of these scales are used extensively in marketing research. Hovvev er, the two scales 

are operationally distinct from each other: while Mowday, Steers, Porter's (1979) scale is 
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used to measure affective commitment, the items in Hunt, Chonco, and Wood's (1985) 

instrument focus on employee's intentions to stay in the organization in the presence of 

attractive opportunities to leave. As noted by Becker (1992) and Cook, Hepworth, Wall, 

and Warr (1983), the experiencing of discriminant validity problems between measures of 

job satisfaction and affective organizational commitment is not uncommon in 

organizational research. 

After the respecifacations summarized above, the resulting measurement model 

displayed good fit (X-(i2i) = 187.4, GFI = 0.97. AGFI = 0.94, RMSEA = 0.032, RMR = 

0.026) and no apparent problems regarding the discriminant and convergent validity of 

the constructs. 

Analyses of the Structural Model 

As explained by a number of authors (e.g., Anderson and Gerbing 1988; James, 

Mulaik, and Brett 1982), once the measurement model is adequately assessed, and only 

then, the researcher can reliably examine the latent-variable relationships in the structural 

model. Accordingly, the structural model displayed in Figure 4.1 was tested using the 

measures that resulted from the measurement model analyses. All exogenous constructs 

were allowed to correlate during the analysis of the structural model. 

The results of the analysis of the structural model are displayed in tabular form in 

Table 4.6 and on the illustrated model in Figure 4.2. Based on the resulting goodness of 

fit indices, one can conclude that the hypothesized structural relationships fit well to the 

sample data (x̂ (,4,)) = 263.67, GFI = 0.96, AGFI = 0.93, RMSEA = 0.04, RMR = 0.036). 
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In addition, 10 of the 14 hypothesized path coefficients have correct signs with significant 

t-values, and the model is capable of explaining a substantial portion of the variance in 

cooperation (43 %). However, 4 of the hypothesized relationships (Shared Values —> 

Organizational Commitment; Organizational Commitment -^ Cooperation; Number of 

Coworkers -^ Cooperation; Nonfinancial Rewards -^ Cooperation) are not supported by 

the data. All four of these paths have insignificant coefficients, and two of them (Shared 

Values -^ Organizational Commitment; Organizational Commitment -^ Cooperation) 

have signs counter to that hypothesized. 

Table 4.6 provides the results from analysis of the structural model. Table 4.7 

lists the proportion of variances explained in each endogenous construct. Table 4.8 

displays the estimated correlation matrix of the exogenous constructs in the structural 

model. 
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Table 4.1. Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations for the Summates 

CO PC TR JS SV OB CQ IN CL PR NF NS CV AG TE GE 

.14 

.38 .34 

.33 .44 .44 

.19 .18 .44 .29 
.19 .34 .57 .34 .38 
.49 .29 .60 .43 .30 -.45 
.42 .10 .22 .25 .09 .04 .34 
.41 .24 .39 .39 .25 .20 .38 .24 
.41 .24 .37 .44 .22 -.25 .46 .23 .39 
.35 .26 .34 .36 .14 .20 .35 .20 .35 .56 
.08 -.11 -.05 -.03 .001 .04-.03 .06 .01 .02 .07 
.45 .10 .23 .22 .02 -.07 .30 .33 .32 .33 .29 .04 
.01 -.05 -.05 -.16-.14 .13 .10 .02 .02 -.06 .03 .02 .04 
.03 .09 -.01 .03 -.04 .01 .02 .08 .01 -.04 .02 -.07 -.02 .29 
.01 .24 .03 .16 .10 -.24 -.02-.004-.02 .05 -.02 -.15 .05 -.03 -.08 

Polyserial Correlations 

I r I > .086 denotes significance at the .05 level. 
I r I > .12 denotes significance at the .01 level. 

CO = Cooperation; OC = Organizational Commitment; TR = Trust; JS = Job 
Satisfaction; SV = Shared Values; OB = Opportunistic Behaviors; CQ = Communication 
Quality;IN = Task Interdependence; CL = Collectivist Organizational Norms; FR 
= Financial Rewards; NF = Nonfinancial Rewards; NS = Number of Coworkers; 
CV = Cooperativeness; AG = Age; TE = Tenure in Organization; GE = Gender. 

Mean 
5.36 
4.14 
4.71 
5.37 
6.16 
3.63 
5.08 
4.95 
5.32 
5.21 
4.98 
16.8 
5.55 
39.3 
2.57 

1 S.d. 

1.17 
1.66 
1.37 
1.19 
1.06 
1.63 
1.18 
1.35 
1.15 
1.60 
1.61 

11.45 
0.95 

11.50 
3.34 

CO 
OC 
TR 
JS 
SV 
OB 
CQ 
IN 
CL 
FR 
NF 
NS 
CV 
AG 
TE 
GE' 
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Table 4.2. Measure Refinement Process 

% (d.f.) GFI RMSEA RMR Rationale 

Initial Model: 16 reflective items 
intended to measure three constructs 

Delete Cq4 and Cq5 

578(101)0.89 0.092 0.071 

273(74) 0.94 0.07 0.059 Cq4 was a negatively worded item 
and loaded weakly on the 
communication construct. Cq5 
shared high error variance with 
Cq6. Cq5 and Cq6 probably reflect 
a "performance feedback" factor 
rather than communication quality. 

Delete Cll 189(62)0.95 0.061 0.047 Displayed large 
cross-loadings with 
communication quality items and 
large residuals with other 
collectivisist organizational norms 
items. 

Delete Svl 140(51,0.96 0.056 0.046 Displayed weak loading on 
shared values. 

Delete Cq6 78(41) 0.98 0.041 0.029 This item retlects a "performance 
feedback" factor and therefore has 
little common variance with other 
communication quality items. 

Full Measuremment Model: 11 reflective 
items, 8 formative measure summates, 
and three single-item measures, all 
intended to measure 14 constructs. 209(129)0.97 0.034 0.026 

Combine intrinsic and extrinsic job 
satisfaction items to form a measure of 
general job satisfaction. 
Replace Mowday et al's organizational 
commitment measure with Hunt et al.'s 
measure. 187(121) 0.97 0.032 0.026 Lack of discriminani validity. 
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Table 4.3. Estimated Correlations and Associated Standard Errors of US, EJS, and OC. 

US EJS OC 

US 

EJS 

OC 

.82 
(.06) 

.96 
(.07) 

1 

.85 
(.06) 

US = Intrinsic Job Satisfaction; EJS = Extrinsic Job Satisfaction; OC = Organizational 
Commitment 
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Table 4.4. Properties of the Full Measurement Model 

Constructs 
and 
Indicators 

Standardized 
Loading 

t-value Composite 
Reliability 

Alpha Variance 
Extracted 
Estimate 

Cooperation 

Organizational 
Commitment 

.00=" 

0.90' 

Trust 0.90' 

Communication Quality 
Cql 
Cq2 
Cq3 

Shared Values 
Sv2 
Sv3 
Sv4 
Sv5 

Collectivist Org. 
C12 
C13 
C14 
C15 

Norms 

0.92 
0.94 
0.73 

0.68 
0.83 
0.84 
0.75 

0.75 
0.74 
0.86 
0.68 

27.41 
28.52 
19.45 

17.04 
22.63 
22.91 
19.44 

19.59 
18.96 
23.40 
17.18 

.90 

.86 

.84 

.89 

.85 

.84 

.75 

.60 

.58 

Number of Coworkers 0.90' 

Job Satisfaction 0.90' 

Task Interdependence 0.90 

Opportunistic 
Behaviors 0.90' 

Financial Rewards 0.90' 

Nonfinancial Rewards 0.90' 

Personal 
Cooperativeness 0.90' 

' Loading set to 1 
' Loadings set to 0.90 

61 



Table 4.5. Estimated Correlations of the Measurement Constructs (O) 

CO OC TR SV CL NC JS IN OB CQ FR NF CV 

CO 

OC .15 

TR .42 .42 

SV .19 .21 .58 

CL .37 .26 .43 .24 

NC .09 .13 .06 .01 .03 

JS .36 .54 .54 .35 .42 -.06 

IN .47 .12 .27 .08 .23 -.07 .31 

OB -.21 -.42 .70 .43 .21 .05 .42 -.06 

CQ .43 .37 .58 .25 .29 -.02 .42 .36 -.43 

FR .46 .29 .45 .22 .42 -.05 .54 .28 -.31 .45 

NF .39 .32 .42 .16 .37 -.08 .44 .24 .25 .37 .69 

CV .50 .12 .29 .02 .37 -.05 .27 .41 .08 .28 .40 .35 

CO = Cooperation; OC = Organizational Commitment; TR = Trust; JS = Job 
Satisfaction; SV = Shared Values; OB = Opportunistic Behaviors; CQ = Communication 
Quality;IN = Task Interdependence; CL = Collectivist Organizational Norms; FR 
= Financial Rewards; NF = Nonfinancial Rewards; NS = Number of Coworkers; CV = 
Personal Cooperativeness. 
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Table 4.6. Structural Model 

Path Estimate t-value^ 

Direct Effects 
Trust —» Cooperation 
Organizational Commitment —> Cooperation 
Collectivist Org. Norms -^ Cooperation 
Number of Coworkers -^ Cooperation 
Task Interdependence —̂  Cooperation 
Financial Rewards —> Cooperation 
Nonfinancial Rewards -^ Cooperation 
Cooperativeness -^ Cooperation 
Trust —> Organizational Commitment 
Shared Values -^ Organizational Commitment 
Job Satisfaction -^ Organizational Commitment 
Shared Values -^ Trust 
Opportunistic Behaviors —> Trust 
Communication Quality -^ Trust 

Indirect Effects'' 

Shared Values -^ Organizational Commitment 
Shared Values -> Cooperation 
Opportunistic Behavior -^ Cooperation 
Opportunistic Behavior —> Organizational Commitment 
Communication Quality -^ Cooperation 
Communication Quality -^ Organizational Commitment 

.20 
.08 
.09 
.05 
.26 
.17 
.04 
.24 
,22 
.06 
.45 
.22 
.49 
,32 

4.57 
-1.90 

2.08 
-1.34 

6.06 
2.61 
0.75 
5.20 
3.72 

-0.99 
8.29 
4.97 

-10.07 
7.78 

05 
04 
.09 
.11 
06 
07 

2.94 
3.32 

-4.04 
-3.53 
3.82 
3.38 

XcMO) = 263.67, GFI = 0.96, AGFI = 0.93, RMSEA = 0.04, RMR = 0.036 

^ It-valuesI > 1.96 are significant at the .05 level and It-valuesI > 2.576 are significant at 
the .01 level. 

Only those indirect effects that are significant at the p < .05 level or better are shown. 
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Table 4.7. Proportion of Variances in the Endogenous Constructs Accounted for by the 
Structural Equations 

Cooperation Trust Organizational Commitment 

43 % 54% 31 % 
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Table 4.8. Estimated Correlations of the Exogenous Constructs in the Structural 
Model 

SV CL NC JS IN OB CQ FR NF CV 

SV 

CL .25 

NC .01 .03 

JS .36 .42 -.06 

IN .09 .23 -.07 .30 

OB .43 .24 .06 -.45 -.07 

CQ .25 .30 -.02 42 .37 43 

FR .23 .42 -.02 .54 .28 -.33 .46 

NF .16 .37 -.08 .45 .24 .27 .37 .69 

CV .03 .37 -.05 .27 .41 -.11 .29 .40 .35 

JS = Job Satisfaction; SV = Shared Values; OB = Opportunistic Behaviors; 
CQ = Communication Quality; IN = Task Interdependence; CL = Collectivist 
Organizational Norms; FR = Financial Rewards; NF = Nonfinancial Rewards; 
NC = Number of Coworkers; CV = Cooperativeness 
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CHAPTER V 

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 

This study has explored the antecedent conditions that promote or inhibit 

salesforce cooperation. In doing so, several antecedent factors were identified, each 

factor was categorized into one of the four broader sets of antecedent conditions, and each 

factor was tested, within a nomological network, for its effect on cooperative behaviors of 

salespersons directed toward coworkers. 

The main thesis of the hypothesized structural model was that each major 

antecedent category—relational, task, organizational, and personal factors—exerts 

significant influence on cooperation, independently from the effects of others. Based on 

this main thesis, the study pursued answers for two general research questions: to what 

extent does each antecedent category explain the variance in cooperation; and, what role, 

if any, do relational factors, particularly trust and organizational commitment, play in 

explaining salesforce cooperation. 

The results of the study provided strong support for the main thesis and valuable 

insights regarding the two general research questions. First, and foremost, the 

hypothesized structural relationships were capable of explaining 43% of the observed 

variance in cooperation, which compares favorably to a majority of prior studies. Second, 

each one of the antecedent categories proved to have significant influence on cooperation: 

task factors and personal factors each accounted for approximately 12% of the observed 

68 



variance, and organizational factors and relational factors accounted for 11% and 7%, 

respectively. 

Task interdependence displayed the highest explanatory power among the studied 

constructs (standardized path coefficient, yi, = .26), followed in order by personal 

cooperativeness (yi = .24), trust in coworkers (pi = .20), financial rewards (y = .17), and 

collectivist organizational norms (y = .09). In terms of indirect antecedents, 

communication quality, past opportunistic behaviors of coworkers, and shared values 

with coworkers all proved to have significant effects on subsequent cooperative behaviors 

of salespeople (see Table 4.6 for a comparison of direct and indirect effects). The paths 

hypothesizing causal effects from shared values to organizational commitment, from 

organizational commitment to cooperation, and from number of coworkers to cooperation 

were not supported by the data. 

The following sections of this chapter discuss the implications of these findings 

and major contributions of the present study. The chapter ends with a discussion of the 

limitations of the study and suggestions for future research. 

Promoting Salesforce Cooperation 

Task Factors 

Consistent with several decades of research (Deutsch 1949, 1973, 1980; Deutsch 

and Krauss 1962; Johnson, Johnson, and Anderson 1983; Kidwell and Bennett 1993; 

Thompson 1967; Tjosvold 1984, 1986; Wageman 1995; Wageman and Baker 1997; 

Wagner 1995), the results of the present study support the view that the notion of 
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interdependence is an important predictor of cooperation. When salespersons believe that 

their personal success is dependent upon the support of coworkers, they have a greater 

tendency to cooperate with coworkers. As a result, those sales managers who wish to 

promote cooperation within their salesforce will be more likely to succeed if they focus 

on the design of the selling task and increase the level of interdependence. 

Personal Factors 

Two different types of personal factors were investigated in the present study. 

One group of variables included individual differences across salespeople in terms of 

such demographic characteristics as age, gender, and tenure in the organization. An 

investigation of pair-wise correlation coefficients clearly showed that these variables are 

not significant predictors of cooperative behaviors. A second type of personal factor, 

based on the suggestions of Argyle (1991) and Baron (1983), involved differences across 

salespeople in terms of personality characteristics. A measure of personal 

cooperativeness, referring to the general attitude of an individual working in close 

collaboration with other people, was obtained and used in the study as a global construct 

accounting for personality differences. 

As expected, personal cooperativeness appears to be a major but not unique 

predictor of task-specific cooperative behaviors of respondents. This finding highlights 

the importance of recruitment procedures in cooperative selling contexts. However, sales 

managers should also be aware that recruiting cooperative salespersons does not 

guarantee a highly cooperative salesforce. 
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Organizational Factors 

Just as task factors, organizational factors belong to the category of "structural 

variables" that are frequently positioned among the major determinants of cooperation. 

The present study explored the effects of organizational rewards, cultural norms, and 

number of coworkers on cooperative behaviors. 

Organizational rewards are typically viewed as one of the most effective 

managerial tools to influence the behaviors of organizational members (e.g., Pritchart et 

al. 1988), and rightly so. The results of the present study suggest a strong effect of 

financial rewards on cooperation. As expected, the degree to which the financial rewards 

are designed and awarded in a manner that encourages cooperation among organizational 

members seems to affect cooperative behaviors substantially. On the other hand, 

nonfinancial rewards, which include honors, opportunities for professional growth, job 

security, and promotion, do not seem to have a direct effect on cooperation. This latter 

finding should be interpreted with caution, however. The fact that the path coefficient 

connecting nonfinancial rewards to cooperation is small and insignificant does not 

necessarily mean that these two concepts have no relationship at all. The pearson 

product-moment correlation coefficient of these variables is in fact large and significant (r 

= .351; p-value < .000). Apparently, there is a strong pair-wise relationship between 

nonfinancial rewards and cooperation. Nonetheless, this strong relationship is attenuated 

in the structural model, probably because some other construct in the model mediates the 

relationship. 
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Another organizational factor that seems to have an important degree of influence 

on cooperation is the degree of collectivist (versus individualistic) norms embedded 

within the culture of the organization. Defined as the relative degree of importance 

organizational members give to the interests of a larger work group as opposed to 

personal interests (Wagner and Moch 1986), collectivists norms have been shown to 

affect cooperative tendencies at both societal (Hofstede 1980) and individual levels (Eby 

and Dobbins 1997). Consistent with these prior studies, collectivist organizational norms 

are found to have a moderately strong effect on cooperative behaviors in the present 

study. 

Finally, this study found no significant relationship between number of coworkers 

and the degree of cooperative behaviors directed toward coworkers. This result is 

somewhat in contrast with the findings of researchers that studied cooperation in 

workgroups (e.g., Kidwell and Bennett 1993; Wagner 1995). One plausible explanation 

for this unexpected finding is based on the differences in the types of interdependence 

observed in workgroups and the sample studied in this research. According to a typology 

suggested by Thompson (1967), workgroup members are in reciprocal interdependence 

because each acts on the output of the other. In reciprocal interdependence, workgroup 

size becomes an important determinant of free riding and cooperation (Wagner 1995). 

On the other hand, the type of interdependence in the present sample is what Thompson 

(1967) refers to as pooled interdependence. That is, each respondent is individually 

responsible for performing his/her job from the beginning to the end, but dependent on 

coworkers only for certain types of aid and support that will improve his/her performance. 
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Apparently, number of coworkers becomes less of an important issue in pooled 

interdependence. 

Relational Factors 

The results of the study clearly show that relational factors, those that cause an 

individual to value his/her associations with coworkers and develop a mutually beneficial, 

long-term orientation in his/her relationships with coworkers, have considerable effect on 

cooperative behaviors. As will be discussed in the following sections of the present 

chapter, this finding has strong theoretical implications and is considered one of the major 

contributions of the study. 

Salespeople's trust in coworkers appear not only as a significant predictor of 

cooperation, even when the effects of task, organizational, and personal factors are taken 

into account, but also as a key factor mediating the impact of other relational factors. An 

investigation of total and indirect effects in Table 4.6 should reveal that most of the 

exogenous relational factors in the hypothesized model (i.e., communication quality, past 

opportunistic behaviors of coworkers, and shared values) are also important for 

cooperation. 

In contrast to a-priori expectations, however, the data did not support the paths 

from shared values with coworkers to organizational commitment and from 

organizational commitment to cooperation. Furthermore, the path linking organizational 

commitment to cooperation was negative (counter to that hypothesized) and approaching 

to the level of significance (t-value = -1.90). Organizational commitment and 
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cooperation are in fact positively correlated (r =.14, p<.01), but the relationship has 

become negative and close to being significant after other antecedents of cooperation are 

controlled for in the structural model. This finding indicates the presence of some partial 

element in the respondents' notion of commitment to the organization that may in fact be 

in dissension with their feelings and behaviors towards coworkers. 

While several alternative explanations can be suggested about the unexpected 

findings regarding shared values —> organizational commitment and organizational 

commitment -^ cooperation paths, it seems more plausible to contend that these findings 

are due to a sample-specific artifact. According to the multiple commitments view 

(Becker 1992; Reichers 1985, 1986), which suggests that organizational commitment is 

"a collection of multiple commitments to various groups that compromise the 

organization" (Reichers 1985, p. 469), the strength of these relationships will depend 

upon the degree to which the respondents associate their coworkers with their respective 

dealerships. Clearly, the respondents in the studied sample did not view their 

relationships with coworkers as a strong determinant of what they feel towards their 

respective dealerships, and vice versa. 

Major Contributions of the Study 

Theoretical Contributions 

Despite the fact that cooperation has long been a major subject matter of interest 

in scholarly research, most theoretical approaches to date have been limited to the 

interdependence paradigm of experimental psychologists and the self-interest maximizing 
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human behavior assumption of economists, particularly game theorists. These research 

traditions view cooperation as an outcome that only occurs when the consequences of 

cooperation are viewed as positive. That is, individuals will cooperate if and only if 

cooperation is in their long-term self-interest according to their rational calculations. 

The aforementioned research traditions do not reject the notion that relational 

factors, such as trust, are important for cooperation. However, trust is assigned a 

secondary role: rational calculation of individuals, together with legal mechanisms like 

contracts, are the main mechanisms that drive cooperation; trust can only play an indirect 

role by changing the expected outcomes of cooperation. For example, Deutsch's 

interdependence theory of cooperation asserts that trust can only indirectly influence 

cooperative tendencies by changing individuals' perceptions of positive interdependence. 

In contrast to the theoretical approaches discussed above, social exchange theory, 

and the most prominent descendant of it in marketing, relational marketing theory, assign 

a primary and direct role to relational factors, especially to trust, in fostering cooperation. 

These theories recognize the importance of interpersonal attraction, psychological 

attachment, and norms of reciprocity in behavioral choices. 

The results of the present study provide strong empirical evidence in favor of the 

latter theoretical approaches. Trust has been shown to have a significant direct effect on 

cooperation, even when the effects of various forms of interdependence and many other 

important factors are taken into account. Task interdependence, organizational reward 

system (which is akin to reward interdependence), and personal cooperativeness are all 
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included simultaneously with trust in the hypothesized model, and the path linking trust 

to cooperation is found to have both statistical and substantive significance. 

The Cooperate-to-Compete Thesis 

It is not uncommon for researchers to be challenged by their colleagues with 

respect to the importance of topics they choose to study. Luckily, the present study did 

not attract much of such criticism because it was grounded on one of the most widely 

accepted theoretical formulations of the recent literature in marketing: the cooperate-to-

compete thesis. Based on a voluminous amount of theoretical and empirical studies, the 

cooperate-to-compete thesis gave this researcher the motivation and rationale to conduct 

the present study. Why study cooperation at all, if it has no desirable outcome for the 

beneficiaries of academic research? 

Still, however, some criticisms may be raised concerning the specific sampling 

context in which this study has been conducted (i.e., automobile salespeople). It might be 

argued that the cooperate-to-compete thesis does not apply within this specific context, 

because cooperation is simply not an important issue in automobile selling. 

In order to assess the plausibility of the above argument, additional analyses were 

performed to test the relationship between cooperative behaviors and individual-level 

(self-reported) performances of the respondents. A structural model that employed 

performance as a single endogenous construct and all other constructs used in the study 

(including cooperation) as exogenous constructs was tested with the LISREL VIII 

software. This regression model (with latent constructs) was not intended to have any 
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causal implications but merely to test the relationship between cooperation and 

performance when all other constructs are held constant. 

The results of this additional test provided strong support for both the cooperate-

to-compete thesis and the pertinence of the selected sample. The standardized path 

coefficient linking cooperation to performance was not only one of the few significant 

ones (y= .16) but also the second largest coefficient after that of job satisfaction (y= .26). 

Limitations of the Study and Suggestions for Future Research 

No research is without limitations. One of the limitations of the present study is 

the limited generalizability of the findings. The sample used in this study was comprised 

of automobile salespeople, all of whom engaged in face-to-face, retail selling activities. 

A majority of the respondents was commission salespeople (69 %) and worked in 

relatively independent working environments. Caution should therefore be taken when 

generalizing the results of this study to other selling contexts. 

The choice of the studied sample was not puiposeless, however. A trade-off 

exists between the generalizability of a sample and the ability of the researcher to control 

for the background factors that might confound the relationships of concern. The selected 

sample, due to homogeneity across respondents, allowed this researcher to control for the 

background factors and conduct a stronger test of the hypothesized relationships. 

Another limitation of the present study concerns the unexpected findings 

regarding the role of organizational commitment in the hypothesized model. While being 

statistically insignificant, the effect of organizational commitment on cooperation was 
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negatively valenced with a relatively large t-statistic (-1.90). This researcher contends 

that it is more reasonable to interpret this finding as a sample-specific artifact, rather than 

questioning the theoretical soundness of the hypothesized nomological role of 

organizational commitment. 

Future research should study the theoretical postulations of this study in different 

selling contexts, thus increasing their generalizability. Replications of this study in a 

variety of selling contexts could also allow researchers to study the effects of some 

antecedent variables that were suggested in the conceptual model but not studied 

empirically (task complexity, identiafibility, accountability, etc.). 

Finally, the present study did not look at the interactive effects of the studied 

variables. Several well-grounded arguments can be made regarding the moderating 

effects of some of the study variables on the relationships of concern. Empirical tests of 

these interactive relationships could not only yield valuable insights but also increase the 

explanatory power of the hypothesized model. 
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MEASUREMENT SCALES 

Exogenous Constructs 

CONSTRUCT ITEM 

Job Satisfaction 

Intrinsic Job Satisfaction I am satisfied with: 

Ijsl 
Ijs2 
Ijs3 

Ijs4 
Ijs5 
Ijs6 
Ijs7 
IJs8 

... the opportunities my job provides me to interact with others. 

... the degree of freedom I have in my job. 

... the opportunities my job gives me to complete tasks from begining 
to end. 

... how this job makes good use of my abilities. 

... how my company encourages professional growth. 

... the feelings of accomplishment I get from my job. 

... how interesting my job is.. 

... the opportunities for independent thought and action in my job. 

Extrinsic Job Satisfaction 
Ejsl 
Ejs2 
Ejs3 
Ejs4 
Ejs5* 
Ejs6 
Ejs7* 

I am satisfied with: 
... the compensation plan under which I work. 
... my earnings as a sales consultant. 
... fairness of my earnings in relation to efforts I expend. 
... my probable future earnings in this business. 
... the attitude of the public toward my company. 
... my benefit plan in general. 
... the attitude of the public toward the industry I am working in. 

Formative Scale. 
(seven point scale) 
Anchors: Strongly agree/Strongly disagree. 

Items adapted from: 
Hunt and Chonko, Journal of Marketing Summer 1984 

Lucas, Parasuraman, and Enis, Journal of Marketing July 1987 
Minnesota Satisfaction Questionnaire (1967). 

Original Source; Job Dimensions Scale (Groves 1981; Schletzer 1965). 

Proportion of variance accounted by the first principal component: 53 % 
Eigenvalue: 6.88 

* Denotes items deleted during the measure refinement process. 
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Shared Values Please indicate the degree to which you believe that 
(1) your coworkers would agree with the following statements, 
and (2) you agree with the following statements. 

Svl* In order to succeed in this business, it is often necessary to 
compromise one's ethics (R). 

Sv2 Top management in a business must let it be known in no uncertain 
terms that unethical behaviors will not be tolerated. 

Sv3 If an employee is discovered to have engaged in unethical behavior 
that results primarily in personal gain (rather than corporate gain) he 
or she should be promptly reprimanded. 

Sv4 If an employee is discovered to have engaged in unethical behavior 
that results primarily in corporate gain (rather than personal gain) he 
or she should be promptly reprimanded. 

Sv5 Employers should assure that their employees are behaving in a 
business-like manner. 

Reflective Scale. 
(seven point scale) 
Anchors: Strongly agree/Strongly disagree. 

Adapted from Morgan and Hunt, Journal of Marketing July 1994. 
Original Source: Hunt, Wood, and Chonko, Journal of Marketing Jul\ 1989. 

* Denotes items deleted during the measure refinement process. 

Opportunistic Behavior 
My experience with my coworkers tells me that, in order to 
accomplish their personal objectives, they would sometimes 
in their interactions with me: 

Obi ... alter the facts slightly. 
Ob2 ... promise to do things without actually doing them later. 
Ob3 ... fail to provide me with the support that they are obliged to. 
Ob4 ... avoid fulfilling their responsibilities unless they are watched closely. 

Formative Scale. 
(seven point scale) 
Anchors: Strongly agree/Strongly disagree. 

Adapted from Morgan and Hunt, Journal of Marketing July 1994, Opportunistic Behavior Scale. 

Proportion of variance accounted by the first principal component: 77.4 % 
Eigenvalue; 3.09 
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Communication Quality In working relationships with my coworkers: 

Cq 1 We keep each other informed of new developments. 
Cq2 We provide each other with timely information. 
Cq3 We frequently discuss accounts and opportunities. 
Cq4* We sometimes hold back on telling each other what we know about 

accounts and opportunities (R). 
Cq5* We communicate well about our expectations for each other's 

performance. 
Cq6* We provide each other with frequent positi\ e feedback on our 

performance. 

Reflective Scale. 
(seven point scale) 
Anchors: Strongly agree/Strongly disagree. 

Combined Scale from Morgan and Hunt, Journal of Marketing July 1994 and Smith and Barclay, Journal 
of Marketing January 1997. 
Original Source: Anderson, Lodish, and Weitz, Journal of Marketing February 1987. 

* Denotes items deleted during the measure refinement process. 

Collectivist Organizational Norms In general, people in this dealership believe that: 

Cll* ... all employees should do their best to cooperate with 
others instead of trying to work things out individually. 

C12 ... everyone should sometimes make sacrifices for 
the sake of the larger group of coworkers. 

C13 ... everyone should realize that one is not always going to get what he 
or she personally wants. 

C14 ... everyone should be willing to make sacrifices for the sake of the 
well-being of people they work with. 

C15 ... if one is going to be part of this company then he or 
she is sometimes going to have to do things that are not in 
his/her immediate self-interests. 

Reflective Scale. 
(seven point scale) 
Anchors: Strongly agree/Strongly disagree. 

Adapted from the norms subscale concerning individualism-collectivism developed in 
Wagner and Moch, Group and Organization Studies, September 1986. Scale further validated in Wagner, 
Academy of Management Journal, February 1995) 

* Denotes items deleted during the measure refinement process. 
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Task Interdependence 

Intl I can not accomplish my job without information or aid from my 
coworkers. 

Int2 

Int3 

My coworkers depend on me for information or aid to perform their 
jobs. 

Doing a good job in selling cars requires that sales consultants 
support each other. 

Formative Scale. 
(seven point scale) 
Anchors: Strongly agree/Strongly disagree 

Adapted from Campion, Medsker, and Higgs, Personnel Psychology, Winter 1993. 

Proportion of variance accounted by the first principal component: 59 % 
Eigenvalue; 1.78 

Personal Cooperativeness 

Cpvl 

Cpv2 

Cpv3^ 

Cpv4 

Cpv5^ 

Cpv6 

Cpv7 

Throughout my life, I have always; 

... enjoyed activities that involve a high level of cooperation with other 
people. 

... been known as a team player. 

... preferred to work independently rather than in a group. (R) 

... ibund more satisfaction working towards a common group goal 
than working towards my individual goals. 

... found it more difficult to do things with others than by myself (R). 

... found joint-projects with other people very satisfying. 

... believed that team-work is the best way of getting results. 

Formative Scale. 
(seven-point scale) 
Anchors: strongly agree/ strongly disagree 

Items adapted from; 
Lou and Argyle, Work Cooperativeness Scale, Personality and Individual Differences, 1991. 
Oliver and Anderson, Accepting of Cooperation/Teamwork Scale, Journal of Marketing 1994. 
Roberts (1991) School Cooperativeness Scale Working Paper, U. of California.. 

Proportion of variance accounted by the first principal component: 55 % 
Eigenvalue: 2.76 

* Denotes items deleted during the measure refinement process. 
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Reward System 

The financial rewards (compensation plans, bonuses, profit-sharing plans, etc.) and non-financial rewards 
(honors, opportunities for professional growth, job security, promotion, etc.) in auto dealerships influence 
the behaviors of sales consultants. Some reward systems encourage sales consultants to cooperate with each 
other, others encourage competition, and some others may encourage both cooperation and competition. 

How would you describe the financial and nonfinancial rewards in your dealership? 

The financial rewards in this dealership: 

Strongly discourage 
cooperation 

Strongly encourage 
cooperation 

1 4 

Strongly discourage 
competition 

Strongly encourage 
competition 

The non-financial rewards in this dealership: 

7 

Strongly discourage 
cooperation 

Strongly encourage 
cooperation 

Strongly discourage 
competition 

7 

Strongly encourage 
competition 

7 
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Endogenous Constructs 

CONSTRUCT ITEM 

Organizational Commitment I am willing to put in a great deal of effort beyond that 
normally expected in order to help this company be 
successful. 
I talk up this company to my friends as a great company to 
work for. 
I would accept almost any type of job assignment in order to 
keep working for this organization. 
I find that my values and the company's values are similar. 
I am proud to tell others that I am part of this organization. 
This organization really inspires the very best in me in the 
way of job performance. 
I am extremely glad that I chose this company to work for 
over others I was considering at the time I joined. 
I really care about the fate of this company. 
For me, this is the best of all possible organizations for which 
to work. 

Adapted from Mowday, Steers, and. Porter (1979) 

Ocl I would be willing to change companies if the new job offered 
25% pay increase. 

Oc2 I would be willing to change companies if the new job offered 
more creative freedom. 

Oc3 I would be willing to change companies if the new job offered 
more status. 

Oc4 

Formative Scale. 
(seven-point scale) 
Anchors; Strongly Agree / Strongly Disagree 

I would be willing to change companies if the new job was 
with people who were more friendly. 

Adapted from; Hunt, Chonko, and Wood (1985) 

Proportion of variance accounted by the first principal component: 72 % 
Eigenvalue; 2.88 
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Trust in Coworkers I consider my coworkers as people 
who; 

Tl 
T2 
T3 
T4 
T5 
T6 
T7 
T8 
T9 

... can not be trusted at times (R). 

... are perfectly honest and truthful. 

... can be trusted completely. 

... can be counted on to do what is right. 

... can be counted on to get the job done right. 

... are always faithful. 

... I have great confidence in. 

... have high integrity. 

... I would be willing to let make important 
job-related decisions without my involvement. 

Formative Scale. 
(seven point scale) 
Anchors: Strongly Agree / Strongly Disagree 

Adapted from: Morgan and Hunt, Journal of Marketing, (1994). 

Proportion of variance accounted by the first principal component: 71 % 
Eigenvalue; 6.42 

Cooperation 

Cl 

C2 
C3 
C4 
C5 
C6 
C7 

C8 
C9 
CIO 
Cl l 

To what extent do you cooperate with your coworkers by; 

... working with them to develop sales presentation 
techniques. 

.. providing support during sales presentations.. 

.. taking care of their customers during their absence. 

.. assisting them by handling paperwork for them. 

.. providing feedback for improving their performance. 

.. handling their customers'complaints in their absence. 

.. assisting them in collecting and storing customer related 
data. 

.. sharing information about vehicle attributes. 

.. sharing information about competitors. 

.. sharing information about potential customers. 

.. sharing information about existing customers. 

Formative Scale. 
(seven point scale) 
Anchors; very little / very much. 

Scale developed specifically for this study from the results of interviews with dealership managers. 

Proportion of variance accounted by the first principal component: 54 7( 
Eigenvalue: 5.95 
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