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a e

C . 'I‘elanarketmg is an 1ncreasingly popular mnovatmn m."-

1ndustr1al salesforces m North Amerlca. In spite of tlslng"
- populanty, the 1nc1dence of problens severe enough to cause‘ '
dlscontinuance has been estimated at about 40%. 'rhe purpose

(Y

of thls study vas to formulate and test a mode’l of

» Orgamzatxona]_ factors leadmg to Successful adoptlon of the' -
A 'tgle!‘arketihg Imnovatl.,gn._ S | e

-

Data to test the model were collected by interviewing
'two key 1nformants in each of llo industnal salesforces o>
' that had adopted telenarketing in the recent past. .
' Structural equatxon modelmg as unplemented by LISREL was -
used to test the f1t of the model to’ the' data and to test

C the hypotheses developed frcm ‘the model. .

Thca}/”oVerall h\ddel v)as .a 'moderately good flt and ,'
R , support was found for many of the md.widual hypotheses in.
| | A the m0de1 To sum\anze, orgamzatxon centralmatlon was o
‘posn;wely assoo1ated with success, fozmallzation was |
- negatwely related to success Resolution of implementation
‘ 1ssues, sales rep: support of telanarketmg and’ core use of N
telenarketmg were all p051t1ve1y associated w1th success. S
DlVlSlon of labour ’ dxfferentlatmn, and 'manageuent support o

of telenarketmg were posltwely related to remlutlon, of -

- unplanentatlon 1ssues, sales rep support of innovatzon arid

<




E sales rep support of telenarketing._ Sales management

| support of telemarketing, - R

. point. However preliminary conclusmns were drawn for

o the llkellhood of success m the adoptmn of the mnovatmn.s‘].

‘ .1nnovat10n cdnpaubllity were both posxt;.vely related to,

N 9

LY

. :support of mnoVation was posxtlvely related t:o managanent

R AR
67_ o ‘ -"“:."9_'

Because the causal model was tested on cross-sectional

‘dat\a the fmdings must be viewed as tentative at thls ’

o,

' theory and marketing maﬁagenent.; 'rhe study contnbutes to
" mnovation theory by spec1fxcally modellng vanables in the

. ‘posti?doptlon phase of organizatxon 1nnovat10n adoptmn. :

L4

ABecause the model is speciflcally formulated for the sales

_" organlzatmn settlng, i€ also contnbutes to sales

/ o

':managenent theory - especl’ally the growing body of theory on. |
) "'.",.marketmg orgamzatlon struct’ure. 'I'he major theoretlcal
i.'.contributlon is the successful modeling of A :' ' y . S
B 1nterrelationsh1ps anong constructs that‘ had been prevmusly . “

;‘;;'found to, relate’ to }nnovatmn-on ,i_ndxv;tdual _l;as,es.

S
PRS- A X L, AT . [t s,

‘Given‘ the relatively-high prop‘ortio’n of variancé in -

adoptmn success explained by the model ( 44) , useful

conclusions and unplxcations for marketing managers were

- e '

“‘also'drawn. Many var1ables 1denr1f1ed as’ import:ant in (~'~ - 5

S K i

!

achie‘v‘ing succesq can be- controlied by managers to mcrease

In conclus«aon, the model provides- a good start for needed

e ’ffuture work on’ post-innovatmn adoptmn in organizatlons.

-
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CHAPTER 1 - INTRODUCTION TO THE RESFARCH =~ ,

“y

' The Research:Problem ' - R S IS

kS
*
PR

~#% In recent years, cost pressures.and other .changes in: - SR A

a0 ) C : - L B : '

' the economic and social environment have hasténed the . S
introduction of- salesforce practice inn'ovations such- as -.‘key‘j

‘ X - RN

'account or natlonal account managanent, tean sellmg ’
telenarketmg, and ccmputer-to—cmputer sellmg (Huguet,

®

. '1984,; Shaplro and Wyman 1981) . .;Of these mnovatmns, .
S telenarketmg m., partlcular, is enjoymg mcreasmg |
acceptance by 1ndustr1al marketers in ‘both the Uruted States
and Canada (Personal Interv1ews Wlth 'I'eleccm Canada S . ;_ o

2

) 'Managanent, 1982, Roman and Donath, 1983).
' ' In splte of r:.smg populanty, the mc1dence of
' problens severe en:)ugh to cause dlscontinuance '\jndustrlal ' e
telanarketlng appl'lcatlons has been mformally estlmated at
. about 40% by a major Canadlan marketer of telemarketmg.\
(Personal Interv1ews Wlth Teleccm Management 1982) .’ Thls T
poses a 31gn1flcant managerlal problem for the mcreasmg S co
' .mmbers of canpames attenptmg to unprove sales ) ‘ : \ | :, - .': E 3
| product1v1ty through adopf;lng thls 1nnovat10n. Wlth the ;
‘current hlgh(mst of mdustrlal personal sellmg, 1t is B
likely that the adoptlon of this sales mnovatmn mll - |

\ + 7 becane even more attractlve to mdustnal salesforces. Anv

"'understandmg of the factors assoc1ated w1th success: and

- .o . ‘ . ' o0



th1s 1s precmely the reSeareh wfilch appears to be most

‘o.-’ , O e A o S

fa11ure 1n the nnpleméntatlon of tms 1nnovat1on is takmg

v

. -‘ Y =y - \
. L : g

on greater m\portance o I, :

O

s

T ~ A loglcal flI:St step 1n understandmg adoption success

and fallure is to search for wr1t1ngs on successﬁul adoptlon - )
0 “~ 2 R o
& : f

\ of sales or marketmg practlce mnovatlons -~ mnovatmns . / .

0 0 - 4

that alter the way 1n whlch sales or marketlng tasks are
ER

M 0

done. Although several authors have recogmzed the
nnportanca of these 1nnova=tlons and have. giscussed the need
for approprlate research (Belllzza. and Murdock, 1981, : s "o’ N

Shapn:o, 1978) p marketmg researchers have pald lfttle

3 ® . \';"
attent:.on to. studylng such innovatibns. As a result, sales

managenent and personal sellmg theory prov1de almost ‘no -

gu1del1nes for managers adopting any of these °sarlesforce

practlce 1nnovatnlons - telenarketmg in partlcular. n" ! .

°
.- a a,

o o oo ’ .\
E R

. An examnatlon of tbe 1nnovatlon-adopt10n llterature ‘ o .

e - . P .

| daid not supply the necessary answers elther. Although thére : . ra

Q.
o v ‘.

has been a s1gn1f1cant anount ‘of research on mnovatlon, 1t ‘

o . 5 . . e . NPT T

has genetally* not focuséed on orgamzatlon adoptlon

behaviour nor -on post—adOption success of an mnovatlon. Yet,

0

,useful/ to N\anagenent m unbr‘ov;ng telanarket:.ﬁg.success; ;

' o PN L. .
! N t . ‘e € . .
ro o e . 3




2 Puzposs ‘

Al

‘In response to’ the problen c1ted above, the purpose of
thls research 1s to study organlzatlonal factors a55001ated

‘ with_ success in adoptlng salesforce practl nnovat1ons.

N’

The un1t of analy51s is the salesforce or anlzatlon that has
'receqtly adopted telenarketlng and is in the\;;plenentatlon

‘stage of the 1nnovat10n—adopt10n process. Spec1f1cally,

this the51s w1ll {a )ASpec1fy a model of organ1zat10nal

49

‘k
factOrs related to success in adoptlng telemarketlng, and
'(b) enplrlcally test hypotheses developed fran thls model.

and’ the overall. f1t of the model to ‘the data.. .

#® Before proceediné, it is essential to'pOSition the .~

)

. purpose of thlS research in the overall plcture of

i

organlzatlon 1nnovat10nfadopt10n. An 1llustrat10n mlght be
) helpful :

3Canpany Introdu01ng Sales Organization ) Customers
‘the Innovatlon S Adoptlng the Innovathn oL

‘PI.JSH —_— — | —"x———-) PULL -

a

e

In the telenarketlng case, the 1nnovatlon has been

A

developed, and 1ntroduced to tbe market by canpanles who

PR X2

" face the, challenges of market1ng this 1nnovat10n to .

¢

N\
-;1ndustr1al sales organ;zat;ons. These mafketlng act1v1t1es

-\.

can be, seety as pushinguthefinnovatlon anivencouraglng

tel rketing,adoptioniin the target market. The adopting




::canpany‘has.to recOgnrze that 1ts use of the 1nnovatlon w1ll

.. alter its interactions wlth custaners so in effect ‘the
custbmer also has tojedopt the”lnnovatlon, The purpose of "
- this research aS'outlined above, is-lhnited to'studying

-

.‘u

Contrlbutlon of the Proposed Research to Theory @

/
.8 s 5

. A major- aim Of this research is to use' - f o

. e , ,
"-1nnovat10n-adopt10n theory as a ba51s for bulldlng sales
managenent theory.' To do thls, the research is de51gned to .]

'address the gaps in 1nnovat10n‘theory noted above - (a)-

lack.of study of-organlzatlons adoptlng 1nnbyat10ns and ‘ (B)

a- lack of research on pgst—adoptlon benav1our By brlefly ‘

sketchlng out the characterlstlcs of prey1ous 1nnovat10n

research theseBtwo needs for study should becane clear."f-

AN . T - e .h -

" Need.for Study of,Organizations~

-~

- It 1s apparent that 1nnovat1on research and theory‘has
_a long hlstory (with roots in rural soc1ology - notably, the
L hybrld seed corn study of Ryan and Gross 1n 1943) ana spans: .
- several d15c1p11nes.f The prnnary thrusts in marketlng\ ‘
‘xlnnovatlon research ‘have enpha51zed (a) d1ffus1on of

. consumer products, (b) new prodUCt adoptlon by 1nd1v1dual

consuners, and (c) the eariy stages of the consumer adoptlon

process (Bearden and Shnnp, 1982, Krmberly, 1981 Mldgley,

Pl N . . i)




3

1976 Olshavsky, 1980 Rogers, 1962, l976 Rogers and

Shoemaker, 1971 W1lton and Pessemler, 1981) There has

f\._.

Al
a

: been some attentlon, (although surprlsmgly llttle by

ccmparlson )- pald to 1ndustr1al mnovatlon.‘ (Kennedy, 1983, o

Martllla, 1971, O Neal et al., l973 Ozanne and Churchlll,4¢-~f

1971, Reynolds, 1971, Sayles, 1974, Zaltman et.al., 1973)

3 < . _.,rm—»
¢ ’,.* - N . .".-

,Research studles attemptlng to understand ‘the process
of new product adoption have ‘Been substantial in
‘areas such as rural socxology and the marketmg of,

- consumer goods.... However, mdustrlal products have
received only limited’ attentlon (Peters and : -
Venkatesan, 1973 312) -

A somewhat related branch of 1nnovat10n research has

‘ exammed the problen of orgamzmg to prcmote creatlve

- behavmur 1n organlzatlons‘7 = the organlzatlon can

?

PR

e successfully offer 1nnovat1ve products to the marketplace C
y (Cooper, 19793, l979b, Crawford 1977 Fast, 1978, Hlavacek
g and Thcmpson, 1973; Normann, 1971, “Tushman, 1977 Utterback

l97l) Even with this recent mterest in the process- oﬁ
'. technologlcal dlffusmn (Cooper, 1979, Czeplel 1975) and

the characterlstlcs of 1nnovat1ve orgamzatlons (E‘ast 1978,

: Tusrman, ,1977) ’ present knowledge ard understandmg of the

organlzatlon 1nnovat10n adopt1on process remam An a falrly
undeveloped State.‘ 'I‘wo recent crlthues of the f1 ld have
deened the reséarch results to date to be far fr \

.‘

1976)

o concluswe (Blgoness and Perreault, ‘1981, Doms and Mohr, '




. Need for 'S,tudy on Post-;-Adoptiou Behaviour . “, . / e B :“ L ‘

4

Almost no anpl,rlcal research ‘has focused‘ ‘on - the .," -

gmplanentatlon s{age (or conflrmatlon stage) of : orgamzatlon

R 1nnovat10n adoptlon even though most models of mnovatlon

3

adoptlon con51st .of 3 stages, (a).. 1n1t1at10n, (b) ado(ptlon, L

-~

and"(c) nnplanentatlon._ Parallelmg developnents in-

‘ :consuner adoptlon research, the dependent varlabl:e in - - ,"g'

2

exlstlng research is almost always elther mnovatlveness or
i .

"
Ly 7

a adoptlon as opposed to unplementatlon or adoptlon success
. (Cohn 1980, Czeplel 1975, Ozanne and Churchlll 1971; )
s *Mar~tllla, 1971, Reynolds, 1971, Peters and Venkatesan, l975,

"10 Neal et, al., 1973, Robertson and Wlnd, 1980) As stated ' e :"‘-'o

~ by Klmberly 981; 90) S
.’i‘here ‘ha'\"?e been remarkably few attempts to study.-
post-adoptlon behaviour.... Most studies have

sought to predict adoptlon and have 1gnored
: what happens after adoptlon. ,

Al

. He added _— lat'e'r :(9.91)'5

/

e !
S
’

S T LR 1
T .o .

Because research on nnplanentatlon and utlllzatlon of
* innovations has consmted pr:.marlly of case ‘studies, -
generallzatlons should be made’ with cautlon.

; Nﬁnero‘us, scholars'have noted th1s "a"niss‘ion‘ for. the - “ -
. past '11) .years and: have’ calléd. -for" appropri:a"te"research. {:o S - s
mend the gap (Beyer and Trlce, 1979, Kimberly, 1979, Plerce
an:] Delbecq, .1977, Rogers and S oanaker, 1971, Yin, 1979,

Zaltman et al., 1973). Howeve , su;prlsmgly ldttle . 6

Iz
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. AY

¥

enplrlcal work has been done on the tOplC of organrzatlon
unplenentatlon of 1nnovatlons or even ‘on the moxe generayf
toprc of organlzatlon change (Beyer and Trlce, 1978 L 4
Klmberly, 1981,‘Y1n, 1979). As Beyer and Trlce (1978. 8) .

have stated.- . : A

i
o

The-processes by which pollcy 1nnovat10ns and
changes became opérational ha§ received less.
emplrlcal -attention than camorily is asserted.
in ‘much’ of the relevaht literature.... Much <
of the literature they cite .is opinion and

impressionistic rather than“data-based.

By studylng»salesforce organlzatlons in the
nnplementatlon stage, th1s research is attenptlng to aadress
these theoretlcal 1ssues., de»secondary contrlbutlons are:
(a) the study of 1nnovat10n adoptlon 1n a bus1ness settlng
and (b) the study of a Eractlce 1nnovat10n ‘as opposed to a
product. Several advantages are assocxated w1th a bu51ness

< ;
research context Flrst, results prescrlblng effectlve
practlcesﬂmlght prov1de d1rect practlcal beneflt.- Second
past research has been character1zed by llmlted study s1tes
- most often hospltals and schools (Alken et al., 1980) T,
Generallzatlons to’ bus1ness organlzatlo must therefore be
made cautlously.« An nnportant advantégZ§

B

partlcular 1nnovat10n 1s that 1t 1s a practlce 1nnovat10n as

1n studylng thls

opposed to a p oduct 1nnovat10n and few studles have aealt

w1th practlce 1nnovat10ns (Zmud, 19825.

t




‘ '\;\'

_.the target: cllent canpames.

‘tbe unple'nentatmnphase.“@ t

/. Contribution of the Proposed Reseatch to Management

Knowledge of the factors assoc1ated w1th success 1n -

..‘adoptmg telemar}cetlng as, an 1nnovat10n should enable o
' managers to make better declslons both in marketlng“i\

. adoptmg telemarketmg .

Flrst, 1r1 order to pn‘omote dlffusmn, marketers of

: telemarketmg and other mdustr1al services will be able to

use these results to target the1r marketmg efforts more

,Zeffectlvely towards flrms that exhlblt characterlstlcs

¥.

ssoc1ated mth successful adoptl\on._ Perhaps more -
£

L.
nnportantly, marketers of mnevat@ serv1ces could utlllze

1nformat10n about how orgaruzatlons achleve success m

’

‘plannlng thelr marketmg strategy. E‘or example, a. h1gh

technology canpany lnterested in marketmg a

canputer—to—canputer 1ndustr1al sellmg systen could: plan

1ts strategy based on’ factors llkely to enhance success in -~

Sec’orx:l,'onc'e an adoption-decision has been made,

: managers m the adoptmg organlzatlon could utlllze these
.'.fmdmgs m the1r attempts to Mplanent the mnovatlon :
f_successfully. . Controllable varlables 1dent1f1ed as -

‘ 1mportant could be manrpulated 6 achleve greater success, .

: and varzables seen as uncontrollable could be noted and

attempts made to elther offset or enhance their effects 1n'.

K3

. Al

'

4




. Because telenarketidg appears to beea.siqnificant«.

'salesforceiinnoVationiin North Americay'Qeneralizing

;flndlngs only to thlS group is 1nterest1ng_}n ltS own rlght

_(Coppett -and Vbrhees, 1983, Ranan and Donath, 1983).

" However, it-is llkely that the factorS'ldentlfleg in this
+ " study Gould also be generalized to Gther innovations of the
“same type-as telemarketing.' On:the basis-of several':
| typologles of 1nnOVatlon in the llterature, telenarketlng
w1ll ‘be. shown to be an evolutlonary, technolog1cal process
.or practlce 1nnovat10n.

a

.technologlcal proceSs 1nnovat10ns mlght 1nclude the use of

Examples of other evolutlonary-

s

portable ccmputers by f1eld sales reps to develop 1nd1v1dual

sales strategles and sales presentatlons and the use of
':ﬁ ‘canputer-—to—canputer mdustrlal selllng systems It is
~d1ff,1cult to assess the extent to whlch the results w1ll be

. %_‘ \generallzable out51de the realm of- thls type of 1nnovat1on

orlouts;de 1ndqstr1al'canpan1es.

Py




Definitions and Conceptual Frameworks

Telanarketing - Definition Problems

As is the case for many new phenomena, there is

considerable 'uncertainty among academics and practitioners
2
about what is meant by the' term telanarketing. As well

Because of .its flex1billty and the variety of
marketing situations in which telemarketing can
be employed;. it is difficult to develop a terse
yet canplete definition (Coppetts and Vorhees,
.1983: 80)

-

For thls,research, telenarketlng .18 an organlzed~ strategic
approach £6 u51ng the telephone (and~any supportlng
technologles) to accanpl1sh varlous types of selllng tasks.

Two features of this def1n1t10n deserve mention. Flrst,

strateg1c 1nd1cates—that the sales or marketlng organlzatlon

"

has serlously con51dered “how telenarketlng should flt 1nto
the total sales program and marketlng phllosophy as opposed
to haphazardly utlllzlng the phone for selllng on an
ocda51onal ba51s. A cdnsc1ous strateg1c dec151on is, made

about the role of telenarketlng in relatlon to- the other

[y

elenents of the sales and marketlng mix 1n the overall

marketlng ani sales plan. Second, 'to’ accanpllsh sales

s

tasks unplles a proactlve role by the salesforce in

,selllng, as opposed to a. pass1ve order desk type of

Y ——

operat1on. )
i y 4

. 'As noted.above by Coppetts and Vorhees (1983), a wide

»




:range in degree,of use and‘in'ngmber of‘app;icarioné is
'.;pOSsibie;‘Aberhaps‘rhiefoan best Be_viewed on a continuum
w1th large formal emarketind centree at one extreneAand
very small lesd fo alltelenarketing systems‘at the other. o .
The forma \cenrres are.charaCterizedtby.a fairly large R
number oflps‘wbo work full—-ltime in.-'a formal centre v.vnich':
is dedicavted to 'teler}arlgeti'ng..' In all ;,I;ikel.ihoo‘d, these
I - 'reps v.vould make ‘calls to generate‘ and qualify ~sales 'leads
" and would probably canpletely manage a ‘number of - assxgned
accounts over the telephone. The/mo'st 1nformal systens are

-_llkely to have fewer reps, perhaps only worklng part-time On

'te]'.emarketmg act1v1t1es. They may, or may not have -

,dedlcated fac111t1es. Theée. syétans would stillp be
‘conmdered telemarketmg 1f there had been a consc10us

canpany decision about how telanarketlng would be used 1n

. - the sellmg and marketlng prograns and proactlve sellmg
" tasks were bemg done. Obv1ously there are many varlants in.
' L . . . r
between .theseex{trenes. L

- -

The.majorits/ -of consultant reports refer. to Qarious
_forme'"of the formal centre -'\very few have 'discuase‘d the
informal systems (Fisher,. P., 1981 Webster, 1980) On the
other hand, Teleccm' Canada “(the prlmary marketer of - L
telemarketlng in Canada) has tended to see the more 1nformal |
~ .systans as the noxm in Canad-l‘an mdustry ,( Telecan has .

. v ‘ 1dent1f1ed four central telanarketmg appllcatlons.

3
- -

Lt

-




',/

' (1) order process1ng (slmply proce551ng orders),

(2). customer ,service (handling” custamer questiems or

canplaints) , - ' .
o ~ L o

.- @ ‘ ’ - -

and

©
-

R (4) account management (carrying out the entire -selling

process and.subsequent‘management‘of accounts) . - i.

Order processing is considéred the least écnplex of all

,- )

others representlng 1ncreaslng‘levels of camplex1ty.

-

It is probably more useful to- con51der each of these

i'f appllcatlons as relatlvely dlStlnCt types of 1nnovatrons.-

£

This research is lnnlted to telemarketlngosales support and
acc0unt managenent 1nnovat10ns because these practlces

b

conform.to the deflnltlo? used in this the51s - they both

'lnvolve ‘at least sane active personal selllng functlons

being performed by the salesforce via}teleuarketing.{/jn

N

sales support, sales ‘leads may be generated, quallf1ed, and

appﬂlcat1ons, the entlre personal selllng process and

LEN

K managenent of the account (mOSt often°marg1nal accounts) is
{ .

handled via telemarketlng, f

St

(3)'sa1es support - (generating and qualifylng sales leads):.

appllcatlons, account'managenent the most canplex w1th thez:

accounts serviced via telenarketlng., In account managementj

Because.the telephone has been a tooL’in-busineSS‘for

v

o\




a very long time, it is gorth thihking about whether
- o, ~ ) ’ . . - -
‘ teIanarketing can reall$:g% considered an - innovation. A ..

i

r‘short‘dlscu551on about 1nnovatlon deflnltlons and ; -
'cla551flcat10ns w1ll help resolve thls issue.

a . C— -

. ‘

[

e --

P Innovation ~ Definition Problems
. - - ‘—\' - 13

- s . -

The word "innovation"'has been used~andfis used widely'

PR ¢

-and amblguously in a variety of- dafferent meanlngs. For °

example, the temms 1nnovatlon, change, J.nventlon and

<@

adaptatlon'are often uSed'lnterchangeably. Most often

however, 1nnovatlon tends to be used in one of 3 ways. (a)

4 1 !

as. the process of brlnglng 1nventlons 1nto use (Plerce and .

9

Delbecq, 1977), (b) as the actual 1dea, practlceq or prodﬁct

« . ] A
n

'whlch 1s new (Rogers and Shoenaker,'l97l Zaltman et. al.,\n,E.-
. T S~ R

1973), and (c) the event of 1ntroduc1ng 1nto a 51tuat10n,

_means or ends that are-new to that 81tuatlmn (Evan and

< -

‘u’

.Blacks«l9€7 Mohr, 1969)._ For thlS research, the Rogers and B

Shoenaker,~Zalbnan et'al ,concegtuallzatlon has been a

& alt >,

adopted and 1nnovat10n 1s conCelved as an’ 1dea, practlce or

__product which is new. T

k‘,l + (. s s - - - ¢ v q.
N 2

An obvloq;,p01nt for debate is the speCLflcatlon of ﬂ'ﬁi?

-
~* ’

s apprOprl%te criteria- to use in, 1dent1fy1ng SGMEthlng as new.

)

'Is an - 1nnovat10n sahething that is new to the 1nd1v1dual or -

’.organlzatlon as, percelved by that unit (Rogers and - ._ .

°.

”,?Shoenaker, 1971, Rogers, 1983, Zaltman et al., 1973)7' Is 1t

sanethlng new to the state of’the art 1n the fleld where 1t

+

e . R . .
- . : . v . . -,

9

.




does -1

19 naged "Q{: Ei be new re]_atg,ve tQ,,tk;%

- ‘\}0‘)-‘!’

Daft and Beckex‘ s (1978) method of defmmg 1nnovat10n as-a \3 S W

env1rorment‘. hls deflmtlon dlstmgulshesulmqva'thprr' e '
ot _ R
O
‘\’Fc- 5 g
,‘ s s, -.ﬁ' :‘ o i

-ehvlrorments and 1rxiu§trn.g_-bs to be consmered “any

""’l' . .

anvatLon. Telec’cm has estimated that on y~ ahout 4%x@f“a DR >

canpanles,.m C;anada are usmg teienépkemng ‘-

)
K i R LY o
. \., .t:“' \1-'.;‘3.' A

.

_'sur_vey of U.\S, -bxls'ih'e‘ss;ﬁi;ﬁdustr;al ccmpames “smggests tha‘t“ R

ESURCI

¥4, B

}\;," 1',,

qs

L up to 20 'r’af U s. . 1rxili$tr1al/busmesc'x\§1nns‘

“H(Boman and Donabi, B983)e g
A @"}:-_..'\;‘ » HS

I’V‘ A X S
P I Y

.f,leld of mno'va “101').

,,ﬁ.-\ 33 :

In a rec.’erx




~ .- . C - . i ._ . _~‘/‘
typologlesﬁof innovations are beginnlng to snerge,' For.

example, Zaltman et.al., (1973) suggest three'innovation;

or organlzatlon has done in advance), (2)»In9trumental and

~

\Ultunate (dependlng on whether the 1nnovat10n is an end in

(.-

1tself oL 1nstrumental in. achlev1ng other ends),‘and (3)

\

fRoutlne and Innovatlve (dépending upon the radicalness or

-

;., Slm1lar to Zalhnan s concept of the Routlne/InnOVatlve
,-)"_-- |’J. ‘l":,..

'aspect of . 1nnovat10n, Mensch (1983) has developed a. useful
e I

*
0

ﬁnprovement—evolutlonary. Radlcal 1nnovatlons are extrege

departures frdn "the past. ' anrovenent-evolutlonary
\p-/ '

1nnovat10ns have evolved fram_ prev1ous products or -

practlces. It is probably most helpful to cla551fy

;:tr.‘ telenarketlng as an nnprovenent or evolutlonary anovat1on
fﬁﬂ!}“:;.' ‘ ’rather than radlcal because it has evolved from ba51c

ce telephone order taklng practlces of the pa5t

o
e e e )
S S AT A : veo
Y »‘~"-‘~v had N " . ) N Lo - s
.

FT ;Féllowing Daft (1:97,'8)', who' proposed a typology' of

';technlcal versus adnlnlstratlve 1nnovat10ns,,K1mberly and

oo ,Evanlsko (19 dlstlngulsh between technologlcal

e

]productlon process) and aanlnlstratlve (hav1ng to do w1th

) adm1nlstrat1ve functlons) 1nnovatlons 1n thelr emplrlcal

. ‘ut’}- ; study of h05p1tal 1nnovat;ons. Zmud (l9829 makes the'same:

sa’

L types: (.l) Progranmed and Nonprogramned (depending- upon _the’

degree of ant1c1patlon or how much schedullng the 1nd1v1dual

typology where one dnnen51on of 1nnovat10n is radlcal versus -

BN

T RSP, L S VUSRS

oo

.

W,
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'kind of dlstlnctlon by suggestlng that technlcal 1nnovatlons

serve prnharlly the 1nterests of the’ technlcal core anﬂ '

admlnlstratlve.1nnovatlons serve” the admlnlstratlve core.'

v

The -technical core is responsible for producing the'products

and serv1ces that ]ustlfy’the un1t s ex1stence, the

adnlnlstratlve core is respon51ble for plannlng, controlllng

L]

“and coordrnatlng unlt functlonlng as well as llnklng the:

unit hierarchically with the remainder of\the organization, e

A further useful distinction is‘made'by separating product’

.and process innovations (Zmud' l982) Product 1nnovat10ns o

refer to the 1ntroduct10n of new products or serv1ces that

"

Shlft or expand an organlzatlon S damaln, while p ess

. 1nnovatlons refer*topthe 1ntroductlon of new methods,

procedures or respon51h\1;\aes within ex1st1ng danalns.

' In thls research telenarketlng is an evolutlonary

1nnovat1ve pr ess or practlce. Because the telemarketlng

appllcatlons researched here result in a change in selllng

v .

practlces (the central task of salesforces), telemarketlng
1s concelved as a technoIoglcal or.- technical 1nnovat10n

rather than an adm1nlstrat1ve 1nnovat10n.
g SU]T!‘[\EAEY ' ‘.‘l ' ) P

ThlS 1ntroductory chapter has outllned the purpose of

: the research and 1ts 1ntended contrlbutlons for managenent
'iahd marketlng theory.. The renalnlng chapters 1n the

‘dlssertatlon descrlbe the study. and 1ts results.' In Chapter‘ ”_“:,

' . .




2; the researcher w1ll out"lme several ex1st1ng models 9f

; ’the 1nnovat10n adoptlon process, then present the model
formulated to gulde the . present research : ’I‘he llterature
used to bulld thea‘proposed model is rev1ewed and hypotheses - I

. 'j'developed from thls rnodel are presented Chapter 3 outlmes |

v the research de51gn and data collect1on procedures. b’ethods ' - 2.' l‘ .5
for operat1onallzmg the . theoretlcal constructs used in the e

K ‘ 'hypotheses are also glven m Chapter 3 In Chapter 4, data ;

analys:.s prbcedures and results aré presented’ The 1n1t1a1 . St L g

- 3

research mod,el is tested ., evaluated, rev1sed and the results o o L

- .. = _of the" statlst1cal tests for each hypothe51s are glven. . ST '
ki ol B T ¢ L ‘ -

‘Fmally, Chapter 5, contams sane theoret1cal and managerlal

mpllcatlons of the research as well as an nssessment of the s

g v .

‘ research strengths ~and weakn‘esses.- Followmg frcm th;s

u'assessment, same dlrectlons for future research work?(a

also presegtf:ed T ', IR 3 S . o v

B - . . . e
Hi Lot . . - P P .-

e

) - P ‘.
o1
. , o
. | i
¥ v . .
' 1
. . v
-
M A ‘4 ' e
o -
% v, - ag
{ . \’ -
N . [l weot -
- N 3!
‘ EaN
Ay K . Pl
) . . L
N . >l . i
; ; B 3 .. “ .
R . . .,
N ‘- . . T
. 7. . ¥
‘ \ - R ARt . M
o 7 T
; I
* 2, : Lo . I
R . - ' . 1
; » . . . £ .
Fa . s it - s
- 4 - ey . .
- z < - . L. P , ’ L
ol N . 2
P N ’& B “(, h vy
) ' R K . S e Lt Lipd “
4. 4 3 L




e

PR 3

CHAPTER 2 - MODEL AND HYPOTHESES DEVELOPMENT,

2 - -~

Havmg establ:.shed that the purpose of ‘the study is to.

. : . ‘.
' 2
v ‘e W 0 o - EAY . ) .
T e e N R . . SN
e - . [ .

specify ‘and test a model of or;mlzatlonal factors related

to succeéss “in adoptlpg télenarket&ugt, the next step was to i
begm developmg“an approprlate model 'I‘hls process was v
\“mltlated by studymg /several pubhshed models o)g the B |
1nnovatlon adoptlon process. ilhls yas done for two reasohs.
Flrst, the researcher wanted/to k;;ain 1ns1ght 1nto the state
of model deve1ognemﬂ in the fleld - how much deta11 is

i

spec1f1ed m each of the currently exxstmg models? What"
Lo

relatxonshlps have been - proposed” mat relat’lonshlps have

TR N

been supported by research? Second, the resear:cher,E 1ntended .'

“to 'use one -ox more of theSé‘ models as the basic bu11d1ng

e
RO

block(s) foradevelopmg the model for th1s study. A nunber

p of models were uncovered but as w1ll be shown ’ none was

'v\ -

v detalled enough m suggestmg relatronsmps between selected

.

var1ables and success 1n adoptmg mnovatlonsh However,

[

these existmg models prov1ded an unportant overall plcture
of the proc ocess of mnovatmn adoptlon and served as the

basm franework frcm wh1ch the success model was developed

a'I‘he next step in model develog'nent was to 1dent1fy key

varlables that had not been assmulated 1nto any exrstmg

models of orgaruzatlon mnovatmn adoptlon. 'I'nese varlables

were then mcorporated mto the basm franework to bu1ld the

]
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:f'purpose of»this chapter isﬁ (a) to rev1ew several of the

,'con51dered typ1ca1 of most models 1n the llterature.A

¢

more detafledjhodel'of‘§ariables“related_to success;t

:Reflecting the model deVelophent ptdbeduref"the 3

¢

. major process models o;E 1nnovat10n adoptlon, (b) to. present

’ the model developed for thls study, and (c) to ‘feview ‘the

‘Aresearch supportlng the 1nclu51on of each of the constructs

i used in the model ThlS chapter is 1ntended to prov1de an

9

: overvxew of the state of- the‘theory and research developnent

1n organlzatlon 1nnovat1on adoptlon. It also-aﬁhs to

: Tprov1de the necessary background -and support for the'

:.Prpposed causal model. T . -

"‘;Existing Models of-the-InnovationrAdoption'Process .

¢

There is considerable'consistency in‘existinglmodels

'of‘the innbvation process (Hage and Aihen; 1970;~§dgersy

‘:1983 Rogers and Shoenaker, 1971; Zaltman, Duncan ard

PO

'Holbek, 1973L, An obv1ous cannonallty 1s that most contaln

between two and four stages. Typlcally, one or twol.
- \ n -~ -

; preadoptlon phases are 1ncluded in ‘the model. “In these .';

stages, a preblem is recognlzed, and attltudes about the

71nnoyat1oncare formed.‘ A de0151on ‘on’ whether to adopt the

1innovation'{s‘made duflng'the’adoptlon.stage; ;Follow1ng

«

adoption,‘the.innoVation.is implenented; 1Pierce and Deihecq
'(1977) use a- three stage model (l) 1n1t1atlon (2) adoptlon

: and (3)'1mplenentat10n. ThlS model is general enough to be




o : , :'a“ ? - . :~j ' .\ ', 4: ; o ”4"_ ':2() o
'l‘he basic. component's of models that. have been most ' D

1nf1uent1al in’ 1nnovation research will be sketched out L
:below. 'I‘hese models were selected for review because of

-’;thelr prcmmence m the}xterature and thelr 1nfluence on . -- .

research in: the area. The models w1ll be revrewed m . - S e
’chronologlcal order (approxnnately) to prov1de a v1ew of |
theory developnent over the past lO to lS years. Followmg-
these br1ef sketches, conclusmns regardmg the state of
model developnent w1ll be given and the framework (developed.

T fran these models) that will gulde th1s research is glven. _‘

Haée-_apd Aikeh, 1970 S o

Hage and A1ken have been very prollfxc in mnovatmn

,‘research and have probably made thexr g test contrlbutlon

2

' in researchmg orgamzatlonal structure arlables such as

.‘.

centrallzatlon, formallzatmn, and ccmp x1ty, in relatlon -
| to mnovatmn adoptlon (Hage a’nd Aiken, 1967, Hage and
Alken, 1970' Hage and Dewar, 1973).. (Organlzatlon .'. co T - 0

centrallzatmn is’ the degree of part1c1pat10n of _ .
3'~'organlzat10n menbers in declsmn makmg.' Fomallzat\g'n is- . 7
. . . (. L, ‘." . .
: the extent to whlch wrltten rules have been developed to S -'"’_{‘ .

. gu1de work procedures. Orgamzatlonal ccmplexlty 1s the

. - : -aextent of d1ver51ty of subumts thhm an orgamzatlon) .
""‘,:“.';.',‘ ., . ) . J‘ ] . .A ‘ . R : :~ ..‘ . i e . v"; . '
. 'I’hey propose a falrly s1mple ?ur stage model. C (: ,'

Evaluatlon is the f1rst stage. In thls phase, organlzatmn .

dec;sion—makers 1dent1fy perfonﬁance gaps. . In the second .




stage, 1n1t1at10n, concern is. “with dec151on maklng and the

actual dec151on to. adopt the 1nnovatlon. I@plementatlon 1s

the 1n1t1al attenpt to 1ntegrate the 1nnovat10n 1nto the

orqanlzat1on and- durlng :out1n1zat10n the 1nnovat10n 15.
retalned and fully 1ntegrated 1nto the organlzatloh. They

dlrected thelr research malnly toward examlnlng Qrgan12at1on

o var1ables on rates of 1nnovat10n adoptloh. The spec1f1c

Qresearch flndlngs w1ll be 1ntroduced Jin the hypotheses
development sectlon below.' , ?,:, ipV f-fi

A

L ” C T
: z’élt:nan, Duncan and Holhek¢, -1973 ‘
. . & N Lo .

The- model of the 1nnovat10n process formulated by

' ,Zaltman et.al., conslsts of two stages and f1ve substages. )
I Initiation ‘Stage’ - . . :
1. Knowledge-awareness T . ~
) . .- . - “"x"f-...\- ' | . . |
2, 'Attitodezfotmqlation’~ P "-f_“" T
. 3. Decision - T T T L
II. "'.Implaheg@_stioh Stage
. 1. ‘Initial implementation | :
L 24 Contihded-sustsined impleméntation o;“discontihuahéeL -
As ‘the ‘'sub tages unply, durlng 1n1t1atlon, the ' LT
organ1zatlon 1s aware ‘of ‘the 1nnovat10n, att1tudes ;




" innovation. This - 1s followed by contlnued 1mplenentatlon oY

"1nnovatlon-adopt10n proceSs. The authors advanced several

'“'research prop051tions about each stage of the process.
."LtermiEate research analy51s at the dec151on stage of the

.are fewer frndlngs about the 1mplementat10n stage of the -

'process), the author s propos1t10ns about the 1mplenentatlon

"'} “ N ‘ . - - - . . s . ae
- - “ . N
. . ‘ . - ) .o ’/“\\/

about it are formed and a decision about whether tb adopt is - - :2:2 ,

made. A perfonnanqe gap recognltlon by members of the :} .

\

organlzatlon is con51dered to be an. 1mportant 1mpetus to ﬂ7~ -

’

1nnovat10n. Durlng the 1n1t1a1 melenentatlon substage, the

organlzatlon makes 1ts flrst attempts to utlllze the

®

Y

dlscontlnuance dependlng o Success. of the adoptlon. S o

. . S ki ..
1 . - Ry . s
~ L S L 2

T It s striking to note the shniiarities:between

these two relatively early mode}s of. innovation. gZalﬁnanfs

two substages‘in'the\implenéntation phase correspond to-Hage

xy

- and Alken s 1mplementat10n and routlnlzatlon stages.- _As

w1ll be shown, the Zaltman model has keyed on relat1onsh1ps

':jbetween organlzatlon structure and the adoptlon process. T

"The Hage and’ Alken réséarch has also examlned theSe

relatlonshlps. However because the work of Zaltman et, al.;f

-was oartlcularly geared toward model develognent, thelr work

offers more than a relatlvely 51mple outllne of the

T . : - e

® s

_'Con51stent w1th the observatlon made earller in thlS the51s,:“ PR

-y

'“'Zaltman et al. note that most dlffu51on researchers

'

 proce§s. Slnce the research prop051t10ns advanced by .

Zaltman et.al., are based on prev1ous flndlngs (and there

1




<,

) stage are’ less well developed than propos1t10ns regardlng

the other stages of the 1nnovat1on process. However, since
th1s study is prnnarlly interested in post~addbtlon success,

the theory (llmlted though it may ‘he) proposed by Zaltman

et. al. about the nnplenentatlon stage is worth con51der1ng."

*

N Overall the Zaltman et. al. propositions and the:.

MNES
st
PR

:developed to gulde work. procedures and processes) and S

. central1zat10n (the extent to wh1ch dec1s1on—mak1ng 1

~_p051t1vely assoc1ated thh unplenentatlon, but low,

~theory suggest organlzatlonal characterlstlcs wh1ch are

thought to fac111tate both.the.lnltlatlon_and implementation

stages of 1nnovat10n adoptlon.\'Structural variable

-

‘prop031t10ns suggest that dlfferent structural forms (ways

of structurlng the organlzatlon) may be most suited to each

of the two phases of the adoptron process. *.For example,

IOWer.organlzatlonalvcanplex1ty 1s‘hypothesiZed to be

p051t1vely assoc1ated w1th 1mplenentatlos - hlgh canplex1ty

o—

4w1th 1n1t1atlon. Organlzatlonal canplex1ty w1ll be

d1scussed in deta11 later, but it "is often deflned\?s the

’ extent of dlver51ty of subunlts w1th1n an organlzatlon..,_ '

H1gh formallzat1on (extent tq whlch a body of rules has been'

a
A

“ /;'

,concentrated in: the organlzatlon) are thought to be

,formallzatlon and centrallzatlon are related 9051t1ve1y w1th*

0

‘1n1t1at10n.. The authors p01nt out that handllng resxstance

to change. is llkely to be espec1ally cr1t1cal in achlev1ng

‘ success 1n tbezlmplenentatloh stage. - Handllng”th1s




B ‘ ) . . . .
# . R , . “~ . . H

resistance is hypothesized to be easier in highly formal, °

‘centralized organizations.

.. . N 3 —ia

- ~~ ‘ -
Rogers-and Shoemaker, 1971

S

Even though the Rogers and Shqemaker book is now over.

a decade old, it continues. to nave considerapble impact on

3

innovafion‘reseafcﬁ and” theory. Their paradiéa’@iffers from
the 2altman et.al. and the Hage and Aiken models by being
spéqificéily geared Eo the.indiyidual as opposea to the
orgapization and:by beiné specified in mﬁch more detail than
either 6f'the»£wg ﬁodels‘reviéwed so far. A cdﬁplééé set of
‘propoéitioééAasséciated with the model are presented.
Research Qndeflying éachibiopdéi;ion}is‘evaluated,sd thé
readerfcab see that %any"proéésgtidns'have minimgl suprrt'

3

while-otners have massive.research support. “o

‘There are four stages in the model. During.the

khowledge age, the individual is axposea to the’

innovation's existence and gains samne understanding'of(how'
., .it. functions. - At the peisuasion stage, the individual
forms a favorable or unfavorable attitude toward the

innovation. 4 decision whether to adopt’ or reject ig made;

. . °- and at Ehe confirmation staéa; the ihdividual seeks

reinforcenment  for; the deéiéion he or she has made.

Because this model i5 essehtially oriented to the
individuaL,‘organiiatibn.yariables are not-emphasized., .

. However,tﬁhe‘knowledgé and persuasion stages %orrespond to

¢ .




&

:.the 1n1t1at10n stage of the twb mbdels dlscussed above., ‘m7
Conflrmatlon roughly corresponds to the nnplementatlon
\stage. Rogers and Shoemaker "suggest that an extra step 1s'

’ necessary in the model if one w1shes to apply it to
organlzatlonal settings. After the de0151on stage, a

communication stage is necessary where 1nformat10n about’ the

1nnovat1on is cannunlcated to members of the organlzatlon. :

\ 2
Again Rogers and Shoemaker note the lack of-research'on the

confirmation stage. ,

Y

- Roéers,~l983.

In a more recent edition of the Rogers and SHoemaker (1971)
bodk, Rogers proposes an 1nnovatlon process model Egglflc
"to org\'lzatlons. This represents ‘a 51gn1f1cant advance .

from the earlier work where the -process of 1nn0vatlon

adoptlon of. 1ndlv1duals (with a few prov1sos) was assumed ta

: be approprlate for organlzatlons. Follgﬁlng Zaltman
g etgala%1973),‘the Rogers model of the 1nnoVat10n procéss‘in~

organizations consists of two stages and five substages:,

_{ﬁ ‘

" I. Initiation . 4
. x ' ) A

1. Agenda-Setting .

H

2. Matching

' II.‘fImplementation R

S Redefining/Restructurfng'




N

4; Ciarifying S : : o

5. ’Routinizing -

This model is a true process model where later stages aré’

not usually undertaken until earlier’ stages have been

Y

settled. The prime activity during agenda-setting is

recognition of needs arnd search for potential innovations to

‘satisfy these needs. The fik’between ah innovation and an

BN

Lo

organizationineed is assessed at. the-matching.stage. During-

. . \ -8 . 4 .‘. ’- , . ) -
redefining/restructuring, thellnnovat1on is ;ncorporated'

into the .organization. If it- does not exactly fit the\

-

organlzatlon s 51tuat1on, it may be. relnvented to more

, closely ‘accamodate the organlzatlon s .heeds and structure or

the structure of the organlzatlon may be modlfled to flt the

1hnovat10n. Clarlleng 1nvolves more’ clearly deflnlng the ]
relatlonshlp between the organlzatlon and the 1nnovatlon.

Lastly, the 1nnovat10n becomes an element in the.

=

organlzatlon 5! on901ng act1v1t1es in the routlnlzatlon

stage.'

Rogers concludes that research evidence’ suggests that :

o't !

“these stages of the 1nnovat10n de01saon process do exist.

<
-

He lauds the trend to study the process of organlzatlon'

\

1nnovat10n through case study type approaches. These

studles have been the ba51s on whlch the orocess models are

bullt and have been the recent norm - (Bernas, 1981, Frank and

T Hackman, 1975 Nelson and Yates, 1978; Yin, 1979).,,




. <

Other Recent Models'

-«

" em ..
N ‘),

PN
‘x - L)

Plerce and Delbecq (1977) use a three stagefﬁodel

M

a ng'ﬂ

(l) 1n1t1at10n (2) adoptlon and tc) 1mplementat10n._

(1982) has conducted research u51ng thlS model as B,

framework.:

Znud

s

-

Klmberly.s model (1981) is™ an 1nterest1ng

&

departure because 1t enphas1zes post—adoptlon stages of- the.

process - two of the three stages are postbadoptlon ones.
He poses a thnee stageamodel (l) adoptlon (2) utlhlzatlon

- -

~(un§lementat10n) and (3) . exnovatlon (removal.of the
1nnovat10n fran the- organlzatlon). Thls model has not been
‘¥in (1979) also proposes three stages

@\Av.
-

(l) 1n1t1at10n and adoptlon (2) 1mp1enentatlon and (3)

renplrlcally tested.

routlnlzatlon (1nnovation becomes part of -the routine
. - \ s .

-~
]
« N

fpract;ce).

D -, [
el

fallure 1nherent 1n these models, -

-

-

0y

It 1s 1nterest1ng to note)the 1mpll ‘ success and

Eorxlnstancei

-

the -

o ~—

.‘

- a.

.

Klmberly model pos1ts two post~adoptlon phases but the
exnovatlon stageals really ‘a - fallure stage. On the other

.- -
" 4. s

hand Yln also pos1ts two post adoptlon phases, but

-,

’routlnrzatlon 1mplles success of the 1nnovat10n to such’ an

- R . ST

>

extent that 1t becanes an 1ntegral part of organnzatlon '

‘.‘"_ >

practlce. A process model,exp11c1tly accomnodathg both

“ . ' -

3

success and fallure of the process would force attentlon to'h_"

'varlables that dlfferentlate the two.“ o 55

o’ : ,"_’ .' L
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ean o

"Specifies a confirmation stage as opposed to an

The Conceptual Frjmework To Guide The Proposed Research

\ . " . . '4
Overall, the consistency between these models is a .

S, 34

:‘rather encouraging feature. All of the models are process

models; all. include at least one hnplenentation-oriented

ﬂpﬁase'following the adoption decision. The Rogers and
¢ Shoemiker (1971) model -is most.different in that it .

> K o .. ‘
hnplementatiOn'stage. Confirmation implies hnplementation
but suggests more of a dec151on-mak1ng orlentatlon - the

*dec151on—mak1ng unit is ga1n1ng experience w1th the N

1nnOVat10n and dec1d1ng whether to carry on or discontinue.,

'?'Implementatlon nnplles act1v1ty necessary to introduce and

S

use the 1nnovat10n in the organlzation. Rogers and

‘ Shoemaker (1971), Rogers (1983) and Zaltman et al., (1973)

spec1f1cally note that two outcanes of 1mplenentat10n ‘are

-poss;ble'— continuance and_dlscontrnuance. The other models

'tend to emphasize either'successfui=implenentatfon‘and

subsequent routlnlzatlon or. unsuccessful 1nnovat1on and

__;.

exnovat1on.ﬁ It is apparent that there are con51derab1e
' differences between models in the early stages of the.

: ) - ) a4 .
. process but these issues are of secondary. importance for the
' study.proposed here; -

From thlS rev1ew of the key ex1st1ng models of the )

1nnovat10n adoptlon process, 1t is apparent that there are -

dlfferent phases or stages in the process of 1nn0vat10n o e
Vs

BRE
s~,

adoptlon.A As-well,:the con51stency between models,suggests

.,




§

-yariables at one stage -‘either“initiation, adoption or’

e 2

that .our knowleage of the time SLquence of the stages in the

actual process 1s falrly good., It is time to: move forward

. from accumulating knowledge of the process to specifying

relationships at each stage of the~process.A For example,

- research should examine the relationship between structural .

-

implementation. The argument that the greatest gain in

research is likely to come from researching relationships at
each stage of the adoption process may seem a truism,‘but it

represents a 51gn1f1cant change in focus rrom much past

.

research where researchers referred generally to innovation

A

adoption without being explicit about wnat aspect of tne
process.was really being dealt with (Kimberly, 1981; Pierce
and Delbecq, 19/7) In r°v1ew1ng‘the research oelow,‘an
attenpt nas been made to determlne and expllcltly state
(when 90551ble) the stage of the 1nnovatlon Lrocess Jnere

the research focussed. » .

!

An 1nnovat10n aooptlon ‘model was’ aoaDted from tnes~ ‘

models (see Figure 2. l) to guj,d_e the propoSed research. The..

model " is canprlsed of tnree prlmary stages in the tradltlon

of current models. (l) 1n1t1atlon, (2) adoptlon, and (3)

i » 3

conflrmatlon. Howaver, an attempt has been nade to explaln -

the post-adoptlon stage more fully than prev1ous models and

:

to adapt the . mcdel to an organlzatlon settlnq. Even the

Kogers (1983) nodel (whlch is the most nlghly developed

organlzatlon 1nnovatlon adoptlon model) 51mply outl;nes the

¢

' e mm— s ok - 1 st b ket b o




ek,

q;' order of/évents durlng 1mplementat10h. Thls approach of

‘ fposmg a detalled model of innovatlon adoptlon spec1f1cally

;ugeared to the organxzatlon is an essentlal step.' "There was‘

- a tendency untll the l970's snnply to transfer to “the- study

_of organ1zat10ns the dbdels and methods of innovativeness

.‘orlglnally developed for 1nd1v1duals,voften w1thout i‘ ‘ SR :i
carefully th1nk1ng through the ways .in’ whlch the two levels

of systems were allke or unalike.” (Rogers, 1983: 355)

~

.t . . .
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1)

- Tne ')roposea acoptlon “nocel posxts that durlng '

~

1n1t1at10n a‘perc 1ved need for change can be trlggered by a S

« . {

current problem (hlgh selllng costs) or an, awf'xreness of new

+ f 1

alternat;ves prevmusly unavallable, .g., telemarketmg.
Botn of these renresent possmle ways an orgamzatlon could

learn about an 1nnovat10n. Orgamzatlons tonstantly scan o
env1roments anc may hag;pen acrosos solutlons 1" Ahswers R .
N ' P . Lot
often precede quewns" (lVLarchr 1961\). Alternatlvely, an S v
|orgamzat10na1 problen coul;] spar}; an .actlve search for a v \

solutlon. Durmg inltlatlon, perhaps only a small ; i o

3 * 1
a .t . s

proportlon sOF orgamzatlon members are 1nvolved but ; .
. , N
ultlmately more tidn one or two mclkuals will need to ¢
et . R , Lo

oecane mvolved A proposal for telemarxetmg adoptlon S .
woulc oe made to members of tne organlzatlon( WNo aurmg X ) b e

aaogtlon, formulate perceptlons about telcnarketmg and ‘make . :

, 0 . o | %

a dec1510n about whetner to aczopt the’ 1nnovat10n. ’I‘he

¢ ' !

conflr*natlon, stage begm_s after the' adoptlonv (J”ClSlOI'l.A 1€f 2

clec1510n 1s nade to. acbpt, the orgamzatlon st mplement o -

tne change. ’I“ms ,mplanentatlon mll ‘Téad to an. output-.. . ) :

sane degree of success. Sb " RN
]

E‘lgure 2 ?. exPlams ‘the- cohflrn*atlon stage .Jy

spec1fy1ng a model of the varlables nypothe51zed as

affectlng the organlzatlon S success in Loptmg the oo . o AN
1nnovat10n. Flgure 2 l 1s mtended to be a. orocess mocel L :
¢ S 4

dellneatmg tne process that sales orgamzatlons follow 1n

adoptmg telenarketmg. Sﬁcces,s (or 1ack,of 1t) is the- |+ ¢
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L coulu pe grouped into three categorxes. (a) characteristics

1

by
v

output of tnls process. Flgure 2.2 attempts to model

2

organlzatlonal factors that 1nfluence thls success output 1n

~

the conflrmatlon stage.‘ The model shown in flgure 2.2 was

constructed using 1n51ghts galned frcm (a) three short fleld

1nvestlgat10ns of canpanles who had adopted telemarketlng

(the three furms were purp051vely selected - one very

successful one exper1enc1ng medium success anc one

unsuccessful), and’ “(b): ‘a rev1ew of the 1nnovatlon - adoptlon
llterature. From these prellmlnary 1nvest1gat10ns, the‘

a”

varlables whlch appeared llkely to affect adoptlon success

v

Q

of the adoptlng unlt (salesforce sttucture.varlables and»~
sales managenent support), (b) how the process of

unplementatlon 1s handled (resolutlon of unplenentat;on'

‘.15sues) and (c) the 1nnovat10n—organlzatlon match

(canpatlbll;ty of the 1nnovat10n'and uise. of the 1nnovatlon)
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-bstructure varlables (centrallzatmn, formallzatmn, and

."are hypothes1zed o posxtlvely affect success. 'I'he :

o

Verf briefiy,‘ the ‘model pos.its' that Athree' ‘salesforce

ccmplex1ty) 1nfluence _success. Formallzatlon and complexlty

v,d1rectlon of ‘the effect of centrallzatlon is hypothe51zed to

S e

' ccmpatlblllty of the 1nnovat10n Nlth past prac.,tlces, .the

'~ 'con51stent w1th the way thmgs were done 1n the past.‘

-..as affectmg the resolutlon of nnplementatlon 1ssues. 'I'he

" be contmgent upon the ccmpat1b111ty of telemarketmg._ o

(fI‘hls effect is dl_scussed 1n detall in a '1a_ter sectron.) .

. . . A -
v

Both ccmpat1b111ty (con51stency of the 1nnovat10n wlth

-past practlces) and managenent support for change are R

hypothe51zed to be pos1t1ve1y related to managanent suppor‘t

of telernarketﬁ“ng Compat1b111ty and sales rep support for

',.A change are thought to po&tweéy affect reps support of .
.. .telemarketmg. 'I‘he greater the support for- change, ‘the more. h

| p051t1ve the support for telemarketmg, the greaécer the i ,‘

more p051t1ve the support for the - 1nnovat10n. It may

Yy

"'?contradlctory to suggest that an’ mnovatmn can be L.

. "'canpat1b1e w1th prev1ous experlences but it'is llkely thHat

for some orgamzatmns, some 1nnovat10ns may be falrly
S

3 ™

‘.

In turn, managenent support of telemarketlngals.m‘ewe&

greater the resolutlon of 1mplanentatlon 1ssues, the greater )

: the success of telemarketmg._ Rep. supp,ort of telanarketmg

1s ‘viewed as having a direct positive effect on.success. - .

v da o »
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‘:Lastly, the extent to whlch telenarket1ng is used for core

. Y
appllcatlons (some ex1st1ng functlon or- task that 1s central

.to the salesforce) of the salesforce is hypothe51zed as - -

.0051t1vely assoc1ated w1th telemarketlng success. P

\.\ . ,\

This represehts the first atteﬁpt that the researcher o

has seen to. model paths of 1nfluence among varlables leadlng

;to organlzatlon adoption success; Research on, and theory

~ab0ut each varlable w111 be . brlefly reviewed and hypotheses

developed in the sectlon below.

s

f . '
3 . . . .

' Existing Research: Model and Hypotheses. Development’

Structure of the Salesforce: An Overview -

When we look at the results 'of the several hundred

- studies of-organizational ihnovativeness,'the general
plcture is one of'rather .low correlations of each of
the independent. varlables [organization structure .
-.variables]...with the innovativeness of organlzatlons.
. The basic reasen for these. dlsapp01nt1ng results is
that each of the orgaanatlonal structure varlables

is related to innovation in-one direction durlng ’

"~ initiation, and in the opposite direction during'
‘implementation.... Thus. we see how bringing the
initiation- and implementation subprocesses of the
innovation process into our analys1s helps explain
the results of past research on correlates. of .
organ1zat1ona1 1nnovat1veness (Rogers, I983: 361).-,

" ~

-Inﬂlnnovatlon research three structural varlables are

ﬁnportant in-relation to innovatfon,adobtion -

ot

. T | o
centralization, formalization, and caomplexity. As stated by’

Rogers, it is now thought that these varlables .can have '
varlous effects on- the 1nnovat1on process dependlng on the

stage in the process._ HoweVer, thls is largely speculat1on

o
’

P

s




as most research attentlon has ‘been pald to the 1n1t1at10n

and adoptlon phases.

For erampie, Hage'and‘oewér'(1973) stadied 16 health’

"~ and welfare orgamzations by 1nterv1ew1ng department heads

and a proportmn of the staff, Of partlcular mer1t was the

longltudmal aspect of the data collectlon (data were

collected in 1964 and 1967). Predlctlons‘of~dlfferentlai ‘

. rates of program innovation were made on the basis of 1964

data and tested ¢on 'the"l967 data. The study ccmpared the
usefulness of elite (upper managanent) values and
organlzatlon structure in pred1ct1ng mnovatmn -and found

tha‘t value‘ explanatlons were better than structural ones

' although ggglexltz was a]most as effectlve.. Combmmg
: ellte values with canplexlty explalned about. 60% of the
variance’ m adoptmg new programs. Klmberly-and Evamsko

.(1981) u51ng the Moch and Morse (1977) data set, studled the’

influence of 1ndlv1dual, organlzatlonal and contextual

factors in hospxtal adoptlon of ‘technologlcal and -

Te

) admmlstratlve mnovatlons. Here, organlzatlonal level

B varlables were the best predlctors of _the- adoptlop of both -

types of 1nnovat10ns .

’

In a more recent study of structural varlables and the
1nnovat10n process, Znud (1982) studled fn:ms adoptlon of

modern software packages. F0110w1ng thmkmg that the

xtent of centrahzatlon and fon'nallzatlon may fac111tate or

mtpede mnovatlve behavmur dependmg on the mnovatlon

W
: . a7 - ‘ !
4 . o ' . :




. implications particular to process innovations:

._techn1cal mnovatlon through all three phases.

'controllmg for mdustry, size and. professmnahsm.

, federal goverrment employees. All goverrment% depart:'nents '

phase, Znud makes an mportant contrlbutlon by studylng the -

f mteractmn of stages of the adoptlon process in relatlon to

structu.ral ‘variables. As well, Zmud looked at the-

ccmpatlblllty of the mnovatlon in relation to the effect of

structural variables.’ Thls study 1s of partlf‘ular relevance

to the current: thesm because it also: studled a process

1r1novat1on in a _busmess f1rm setting. 2mud discussed the

s >
»

Product. innovations, hence, would tend to be

' -accampanied by shifts in organizational resource
allocation patterns whlle process innovations @ .
‘would tend ‘to result in shifts in individual task
behaviors.  As centralization and.formalization
contribute to the perceptions held by organizational

. members toward the legitimacy of their task :
. behaviors, it is likely these two variables ‘might
exert.,a relatively greater. force with’ process, . -
rather ‘than product, 1nnovat10ns (Zmud 1982: 1424).

He found that ‘size ard profe551onallsn both tend to support T
4

a

Formalization and centrahzatlon were p051t1vely» associated

with mplementatlon for technlcal 1nnovat10ns wben

t

Beyer and ’I‘rlce (1978) exammed structural- varlables

‘in relatlon to. 1mplanent1rg an mnovatlon, spe01f1cally the .

mplementatlon of a progran to deal w1th alcohol problems of

stud:.ed had laegun 1n1t1at10x‘x of the program so the

2

' researchers studled (a) the unplenentatlon of the -change .-

(whlch mvolved dlffusmg mformatmn to all 1nVO1ved

'




'members, allocating resources to;the implementatiop, forming

'.attitdde reactions‘ani'specifying role~behaviou;'changes);j,

"~

’very canprehen51ve, utlllzlng many measures of all variables

and (b). the institutionalization of tHe change (Whicﬁ'

©

1nvolved 1nternallzlng the goals of. the program)

.Seventy—one programs were studled by collectlng data from

superv1sors coordlnators and other personneI. The study is

>

but this makes the findings very dlfflcult to 1nterpret ‘as
§
some measures.show.51gn1f1cance while others do not.

This overview illustrates that three s;rucrural
. - _ : . \—S o

variables are often studied in relation to innovation

adoption - centrallzatlon, formallzatlonJ and ccmplex1ty.

Hypotheses about each of these varlables are developed

below. -

Centralization -~ Decentralization -

PR

Centrallzatlon refers to the degree of part1c1pat10n
of organlzatlon members in organlzatlon dec181on—mak1ng. A

low degree of, part1c1pat10n 15 fourd- in hlghly centrallzed

organizations. There is a _consensus that part1c1pat1veness

(decentrallzatlon) contrlbutes 9081t1vely to’ the 1n1t1at10n

'phase of the innovation process (Hage” and Alken, 1967 Hage

o

and Dewar, 1973, Moch and Morse, 1977; Mohr 1969 Robertson
'and Wlnd 1980). The general thlnklng is that concentratlon

. of dec151on-mak1ng prevents 1maglnat1ve solutlons and 1nput

fram d;verse sources, hlnderlng innovation a@opt1on (Hage

[}

59




and Alken, 1970; Zaltman et.al., 1973).

Theré has been séme argument about the.effects of . . 3

centralization on the implenentation subphase, but very - .

little research. One view is that durlng the n;rglementatlon °

Y

stage stricter channels of author1ty (centrallzatlon) may

v

reduce conflict and ambiguity and promote successful

¢

implementation {Zaltman et.al. '1973') « The other‘side ".;
argues that decentrallzatlon promotes effective '
lmplementatlon. The results fram the Beyer arx:l Tr1ce (1979)

.3

study 1ed than to conclude that decentrallzatlon fosters

change efforts wh\ile centrallzatlon mh1b1ts change. '

‘ [The data]l do not fit the speculations about'
'ambidextrous- organziations' that have been
-~ stressed recently: that successful

implementation may require centralization, T e

. less camplexity and .perhaps even role
formallzatlon while the injtiation of change
requires decentrallzatxon, hlgh camplexity, L
and unformallzed roles (Beyer ard Trlce,

" 1979: 209) . .

R

’I‘he Zmud (1982) study referred to earl1er, trled to resolve Ce
'thls lack of agreement on the 1nfluence of centrallzatlon.
He hypothes1zed that if the innovation was seen as ‘wanted by

organlzatlon members, the 1ncreased openness and flexlblllty

in 1nd1v1dual behavmurs that often accompany .

©

decentrallzatlon would result 1n ‘more extensive.

»
mp;ementatlon. When thé mnovatmn was not wanted by

243

'orga_nizat‘ion members, the opposite would .result.. Znud

L s v e ok ot b

K
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\innovations.

deflned a orlorl that the nembers of the adoptlng unit ' .in

\ .
N -

hls study did not want the 1nnovat10n. —As He expected, he
\

f00nd centrailzatlop was 9051t1ve1y assoc1ated with

_‘O -

h ﬁnplenentation of not wanted technical and administrative
. i i R . . IS [ :

Follow1ng Zmud, thls researcher expects that

centrallzatlon will be p051t1vely assoc1ated w1th successful

adoptlon of 1nnovatlons nct wanted by members of the

4 £l

Vrorganlzatlon, and’ negatlvely assoc1ated w1th more . wanted

- -
b L

".1nnovat10ns. The real dlfflculty the researcher faces in

.

.not wanted. On the-other harnd, it‘is likely that same.

-vaf1ance. These 1ssqes requlre 1nvestlgat;on tootruly test_

follow1ng Zmud's approach is in maklng a judgment atout

£

whether the.organ;zatlons want or do not ‘want the
1nnovat1on.' Othhe one hand, 1t is reasonable to assume

that telenarket1ng would not have been adopted ‘if it were

organizations would have wanted the innovation more than
) R ! n

w -
others, and W1th1n*organlzatlons, there would ‘also be -0

A
- .
o -

- . . 3

’Zmudfs ideds,s 1“‘ " | " .<' i

e
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By draw1ng a random sample “and. actually measurlng

whether organlzatlon mémbers want the 1nnovat10n, 1t )
antlclpated that telemarketlng 1s llkely to be more favored

) by~sone organ}zatlons than)others. Theg;deal‘would be.to'
collect these measures at the %ime of adoptioﬁfbfzthe.

‘- Lo A e
ey, . . I . -, ~

innovation. However,?it.is extremely difficult to dokhis, =

v

e ~grven the Dattern of adoptlon ofxmost 1nnovat10ns -

_ dlfferent firms would he going through this adoptlon e

)

. dec151on perlod at’ dlfferent tlmes._ It would be exceedingly

‘o

'ydlfflcult for a researcher to 1dent1fy and reach a-large

' nunber of flrms all at “Bhis stage. Two alternativésoexist

o ‘e s

for solv1ng this. problen. Znud deflned at the outset of hlS

~ L®
k3

research that the orgamzatlons had not wanted the

L

T rngovatlon.r (The probleh w1th thlS approach was dlscussed

"0
ab0ve).t The other alternatlve is to gse a retrospectlve

B

measure andwenqulre whether telenarketlng was Aanted at the

P " S ~ A

time of adoptlon. The advantage of the retrospectlve

~ “vr
S

approach is that one can measure organlzatlons that !

v‘A.

xh1b1ted dlfferent degrees of want for the 1nnovat10n. The”” o

. ° Yo ]

-major dlsadvantage is the p0351b111ty\of 1naccurate recall.

.. a

‘< Because the retrospectlve measure 1s used here, the 1ssues

(
.)‘

”assoc1ated w1th 3 respectlve measure wlll be dlscussed in,
% . - . A 5
more deta11 in "hapter 3 : L —

. . . - o
PO A . W E e e [N . . . ,

A : . S “", DR 9.

Hl - Centrallzatlonwls p051trgely assoc1ated w1th the .

- successful adoptlon of 1e€s ﬁavored~tele— 1 u, "g N
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41983, and Zalhnan et. al., 1973)

\
\\

For ease in interpretation, this hypothesis can be visualized

as follows: - =~ . ' ‘ S

0,
0
v
9
5
i
Centralization ',

Formalization -

Formalization refers to the degree to which a codified'

body of“rules, procedores, or behaviour ptescriptions is
developed to handle dec1s;ons and work processes in an
organlzatlon (Beyer and Trlce, 1978; Pierce and Delbecq,

1971°‘Zaltman et.al., 1973) ‘As such it'is expected that

.. formallzatlon wlll be 9051t1vely correlated w1th

‘organ1zat10n ccn@&ex1ty. iklgld rule spec1f1cat10n and

observatlon is seen as 1nh1b1t1ng 1deas, creat1v1ty, and

7'

‘therefore 1n1t1at10n and adoptlon of 1nnovat10ns (Cmnnlngs,

1965, Evan and Black 1967 Hage and Alken, 1967,)1970) By

contré%t, 51ﬁ§1eness of purpose’ is often seen as requ1red

for effectlve adoptlon and’ 1mplementat10n of 1deas (Evan and

/Black 1967, Mohr, 1969,AP1erce "and- Delbecq, 1977 Rogers, B

oy




44
: Neal and Radnor (1973) examlned the relatlon between
fopnal;zatlon of OR/MS procedures and OR/MS group success in
108 US industrial organlzatlons. Formallzatlon was measured
rather crudely by the presence of an bR/HS‘charter. The;
- reported tnat procedural elaboration.was positively related'
‘.to success. The problem with'the study is that the presence
of a charter may simply be an indication of a clear

strateglc role for OR/MS* ratber than a_ true 1nd1cat1on of

: ‘the formalization of the organization.

Znud (1982) in. the study descrlbed above, also
hypothe51zed that formallzatlon would be pos1t1vely
.assoc1ated'w1th ‘the implementation of administrative and
techﬁicai innovations.‘ The reasoning is that formalrzation 3
not'only constrains individual,behaviour but serves to
socialize the organization members into particular
, organlzatlon noms - resultlng 1n fac111tat10n of'

nnplenentatlon. His stuiy of 49 software develognent

managers supported thls hypothes1s. .

. Many writers suggest that change processes regu1ra~ 4;, g
-organ1zat10ns to be anbldextrous in structure in the
;nnovatlon adoption process, wlth_dlfferent stages requiring;
,qéfferent structural arrangéHEmts (Pierce and Delbech"
“197?3 . The flndlngs of Neal ani Radnor (questlonable due to -
the construét valldlty problen), and Zmud regard1ng
nnplanentation would terd. to support th1s 1dea._ Beyer and L

Q\ Trlce (1978} found con51derable support for the hypothe51s

N

p e —— - . R L
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that formaliéatién'led to decreased likefihood of

"

....successfully unplementlng the innovation.- One p0551b1e

-reason for thls flndlng is- that success in rmplementatlon
'was measured sygthe dlffu51on of the alcohollsm program
e tnroughoﬁt the'organizatien ratner than eetual:suecess of .
the_prograp nnplenentation itself: )
. -’ ‘ : e .
On balance;,therevidence,régarqing fqrmalization and
hnplementation of an innovation‘is‘gnite meagre and almost
-equal One well designed and comprehensive study'examined
OR/MS practlces where formallzatlon was p051t1vely
,'assoc1ated with 1mplenentat10n of 1nnovat10ns (Zmud 1982)
Conflicting findings were reported. in the detalled Beyer and
ATrice”(1978)'government alcoholism study. h h

H2 = Formallzatlon in the salesforce is. 9051t1vely related
w1th successful nnplenentatlon of telemarketing.

Complexity

Complexlty 1s often conceptuallzated in three

,‘dlmen51ons. (l) the. extent of dlfferentlatlon of tasks, (2)

::the nunber of OCCUpatlonal spec1a11t1es, and (3) ‘the

profe551ona11sm of organlzatlon members (Beyer and Trlce,‘

v

: 1979; ‘Blau and McKlnley, 1979; ‘Hage and Dewar, 1973; Zaltman.

,: et‘al;;'l973f} The oa51c theoretlc argument regardlng
: (‘,
E canplex1ty states’ that (a) dlver51ty of suounlts generates

'competltlon for resources whlch leads to change (Hage and
Alken, l967;.1978;‘Hage_and Dewar, l973),-(by’d1vers;ty in

v

oA




. occupat16na1 spec1al1zat10n leads to 1nput of varlous 1deasx o '
o .7‘;.:and suggestlons for 1nnovat10n (Hage and Alken, 1967' l970
Hage and DeWar,.l973), and (c) 1ntroduct1on of diverse klnds
- N " of profe551onals who maintain contactlnitn;their fleld-is . l -
| _assoc1ated w1th new Ideas and 1s p051t1vely related to

innovatlon (Evan and Black 1967, Hage and Alken, l970 Hage

_and Dewar, 1973) .7 This argument appears‘to make intuitive,

sense'for the current study. GOne cquld see ccmpetltlon for
resources between dlverse salesforce subunlts such as .-  . o lf L }l
natlcnal account groups, technlcal groups and/orvkr :

~° I

eographlcal'subunlts. It is probable that th1s canpet1t10n

" for resources would tend to prcmote and generate change. As .‘,'
well dlver51ty in occupatlonal spec1alizat1on (technlcal
sales reps, orderytakers, key account spec1allsts etc.)-

- could lead to éreater'input of new and. innovative ideas tolf

‘the sales organization. -

Tne Galuelof constfnctiQe conflict (Lawrenée-and
"Lorsch 1967) and the absence of a slngle profess1onal - .
.1deology (Mohr 1969) are considered to be factors |
c ‘ stlmulatlng,the initiation of innovation proposals, e
| However, these same factors are seen by.sane researcners‘as
‘ eorkind-against'the ﬂ@plementation of innovations-.'

- stimulating a resistance tohchange (Zaltman et.al., 1973: “‘:i. U

- -
" - . 1 N B - N ‘ .
U che . N . .
. T - . . ! . - . . . o P
OEAY - . ' . ‘ . . [T
- . - B . . Y . . A P ] X

a¥*~

S

137)

L T S . [At] the 1mplementat10n stage hlgh canplexlty, because
R . of potential conflicts; makes it more difficult for.
. . the- organization to. actually implement. the 1nnoyat10n.

?



47

B T : B - . . ' C . "'/ ‘ v ' 7-l
o Pierce and Delbecq (1977) propose that cunplexity»will be
e .
’ . p051t1ve1y related w1th all 3 stages of organizatlon

-innovation but the association w1ll be'. stronger for the
1n1t1ation phase. In the Beyer and Trice (1978)‘study

regre551on analysis revealed that 3 indicators of canplex1ty ‘

s

'_ . ‘ - horizontal differentiation (nunber of subunit heads

’

reporting to director), functional differentiation (nunber
~of job: titles in a~un1t) and d1v151on,of.1abor had positive
effects on implementation.
Once again, the evidence is.niXed but suggestiQe of a
N pOSitive relatlonshlp between canplexity and successful

1mplementat10n.

e ‘ ' '
H3 - Complexity. (d1v151on of labour and differentiation)\ef X
the salesforce is positively. related w1th successful

- adoption of telenarketing. :

-AOrganization Size, Organization size has consistently'been

found to relate 9031t1vely to 1nnovat10n adoption (Baldrldge nn

' .and’Burnham, 1975, Znud,*l982).‘lThe reasons are not
eﬁtirely,dnderstood, 'One éxplanation snggests that ~

. . increased size means more'availahle'reSOUICes £or innovation‘.

(Hage and Aiken, 1973)., Another explanation 'is 'that size is ,.

highly correlated with cdnplexity (Baldridge and Burnham, .

‘1975) and canplexlty is p051t1ve1y correlated w1th adoption.

In research focu551ng on. the post-adoption phases of the

adoption. process, Beyer and. Tr1Ce (1978) found fhat size had =\

a p051t1ve effeot ori nnplementation and 2mud (1982) found -

E]




'that size supported technlcal 1nnovat10n nnplementatlon but
’was negatlvely assoc1ated with 1mplenentat10n of
'admlnlstratlve 1nnovat10ns.~ -In keep1ng w1th th1s earlier
work, s1ze is expected to. be p051t1vely correlated w1th

.

salesforce canplex;ty. Slnce this research is not des1gned

to sort out the.theoretical canplexities of the relationship

1]

.between size and innovation success infadoption, no specific. .

Hypothesis concerning the éffect,0f~size on success is

developed.

:Sales Managementhupport*
It iS;intuitively attractive to‘thinh of success in
innovation adoption Qeing related to support‘gf the T
:innovation by managementll As'early as 1971' Rogers and
: Shoemaker suggested the nnportance of a systan S nomms” in
affectlng 1nhovat10n—adopt10n behav1our. ,They
conceptual1zed such norms as trad1t10nal (lach of favorable
orlentatlon towards change) and ‘modern (favoreble
orlentathp toward change). .The Hage and Dewar (1973) study
“of health anﬂ welfare organlzatlons supports the 1dea that
p051t1ve orlentatlpns to change among dec151on makers is a
'better predictor of 1nnovat10n adoptlon than ‘any one. |
structural var1able. ‘Cohn (1980) found support for thlS
.flndlng in. bu51ness organlzatlons. He studled factors
assoc1ated wzth 1ndustr1al organ1zat10n adoptlon of

technlcal 1nnovat1on in SO randanly selected footwear

manufacturlng flrms Firms whose degision makers R

b
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(1dent1f1ed by the manager as most knowledgable about

capltal acqulsltlon dec151ons) were more favorable ‘to change

»'wer_e more" likely to adopt new technolog‘res:'

. :Whether auppor't of general -chan;e ie related to--
support of spec.1f1c change (in this case an’ appralsal scheme
(change) was studled m a sample ofﬁ258 managers from 8 - |
'ccmpanles (Klrton and Mulllgan, 1973) The results '

,supported the/ notlo‘n of a general readmess for change '

underlymg att1tudes toward change in a spec1f1c area. "Mohr-

‘. (1969) found that health departments whose adnmlstrators .

r

: showed‘ lessjavor ble attltudes toward traditional -

t_:echnologies were more likely to adopt innovations. In none

of- tkle'se'innovation studies was suécessful irnplemehtation of-

the i’nnovation the.-depe‘nd,ent. variable. S,

Change theorlsts have enpha51zed that managerlal

,support of the change 1ncreases the hkellhood of successful .
charye (Beckhard and Harr_ls, 1977; Gremer,' 1967, Km)ber,ly,

- 1981). Beyer and Tricé (1978) ,found that supervrisors' -

attltudes toward the q:hange were one of the most important -
and con51stent predlctors of unplanentatmn. Severa-l OR/MS
: ‘stud1es on nnplementmg OR/MS act1v1t1es also lerxi support .

here (Radnor et.al 1968, Radnor and Neal 1973)

In an excellent study of change in 19 urban serv1ce
'bureaucracms (polu:e, f1re and educatmn), Ym examned

p05t-«adopt10n bebavzour.' He was espec1ally mterested m

-~

Y
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Aq.
how new practices become routinized or become part of thé’

¢ommon “services toutinély engaged id or.provided by the
organization. He adqpﬁed«a lifEﬁhiStbFYfépPrdaéh .
methodology Qﬁiéb involved (af“selectfgg 6:iﬁoovatidns

adQpted - and impleméhted by* agencies at some time’in the

‘past,l then (b) interviewing administrators at these-

i aﬁions in order 'to construct a life history of'the
.innovation; 39u€inizétion'éés stpdiéd:by-examinisg the life
'histotgeé-of these ihﬁoya&ions. The life histories were

"analyzed‘iﬁ>téfm§ of'thé.achievemeﬁt of - ten specific
organizational events, which have been conceptual ized as
'transitioﬁs fran‘bne org$ni£a£ioﬁ5l égaté té éngthgr{ or
sur&ival through peéiqdic orgénizationafvevgnts; The

routinization process consists of: (a) improvisation, (b) .

' . fexpansion, and- (c) disappearance.

e

g
B

= 1

" 'Yin concludes that for routinization to occur, every

8

an active ipnpvatoru zgiven an active innovaiof; an
innovétion was more liker,td beédné xoutinizéa if it ﬁéd
thé support of top a&hinistrafors and:pfactitiongrs. SN
Outside client'or coqﬁmnity sﬁpppré'did notnéppgaz to %ffect
_ro{:tin’izatio'vn'. -While‘-r'écoénizi'ng the shortéomings_of tbe

.“A ! toe N ! ) ‘e .‘ X ‘ —. . .
study - reliance on recall data and exclusion of business .

'organization, it still seané'apbropriaﬁe €b~suggest'tbat

managéﬁeht supbort plays a critical role in thefsUCCeséfulé

“addption of telemarketing.' The thinking here is that if top

-~

innovation needed some person(s) in the agency to serve as '’
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management is seen as Strongly supportl\é of the change or

mnovatmn, their enthus1asm w1ll be an nnpetus to the
entlre orgamzatlon - the mnovatlon will be :seen as serlous .
and unport_ant.

o

In this study, -these previous finc’jlihgs_ have been o .

"canbiqed.and interrelationships have been proposed. It is'

proposed that sales management support of innovation. e

gene'rai.y. uill lead' to support;-‘ for.the— telesr}arketirxg

innovation specifically, and' this‘_ po'sitoiv'e-su'pport will

lead to an"irﬁproved‘ resol‘utioh of hnpler\entation issues.
. Even thouéh‘ 'pr.evious research ano theor‘y'primar,ily refer to’
S e ma‘nag. ' ent support nfo'r an innovation, this:study formulate-d.

hypotheses 1ncludmg both sales management and sales reps.

t

Sales -reps’ occupy the mterestlng pos1'c10n of bemg.managers
w L of thelr Om sales. terrltorles but are not usually

conmdered part ‘of managenent structure. Favorable
attitt.ﬁes‘a'nong' this group (that is most directly affected

- ' - ) bj the hnp}éneutation of the innovation)- age thought to be

'equal;l); important to thaE of apper .management. 'However;'_it

| is- likeli} that sa'll‘es' reps do not have the sare influence

. o ' ‘ over the Jmpla'nentatlon process as sales management. .

- 'Iherefore 1t is hypotheslzed in HS that sales rep support of .

telemarketmg will have a dlrect affect on success while |

a ) ’sales managanent support of telemarketmg will lead to an

unproved resolutlon ‘of unplenentatlon issues. | (

"~ H4 - (a) Sales management® support of innovation is 'positively Y
' associated'with support of telemarketing by salés management.




of change has been dlscussed exten51ve1y (Beckhard and

~— ¥

» ST

. ~ . ) . R . . v
. T _‘ 3

(b) Sales rep support of 1nnovat16h is positively assoc1ated
with support of telenarketlng by sales reps.

" "HS - (a) Sales managenent support-of. telenarketlng is p051t1vely

related to the resolutlon of nnplementatlon issues..

(b) Sales rep support of telemarketing is p051t1vely related -

to success.

Process of Implementation

-

Resolution of>Ileahentation.Issues

The two sets of varlables discussed to thls p01nt, ‘are
"ones that have been researched prnnarlly in relatlon to the
adoption decision substage,‘,Because the*emphasls of this
study is thehconfirmation'ér hnplenentation stage, S :
impienentatioh\variables‘are'likely to'be of considerable
importahce.' o
. y
' Adepting~a practice‘innovation'such“as telemarketing

requlres change by the: organlzatlon. Successful management

Harrls, 1977; Benne and Bernbaun, 1969 Ch1n and Benne,

'19?6;'Ginzberg, 1975; Greiner, 1967; Kolb and Frohman, 1970

+

3 Zaltman and Duncan, lé??X:hpt;empir;cal'studies are
cdﬁparatively“rare. ‘Severai models~of'organization change
have been advanced in the 11terature (Lew1n, 1952 Beckhard
and Harrls, 1977; Mlkalachkl and Gandz, 1982) The Lew1n<'t(
three step model - unfreeze, move and refreeze 1s probably

the most famllrar and‘the:others tend'to,be variations on

&
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it. Overall, this literature is comprised of conéideiaﬁle
 theorizing as to the steps to. successful chanée. The basis
. for this prescription is largely author experience and case

haa

studies. Majot.wotk in m%nagenent of change has recognized

that in most instances, there is a felt need for change, and .

at the same time, resistancé to that change. Much work-has

focussed on the process of change (Kolb and Frohman, -1970)

as well as strategies for.change and oveicoming resistance
e ) ‘

to change kBeckhard and Harrisy 1977; Zaltman and Duncan,

©1977) .

2

The theory therefore suggests that the felt .need for

‘ change on the oart of sales managetrs in many canpanles
(which leads then to consider telemarketing) will be met by
resistance on the part of same members of that organization.
This resistance is particularly important at the
implamentation stage. For example,-one of Zaltman and

Duncan's (1977:89) general principles is:

The system should try -to provide rewards - incentives
to participants for adopting the change or innovation -
that are attractlve to them as a way.of reduc1ng thelr
resistance. T »

f
<




Frank and Hackman (1975) conducted a case study .of a

- failure to make‘a successful change to semi autohomous work

'groups in a bank Although based on only one case study,

" several useful 1deas are suggested regardlng successful
2

'1mplementatLon ‘of organizational -change techniqu&s that.

- involve the redesign of work. The goal was to enrich jobs

but either no effect occurred or jobs got worse. A prlmary

problen was the failure to set up mechanlsms ‘to deal w1th

both expected and unexpected problems and res1stance. Thg ’

ﬁnportance of establishing érqblen sol&ing mechanisms has

been pointed. out by other change theorists as well. -

Other steps identified as critical in-the change

. process include: 'setting goals and . defining. the future
o o . [ -

states, determining th to-initiate the change (i.e.,

°

unllaterally or shared), belng certain that target ‘groups
'have the ablrity %nd motlvatlon to nnplement change,
iplannlng ang conductlng an evaluation and’ restorlng
stablllty to the organlzatlon unlt (Beckhard and Harris,

'1977 Frank and Hackman, 1975 Grelner, 1967)

— _.

///A/verytinteresting piece of research ,that tried to

—

e ’ - - : ‘ . . o
brlng many~of these 1deas about successful change into one

,<study was conducted on MIS 1nnovat10n 1mplementat10n by :
Glnzberg 1n 1975.- On,the basls of.exgstlng change,‘~ e

‘literature, Ginzberg defined majotQESsues which,have_to be

resolved in order to have successful change. These issues

: 1ncluded settlng goals, plannxng, ant1c1pat1ng and

o




'thatﬂdifﬁerences between‘sdccessfui and unsuccessful

A _‘?ﬁ;.

overcanlng re51stance to change, and so on. He hypothe51zed

N

that those organlzatlons that resolve more issues

AERVN

. successfully yould achleve\moregsuccessful change and’toun% ]

1mplenentatlon efforts could- be accounted for by dlfferences
in the 1mplenentatlon E ocess.

~ . ‘ N ~

&

'change theorists‘is that the better the resolution of the -

stepsthat characterize the implementation process (setting

goals, plannlng, ant1c1patlon and overcaming re51stanoe to

. change, prov1d1ng motlvatlon and tralnlng, and’ evaluatlng

the process) the more successful telemarket1ng innovation,

adoptlon will be.' . N " Do - .

v

- H6 - Success in' telemarketing adoption efforts is positively

" related to the resolution of implementation issuves.

L}

innovation-organization Match‘—.
g - . ) . . , "
Rogers (1962 and 1983), Rogers and Shoemaker (l971)~

1n1t1ally conceptuallzed that an- nnportant 1ngred1ent in._ the

adoptlon dec151on is the 1nnovat10n s. characterlstlcs as” »:

perceived by the ;nd1v1dual.
[D]1ffu51on researchers have often tended to regard all
‘innovations as equivalent ;units fram the viewpoint _
- 6f study and - analySIS. ‘“This is an oversimplification
and a dangerous one. (Rogers and Shoemaker, 1971_ 136).
' - ) C . - ' . ° - . -
L

They spec1f1ed flve characterlstlcs as 1mportant in

addbtlon of ;nnovatlons."relatlve advantage, canpatlblllty,

N

. Ahlogrcal;proposition deveigped from the4w%rk of these -

N, o

- e

)
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°

complex1ty, trfaiabillty and obseﬁbablllty. All of these

-

characterlstlcs have been neéearched 1n relatlon to rates of
adoptlon (See Rogers 1983 pages 220- 221) Of-these five
characterlstlcs canpatlblllty of the “innovation. with "the

organiz?tion.is~most likely to be important in the

: hnplenentation phase. -?rialabiiity,»observability,-relative

-advantage and camplexity are likely to be more constant

¥

"because we are considering only one innovation in this study

— not several as in most studies. -

“Compatibility

Canpatibiiity is the degree to which ‘an innovation is

percelved as being con51stent with the exlstlng values, past

experlences, and needs .0of the recelvers (Rogers, 1983)

4

Rogers”and Shoemaker (l97l) hypothe51ze that d1scont1nuance

4 .
is more frequent when an innovation is less compatible.. For

T

telemarketing then, teleﬁarﬁeting success’ is more likely in

firms where it is perceived as comparible.,‘f

Canpatlblllty has recelved same research attentlon.

However, Rogers (1983) himself has warned that measurlng

percelved canpatablllty is dlfflcult. Zmud (1982) used the7

concept 1n ‘his, research c1ted earller but made the dec151on

himself about the campatlblllty of the 1nnovat10n for the

‘ organlzatlon, He conceptuallzed compatlblllty as' favorable
fa‘ttitbde.:s‘ to the inpovation as opposed ‘to the e'xt_ent to B

"which it is perceiVed as consistent with past. experiences -

, , e & L
. . . . . '

S

-
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and present needs and. values,

. Part of the problem in measurement is probably-

,

accounted for by the lack of theoretical, clarity. There are

.

at least two dimensions to the Rogers' concept: (1)
consistency witn past practices and experiences, and (2)
con51stency w1th current values and needs. One ‘concept that

includes both dlmen51ons is bourd  to be a llttle unrellable

-~

and yield less than satisfactory research results.

_In this study, Rogers' compatlbility concept has been
broken 1nto the two dlmen51ons c1ted above. Compatibility i

‘in this thesis refers to tne flISt dlmen51on 1n Rogers
;conceptuallsatlon 7'con51stency with past practlces.‘ it
‘seems reasonable to ‘make an assessnent of how similar a new
,innouation might be Qith past practices; Any lnnovation ‘

mlght be quite 51m11ar to -past practlces for some” -

,organlzatlons and dissimilar for other units. To use the
telenarketing'example,”organizatidns where. sales reps used

'the onone in selling to a'high extent andAorﬂwhere an order

f

desk was used would flnd telemarketlng closer to ex1st1wg

g5 WO
practices and experlences than compannes wlthout those

-

practlces.' Tbe second_dlmen51on posed 1n Rogers

conceptualizatloq of conpat1b1lty - perceptlon of

. + -

‘ con51stency w1th current needs and values has been taken out:

x “ ‘/
of the compatlblllty construct in thlS'StUdy, and 1s assumed

to be better embodled 1n the cOncept ~ management support of
‘telemarketlng. L - S '.“"3~k“‘ ’

R R



vinnovation - telenarketing. A secondaty benefit of thiS'

0
c . N \

‘ By partitioning‘Rooer\s cqnpatibility-concept this
Wery , interrelationships‘between concept‘dimensions can be

lnvestlgated in thls study and the concept can be clarlfled

Tne mooel suggests that campanies have a need for change,

~_but at the same tlme, thls is balanced agalnst a need for

_consistency with past practices. Therefore, ooth

compatibility and attitudes to change are hypothesized:as';

positively affecting attitudes toward the specific

‘approach is that greater con51stency w1tn other. bodles of

research 11terature is achleved Management suprIt of

\ L.

change andﬁlnnOVatlon are concepts frequently‘psed-ln change
and MIS research.’

+

Campatibility ‘is likely to vary from Srganization'to}f.

‘organization as outlined by,Downs and Mohr (1976: 704) .. .

When we ‘think in terms of a continuous dimension, o
- such as the-extent to which. an innovation is o
compatible-with the organization's present mode
of .operation, the amount 6f.variance across s
" 6rganizations is even more conspicuous. . -

R

Those ordanizations where the innovatior, is very consistent

with past practices are likely to have more oositive,"

: e 1

attitudes toward it.

I

H7 - (a) éompatibility of:telenarketing is'oositively

‘related to posxtlve support of telemarket;ng by sales

management
t

N
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Lo y}” : "~ (D) Compatlbllxty of telemarketlng is. positively
St e Terelated] to pos1tve support of telanarketlng by

s sales reps. ‘ :

oL . ) . ".'. 2-{ )

fﬂf_ . ;Use bthhe TnnoVatibn

‘-bne'of Ymn s (l§79 152) key conclu51ons in the study -

a -n

’ of 19 urban serv1ce bureaucrac1es descrlbed earller, is that

e L A an 1nnovat10n is more,llkely to become routlnlzed if it was

- “used’ for core functlbns in the organlzatlon'
S ey - ST
- l > . \ ’ ’ ’ - \,’7
Eff; C T '"}:' The potentlal nnportance of the core eppllcatlon
<3 5 * attribute should not be ovérlooked. " An innovation
j‘covered a core application if it dlsplaced some
. -exlstlng function... or if it was a new function
‘, o ... . that publicly redefined the basic mission
h of an agency AN ~
3 S A 7 <
K ... The'basic idea is that innovation has a greater chance

‘Iffor‘eucéesé when fntegratedxinto centralYtasks and funftiens
Y A of the organlzatlon ratheér than renalnlng on the perlphery.

Thls is a very 1ntrlgu1ng 1dea for ‘the problen at hand . It
. ’ euggests that if telenarket;ngkls used to perform ex15t1ng

. L core'funCtions‘of'the ealeeforge, it\will be more successful
than if it is used for new or mbre peripheral applieations.

'For exanple, 1n two of thq.case studies done in preparlng

for thls work Control Data Corporatlon nnplenented

telenarketlng to pursue accounts in a new market ‘that had

. sane of the functlons prev1ously pefformed by the outs1de'

salesforce. Thls hypothe31s would suggest that perhaps

al

been perlpheral to the canpany.' Hallmark used it to perform

~
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" Hallmark was morev successful because telemarketing was used

" for core functions. -

H8 - More successful implementation.of: telemarketing
will occur in organizations where telemarketing
1% used for core functlons of the salesforce.

Sumnerx .

This chapter began with a review of several key models
of innovation adoption. The more detailed model of

orgamzablonal factors hypothe51zed as leading to successful

adoptlon was then developed and presented. The major .,

rportl_on of the chapter was devoted to identifying and

dlscussa.ng the varlables mcorporated into this model and to

proposing paths of 1nfluence between these varlables.

Much of 'tbe previous research on the organizétiOn

‘. structure varlables has studled the. relatlonshlps between.

' organization structure varlbles and adoptlon.' This. research

exte‘nds thatv tradition by studying relationships bethen .

organizational structure variables and adoption success.

-
L

This research tries to ektend the previous work on
managanént' support, canpatib'ility, 'core appl‘ication, and

resolutlon of 1mplenentatlon 1ssues by modellmg the

- 1n'cerrelatlonshlps between these varlables ‘and others in the

'q

model . -

3wy

2,
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Many~canpléx"constructs have been introduced into the.

* O

'hypotheses developed in this chapter. The next task was to
design a way of méésuringfthese construcﬁé and cdllecting

: . i . - i ’ »
the data necessary to test them. Chapter 3 describes the

‘data collection and construct: operationalization procedures.

-
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LS
CHAPTER 3 - RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

[§

The\purpose.of Chapter 3 is to present the methodolgy
‘used to test the research model and Hypotheses. In the :
first half f the chapter, m -hoﬁologlcal 1ssues 1nc1ud1ng
research desiign, sampl1ng, data collect&on and telephone
1nterv1ew pr edures are dlscussed.. Construct -
operat1onallzat10n procedures are given in the last half of

the chapter.

Research Design

Ry

2

Data to‘test the hypotheses and proposed model were
collected from a cross- sectlonal field survey of 1ndustr1al
flnns ‘that had adopted telenarketlng in the recent past. A
long1tud1na1 de51gn'would offer the.researcher the obvious
advantage of following an.organieation from the adoption:.v

mde01s1on through 1mplementatlon allow1ng rlgorous testlng of
varlables w1th no dependence on recall The advantage of a
‘ cross-sectlonal fleld survey for th1s study is that it
'allowed comparison of a‘larger number . of flrmsllncludlno
less and more successful ones:at relativelyffou cost,: Many

variables (success, Centralization,.formalizationLﬂdiVisiOn

,
.

-of labour di fferentlatlon) d1d not requ1re recall on the'
' part of respondents. For those varlables that did requ1re.4-
recall, attempts were made to m1n1mlze the problem as much

as,poss1ble by asklng for relatlvely objectlve 1nformat10n '

e
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_organization charts, papers and ‘memoranda to measure

’telemarketlng) Key 1nformant methodology as oppOSed to. v

®

"and by‘interviewihg multiple key informants from,gach firm.

Research focussing on organlzatlon vatlables is

relatxvely xecent in marketing (Phillips, 1981). Gathe;1ng

- ¢

1‘solid'data about;organi;ations in general and organizatioh ' I

3

innovation in;particular/ presents some unique research -

design problems. ,All'oiganization researchers face. two

basic decisions - (1) whethet to enploy a,"sutvey" approach
(Sutveying‘indivlduals wlthlnAan organization about the g -

organiaation), or an "institutional" approach (utilizing

sélected ’varri‘ahles) , and (2) 1fusmg a survey apprOach,
Qhether'to use the.respondent orlkey.informant approach.
) . ‘ s .
The'survey'apptoach is probably*more conmon-in
marketing. (Phllllps, 1981; John and ‘Martin, 1984; Spekman

and Stern, 1979). A questlonnalre or 1nterv1ew schedule is * - , -

5 v

‘constructed that ope:ationalizes the va;iabdes'of interest N
‘to the researcher. The‘institutlohal,approach involves -

- gainidg'access to organizationfdocunehts such- as

"otganization charts andfmanuals”to measure o:gahizatiohz

- Structure variables. “ Thls study utilized the survey

pproach because many varlables of 1ntere5t in the :esearch .

‘ model could not be'readlly operatlonallzed fram such

documents (for exanple, sales reps support of -

.respondent methodology was also selected The major Jssues

assoc1ated wlth thlS approach are dlSCUSSed 1ater.A

e e a4 RN




v Deécaus2 this ragearch focuses on organization ° .
7o ) . - . ’

innovation, sane'unique problems had to be faced. - These ~

issues nave been Eaised by Rogers (1982) and othars. .Rogers

(1983) has categorized organizational innovation sfudies

@ - X

N

into tﬁg camps (L)vvariance_explaining studies and
_ process studies. Variance éxplainlng‘stgdiés model a* number’
of variables to éxblain}the variance in selected depehqénf,‘
'variaBlés. Process studies are more .longitudinal in nature-
and tryito study the process of  innovation adoption. He 'is
. very supportive-of the process studies because théy nave
looked witnin the o;génization at the actual process.df' X
inﬁovétion adoption{ "He acknowl§dé§s tnat the variance

studies have their place, but it is-not'to unravel the : -

. - 4 §

actual process. - .

2 ) s .ot
! ., ?
i d . ~

Rogers offers.three criticisms of the variance

e studies.  The first p;bblén_aésociaéed wiéh thesé.étudiES;iS
éhat;tﬁe dependent variéblé (inthativeness} is:o%teni‘ - .
measured as a ;anpogite score composed of thgnadoétion-éf
* from ten to twenéy‘inhovépidns. ( ‘
these cases ;g'thaf d

The problem that results in

Aifférencesiamohgfinﬁovatiqns beéaﬁe

lgét . This spddy‘has;ﬁried‘to ayoid this.prdblemtbye

exémiﬁing é different,dépeﬁdEntxbéiiablé (Suécéss) aad by . ,
T . e T - .

stﬁdying bnly‘onglinn¢Qétiqp rgthef than'a ‘wide range of

differénﬁ ones. : > ‘

< .
:

A second problem with variance studies is that the.

timé dimension.is lost.‘ ‘The goal of the current study is . - : -




not to study the entire process, but rather to ouila on
previous process studies by atteampting a more quantitative . .
study of only one stage-of the process for one type of e

_iqpovation. There is still a time dimension to be

considered as implementation takes place over time - the .

) “model of the coﬁfirmation_stage has a particﬁlar time '
. scquence puilt into Et. %bweyer,.the goal ofﬂb@ present )
study 'is fundamentélly éi%ferent from a stﬁdy whoée puréo§é
is to describe the'aétual time geQﬁence of events or stages
in the.process. Here, thé time order of events as described - .
N .
.in thé_proceéé_stddieé is taken as giveq‘ani the purpose is
to assess the éffects that qertain‘variables will ha?e on‘. P
oth,éré . N .
) The third problem cited. by Rbgérs is dependenca on

,

i . , ) R . - "~y . -~ ~,‘.,,;u_‘,,,‘\ o A ] f
L ‘ ‘ ‘data provided only by the chief exéecutive. The question
-raised, is now well ‘tne data nrovided by. ong chief executive
¢an represent the behaviour of all relevant members of the

organization. "As will be Shown,” this study uses data from ' v
- v N , v

at least two dtrganization informants who were involved in -
the innovation adoption decisi¢n in an attempt to cetter
représent the behaviour of mempers of the firms who were

ipvolved with the innovation. Issues'involved in using key

-

~ © . . informant .methodplogy will be discussed. in.the next section.

0
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’gatherlng organnzatlon data both in Anthropology and ‘ ;h

Sociology. It has recentlyvbeen used 1n’sev%raI'market1ng

organlzatlon prov1de data, about thelr organlzatlon. Seldler “JK
‘who' observe and artlculate soc1a1 relatlonshlps for the(
jresearcher . Persons taklng the 1nfomnant role are often .

'to the normal amount found 1n a functlonlng organlzat10n7"~

, obta1n 1nformat10n fran a epresentatlve sample OL all ) .f

a4

.

. Key ;nfofmant Methodoloéy’i
Key 1nformant methodology 1% a Very commen: ‘way of
L

n

f'

0 Y

’~stud1es (Phllllps, 1981 John and Reve, 1982). Accordlng to

P 2%

'Phllllps (1981) who has used thls method in studylng Y. ‘

3

‘.

diStribution chahnels, key informant ﬁEthodology means that *

a asmall nunber of knowledgable part1c1pants in each

\ . RINES

(1974 816) states thab the 1nformant technlque 1nvolves %

. . (
-"rellance on a smabl nunber of knowledgeable part1c1pants, v S

Tt

PR ¢ - i

given critéria such as 'How much frlctlon is there ccmpared

2 _A—-—af Xt ¢

. T Tooxn

'.,They are asked to make 1mp11c1t calculatrons such as "what st

is the most cannon way that a superv1sor acts’" There is a

‘\ :

key dlfference between respondents and 1nformants (Seldler, ' c

D

1974)T In. therlnformant approach, the 1nformant is asked .to L ;*

L]

do sunnar121ng for the researcher and’ to thlnk 1n terms of b oo L)

.)l

the organlzatlon. Us;ng the respondent approach for

organlzatlonal measures, the researcher should technlcally ‘ .

N . , il

» r i

‘Ind1v1duals of each. of the organlzatlon un;ts to which thet

> 1

'.,measure aplees.~ The researchers sunmarlze:the responses. .

L =

;Tbe‘useﬁof this methodqfogy in the present study’is of

Y L . - - ot

" . 4 . L
. . . .
. . - , d - + . ‘
. < c - e 2 = e -
] J . . ’ . ’ T




special 1nterest because past bu51ness research appllcatlons

have focussed on the ab111ty of key 1nformants to prov1de

rellable and valid data on interfirm dyadlo relationshlps . e ii

- (Phillips, 1981; John and Reve, 10828 fact, because the

previous research in this settrnd—has shown that inforﬁants . ’

can. be - unrel 1ab1e when reportmg perceptual and non-concrete

variables, John ‘and Martin (1984) opted‘for the respondent

approach in their recent study of relatlonshlps between

organlzatlonal structure and marketlng plannlng. In this

study, key‘lnformant.methodology was‘chosen beoause the unit

of.analysis'was a'single.innoyation adootion. Informants

.. were being asked to suﬁpiy‘data onva somewhat shnpler and
'smaller un1t - a marketlng subunlt - the salesforce{ As .

“‘well, they were asked to prov1de 1nformat10n about a g

‘relatlvely speChflc issue (the adoptlon of an rnngygtlon+~as

ropposed to more.nebulous ‘issues ‘of power relatlonshlps.,

“Both of these factors should 1mproVe the ablllty of ‘key

‘1nformants to glve good 1nformat10n.

R +
.

" Selection of the Key Informants - e S . lf";'4.~'

R -3 L . .t e M
1" - s rte T i Pl

Key 1nformant methodolgy requires 1dent1f1cat10n of e '; i; ,“wz‘%'
the key 1nformants. Thls is typlcally done elther by asklng 5"‘_':;‘f ; ﬂfi
‘a manager to name 1nformants or by selectlng p051t10ns and T R
the 1nd1v1duals occupylng these positlons to act as key |

- ¢ e ".A P . . Y S
o - - . . i

‘1nformants. : - “]h7 S e «;y,?"'




, In marketlng studles,_the approach of asklng a manager o e
to recommend infor;;nts has-been more cammon,. Two examples
' of uses of this methodology are 1nterest1ng. Spekman and
Stern(1979) asked the purcha51ng agent to 1dent1fy all those
. A 1n the flrm w1th whom he dlscussed a potentlal purchase. ®
R o ,These 1nd1v1duals were all con51dered ta be part of the
buying group and therefore key 1nformants. They were all
§ sent questlonnalres. Phllllps (1981) sent 1etters to 3372 .
- CEOs explaining theﬁpurpose of his’ study and soliciting
. ' - cdoperation. Each CEO was asked:to‘suppl the names and -
‘_titIes‘of othér personnei in their éanpany who wonld:act as
.respondents. Guldance was prov1ded to the CEOs in selectlng
_ the tespondents, Part1c1pat10n was obtalned from. only 682
iflnns. Fpr a campany té be 1ncluded in Ph1111ps‘ survey,
responses had to be: obtalned from the CEO and at least one

S, q's 4

‘.other respondent. In his recamnendatlons; Phllllps suggests

Gerte g)
‘,.| TN e,

f‘that the use of a 31ng1e report ought to be abandoned and f e

AR

‘that greater‘attentlon ought to be devoted to’ selecbron o
.. 'ij'_.z NG R , 4,» ~
5 R crlterla for obtalnlng»key 1nformants._ L

. s
et

There appears to: be~sdme potentlal for b1as in asking

, ",».

- : ;ﬁtzif’”' managers to name key 1nf rmants. Perhaps they w1ll choose‘? ‘
ST . P o A T L s N |
1nformants who are most llkely to prov1de favorable reports . ',gygu;

et Ty e

of the telemarketlng unlt s operatlons. Thls problem would

; f»°only be cr1t1ca1 1f there was .a tendency for hlgh performlng
p . ‘vguf unlt'managers o behave dlfferently than managers of poorly

‘7,;‘é§fr€7‘ et performlng unlts. It is llkely that thls blas is constant




.
P

1 the.adopthn dec151on was . madew o o

across hrgﬁhand'lower_performing onitsm

<

»
7 ]

The major difficu}ty,in selecting'positions,a priori
and'using‘indi%idua&s in those positions as key informants
is that titles of individuals directly involved'with

telenmrketlng varted‘greatly between flrms. This logisticai

&

problem outwelghed the major advantage - that 1nformants-

d M

occUpylng 1dent1cal p051t10ns could justifiably be presumed

-
’to have 51m11ar access to 1nformat10n ard szmllar

__,‘ -y ~

perspectlves or biases.

-, .

.'V .- ._,‘ - : '5 ? ) ' d
o A hybrld approach was used in thlS research The.
A : !
Telecan senlor manager contact persons were the 1n1t1al key

. >

"1nformants. (A Telecom contact person is a senior marketlng

“4 A ~

manager 1n an organlzatlon that has adopted telenarketlng.

- . \ s
‘a8 - [N

The contact person was the’ 1nd1v1dual in ‘the flrm that was
-2 - oy .

¥

1n1traily approached by ‘the marketer of teleﬁarketlng )

ks - ¢
Thls éontact was asked t0°supply names of one oY two - -other
1nformants who woqu be most‘§u1ted to prov1de addltlonal '

1nﬁormatlon about the salesforce, and telenarketlng.

Follow1ng Phllllps (1981) reconmendatlon, several criteria

. -
- . M

wéte' used in seléctlng the 1nformants.
L <. 3 ) ’

‘».“‘- R o .
_— -

.1 . .- . - o, e : -, P

& ot . -

(a) key 1nformants should have been in’ the organlzatlon when

‘ﬂ
O . -
“ ., . .
Lad -

' . .
. - . . s . .

.'::‘u . . “’;:'):., . e . . . . ) . . . s

:-, . .

(P) t&sy should be able to Qrov1de 1nformatlon about the’

telematketrng,and salesforce operatlon in the company
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_ (c) they shouldfrepresent.a varﬁety of management levels in

“the conpaoy.‘jThe goal was to .obtain at least two \

\ ' perspectives: (i) a general stratedic marketing perspective .
. , . ! .o [ : T .o

tfrqn senior managers~(osually'the-initial contact persoén) .

i 'and (ii) an implementatioo perspective. -from thOSe;directly
[ . - ’ o - I BN ) 3
-involved with implementation-of the innovation.

s RN . .-

’
These guidel ines were used by the ‘interviewers when
. - N . B

asking for the‘name‘of,a'suitable secord informant. For

.instance, when the first informant was a strategic type, he
“was asked if it would be possible to reeannend egneOne s
S ‘ directly involved with impleméntatioh."An advantage in . : .

using an 1nterv1ew1ng technlque was that these cr1ter1a
~could be dlscussed ‘with the 1n1t1al contact when seeking the

name of a second informant. T i ,
‘ S . ¢

The Eggulatlon of 1nterest 1ncluded all 1ndustr1al
t N ta
flrms (wlth over $1 mlléaon in annual sales volume) 1n S ‘ oy

Canada that had adopted telemarketlng to perform sales ' -~

\h/N;—; R support or actual sales functlons in the salesforce.‘ No
- perfect sampllng frame of that ent1re populatlon ex1sted
- {‘ : 'f 3.; HoweVer, the sampllng frame used ‘in thls study is a
‘ .o . . ) o
| t)wreasonab%y-good.approx1mat10n. A list of all flrms in. the : '“3"ﬂ-. - <\/;
"ﬁanufacturiog aodﬁhhoiesalihg/Dlstrlbutlon sectors that weref ’ ‘ |
3 o . Lo

-sold Phone PoWer Programs by Bell ada in Ontarlo over the

perlod June 1980 tq December 1982 was the ba51c sampllng

: e LR
. el o dma e v ac L L



_frame., (Bell Canada is g’ne-g:ompahytnat actua}éy" selds

\

9

' .teleharketing programs. Telecam is an umbrella organization

: ¥ ’ : -
., N . . 3 .
of all .telephone campanies in.Canada.” One of Telecom's «°

responsibilities nas been t6 de&éﬁop telemarketing®and Phone’

. ’ : . - . [ .
Power programs for its member campanies). ‘Phone Power is
- the brand name used by Telecam to apply to its . line of
telemarketing andfother phone. programs. . The Pnone Fower

. . v .
product consists' of hardware - watts lines and other
o ' . .
equlpment, -as well as a training orogram on the use ot

telemarketlng for spec1f1c appllcatlons. There. are many

types of Phone Power Programs including (1) selling to

existing Custaners,‘(2)'opening.new accounts, (3) collecting

dverdue ‘accounts, (4) handling inquiries, (5) warginal
account management, '(6) market research, among others.

~

Telecom supolled the researcher witn selecte date
abogt.each flr@: (1) ccmpany,name, ecaress,~phone nuﬁber,'
(2) one.or two senior marketing codtacr-people in-the
.canpany, (3)’telemarketing adoption date,'dé)'telenarketing,

.'appllcatlon oelng used by the canpany, (S) ecmpany*sales,
(6) 1ncranental tolls. 1ncurred by the ccmpany attrlbutéole
,tp the telemarketing program during the first three nonths
o}“use.' Baseo on thlS oata, tne researcher elrmlnat—o all
non—telanarxetlng applldatlons and developed a list of 364
oOntario ﬁompanles,p51ng telemarketlng as oetlned ear11er j a

strateglc approach to u51ng the phone and supportlng

'telecommunlcatlons for actlve personal selllng taske).

. 4
-z -
i

. .
LI




.

This defihition was-operationalized in the following.

way. A strateglc oproach was consioered to. be followed if

[3

a campany oought one of Telecom s- Phone Power Programs. The
company would nave had to make some consciouS'decision sbout

what its needs were ard- what role'Phone Power would play in

) its narveting TiX wnen uylng into one of tnes programs. -

,“1

For. example, if’ ai)onoany wanted to handle marglnal accounts
via telenarketlng,,lt would puy a compination of out bounu,y‘r

watts lines and would discuss needs and the proper hardware

configuration witn a'sales'representative from 2ell Canada : : .
- '0‘ L ’ ' v , ’
. responsible” for se€lling Phone Power Programs. Part of the oo

N

package would include a day long seminar conducted by Phone

4,

Power consultants on, using telemdarketing for nargiqgl -
Ct accounts. - Actlve selling tasks were being LJerformed 1r the

“a canpany' S Phone Power appllcatlons 1ncluded selllng to

«

ex1st1ng customers, ocenlng 1ew accounts, quallfylng -

prospects and maklng app01ntments, reactlvatlng 1nact1ve

accounts, managing marglnal accounts, and orospectlng. Any
. ', o . fimm who was d01ng only market research only handllng

1nqu1r1es or ‘any other non-selllng type ‘tasks, or performlng
. only relatlvely pa551ve tasks»was not’ 1ncludec in the
i : : °
: sampie. U51ng the elecom supullco oata on 2ach rlrm, he

.

researcner developed the llst of flrms u51ng telemarketing

o

py applylng these crlterla.

s A . - . X I

N . N
. notentlal for blas in_ tne Sampllng frame ex1std

N t
$ because it is concelvable that flrms have adopted

.
-

P

’
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telemarketing without going through Telecom. However, given
- tnat spec1al nardware (i e., spec1al ‘800 ‘lines) is required
to operate‘telemarxetlng *rograms most econonlcally, and

that Telecam offers. free sehinars to conpanies setting up

)

programs, it is-likely .that most telemarketimy programs nave

involved Telecamn. Same conpanies may use telsmarketing on a .
strlctly local level , w1tnout 1nvolv1ng any long -istance and

they may have been nlssed in this-sampling frame.

Y
Y

Data Collection Procedures

-\

3

Data collection procedures involved three steps: (1) *
Telecom preliminary contadt.interviews, (2) introductory
contact letters, and (7) telephone 1nterv1ews. Durlng step:

one, +the. 1eleccm Canaoa I‘elemarketlng -Unit conoucteo

¢

' prnlnnlnary telephone 1nterv1ews with 283’ flnns selected at
‘ranoom from the sampllng frame. zThlS representeo a- nlgn

proportion of the total .frame - about three out of four
. L 4 ‘ P
names were selected. (Because telemarketing is an

-

innovation, the total éampling frame is rather sMallf.' The
purposes of~thls 1nterV1ew were to secure: cooperatlon for
the study and to upoate 1nformat10n on; the flrm g addrees

" and telepnone numoer. lne 1nterv1ewer exnlalned'tnat a

: 7
_researcher fran the ochool of Bu51hess at the Unlver51ty of
»

' Nestern Ontarlo was conductlng a study on tclcmarketlng
0

The 1nterv1ewer askeo if the firm woulo e wr}llng to.

,part1c1pate 1n the study.‘ The reSpondent wds . tolo that, 1f




they agreed to participate, Telecam would pass their name to

the telemarketing researcher. This interview was seen'as =

,necessaty for protecting customer relatlonships by Telecom

Canaca, who thought that a "cold" call fram university

researcners m1ght=c0ncern some customers.

The disadvantage of this interview being conducted by

‘Telecom was the risk that some companies might associate the

' study wixﬁ‘Bell Canada even though it was conducted totally

indepen@ently; More”importantly, it was thought that
& o S . . ‘
refusals may_have.been-higher than they would have‘been had

the researcher (who ‘nad greater famlllarlty w1th tne StUdy

and greater determ1nat10n to overcane object1ons) conducteo
\tne interviéws. However, these olsadyantages_wete largely

. counterbalanced by two factors. The interviewers were all

very experienced\ih telepnone lnterviewing in general, and -
with‘thege types of firms in particular. As well there

b s

were an extremely hlgh number of flrmS\wnose aadresses,
.-

telephone numbers, and contact people had chaﬁaed 51nce the

sampllng frame dataahaq “been chp1led1A Th1s 1nterv1ew"

.. yielded more accurate data about campanies who agreea‘to

A

participate thus facilitating the remaining. data collectien,

vl‘ ‘.“

‘ Table'3;l'élvesuthe results of the prelhnlhari contact

telephone calls. A total of 131 conpanles agreed te

L part1c1pate in the study, 27 could not be. contacted afté%

'-f1Ve or more’ calls, and the remalnoer refused oOr couf; not

o/
e

/
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be contatted because the contact was do;longer‘with the

campany. or the canpany‘had'gonevout of business.

©

‘Table 3.1°

Resporse Rates-From The Telecam. Contact Interviews

(l) hgregd 'to participatev.
(2) Could not be contacted'*-

(3) Did not agree to/gart1c1pate
(e).company moﬁeo or’Out of bu51ness
Contact no longer w1th canpany
Refuséd S
(i) Too~puey:°

T(ii) No,interest'

(iii). Other (never nnplemented Y

telenarketlng)

. Total initial sample

N '

283 100.0-

* At least 5 calls were made in an effort to contact

all flrms.

) .‘Q
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v
»

At step two,.the reseatcher sent .initial contact

letters to the contact - persons in the l3l~canpanies who had

'agreed to part1c1pate in step one and to the 27 canpanlesv

- that 1nterV1ewers had not been - able to reach. The letter

°

‘expla1ned thefpurpose‘of“the study and 1nd1cated'that a

follow-up telephone call would be made in about one ‘week .

from the date of the letter. .The purpose of the pre11m1nary

letter was to establish’ the credlblllty of the researcher

'(sent on UnlverSLty Doctoral Research letterhead) and

‘prepare the contact for the telephone 1nterv1ew. A copy of

t

the letter can be found in Appendlx A, .

Durlng step three, the- telephone 1nterv1ews were

- canpleted. Respondents were called and asked whether they

not, an.appoirntment was made for a convenient time and the

‘interview was conducted at that*time" At the‘conclusionvof S

4 -

'thls interview, the 1n1t1al contact was asked to recannend

7«

one or two others in the organlzatlon ‘who could be

contacted,\ As noted earlier, the contact people were

'typically senior sales managers 'marketing vice—presidents;

or cohpany pre51dents., Gettlng at recannendatlon for a

' second 1nformant from these senior managers proved very

successful They usually recanneded 1nd1v1duals junlor to

'them who had been or st1ll were assoc1ated with the

1mplenentat1on of telenarketlng. Identlcal telephone '

T . .
{ : wr . . -t ' . o . .
. : o .

‘_could part1c1pate in a 30 m1nute interview right then. If_.‘.

3

4

. ‘.M ) '
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i ! |

interviews were,condueted:with these key ihformants.:’f
B Lok . .

~.

. 5 -
.-- =

In the case where the initial contact was in-a lower

position'in‘thé firm and recommended a second informant who

was higherfin the organization, a contact letter was sent tql::r

this individual®and then he/she was telephoned for the

interview;
"Given the limited resources available for data ., '

. ’ 1 [} G'-. M . @ . .
collectjor, a goal of interviewing two or more informants in

a miﬁimum of 100 salesforces was establishéd. Dillman

-

(1978) reported thatAmost telephone interview studies have .
achleved response rates 1n the 80—90 range. .Howeyer,

Assael and Keon (1982) obtalned -a cons1derably lower
proportionjor partlc;pants-(SZs) among small bu31nesses«inj“‘
their- study des1gned to assess sources ‘of ' survey error, In-
the process of conduct1ng 1nterv1ews ‘with the 158 companies

who had already been sent letters, it appeared likely- that

the researcher mlght not achleve the sample of - 100 canpanles
‘with two or more informants"per cdnpany; Only .one informant
could be obtalned 1n some companles, -and in dther cases,

. 4 :
orice the interview.was 1n progress, it became clear that the

company was not uslng telenarketlng as deflned for the
study. On the ba51s of _these con51derat10ns, 48 ‘more l

"companles were randomly seleéted and sent ‘contact letters.

€
.

y Table 3. 2 summarlzes total company contacts and. resﬁonses.

it o ey
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~Table 3.2 —%

_Coinpany Contacts and Response Rate Sutmary

(1) Total salesforces interviewed ) ’ o139
. (a) Two or more. informants per firm ' C 10
(b) One infommant per firm : .29 )
(2) Total ‘non'-respdndents S ' \ 192

I

(A) Telecam Interviews - Unable to Participate 125
(a) Campany relocated or out of business 11

(b) Contact no longer- with ccmpany 47

e (c) Refused . -
b . (1) -Too bus : o 34
i) NG‘TnEé%ggt : : » 17

(iii) Other - (never used telenarketlng) I6

m
v

(B) Non—resporﬁents screened at next stages . 67
(a) Non—useable o
(b) Campany out' of business 5
" (c)> Could not becontacted.- 8. .
-(d) Mever implemented telenarketlng g 26
(e) Refused .9
(£) Contact ne longer w1th campany . 12

—

" Total sample se_lec'te‘d (.’initial~‘seinpl'e (283). plusw'"448.) S, 331 '

(3) Respbnse rates:.> .

(a) Completed interviews as proportlon wf T 45,0%
" 'the total sample : L
(b) Completed interviews as proportion of .
: 'ellglble companles (eliminate all
. campanies in other, contact not there,
‘ c -campany out of business, not using . :
(. . telemgrketing. (331-117=214) ©. | 65.0%

A




L

Overall, useaple interviews wersa conpleted_witn 139

campanies, In" 110 oanpanfes two Or more informants-were
. ‘ N O - DR N

S - onpps

-

additibnal-informéht.fron the,initial‘contaotl” This was

(

Randled witn great care so as not to offend the ‘individual

* who had elreaoy spent 30 minutes being interviewed. The

interviewers explained that we did not Soubt ais or ner

- -~ "

answers but foir the sake of statistical validity and gettingA

- . 1 . \ .
'In most cases this was a successful strategy.. Wwhen it
failed to get a second informant, the researcher mads a

follow-up call to the initial informant and further

r

. 'explalned tne nesd for-a stcond 1nformant. In most -cases,

tnls was a successful follow—un strategy.

\

As snown in Table 3.2, thz response rate can.se,

calculated in a couple of ways. Wwhen calculated as a

- percentage of the totel 1n1t1dl sample, approx1mat01y 45% of

4.
a

fims yleloed useable responses. A better method is to

]

.elnnlnate all flrms WO really weren t really ellglble for:
,the sample anyway - those who weren't using telemarketing or

where no contact person was Jvallable Lor 1nterv1tw1ng.

Aoprox1mately 05 of these ellglble firms oart1c1pateo.

’Thls rate falls aoout mloway between response. rates reported

¥

by Dillman (1978) and Assael, and Keon (1982) Thewreal

2

cons1aeratlon though is potentlal for response blas. The

a major bias that can be' seen’ from the response flgures is a

[ o

interviewed. Every attempt was aade to dbtain at least chie

different views it was critical to optain two or more views.
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°

probable underepresentation of firms who have discontinued
telemarketing: A total of 59 canpanies could not

participate because the initial contact was not there’and no

) other contacts were available. Many of these 59 canpanles

. . o S e ‘ )
"as opposed to a mailed questionnalre were preferable for

-reported that they no longer'useanhone Power. Otners

Iresearcn and often- those jost closely associated with the

innovation may have move@ on to other employmert.

data collectiqn because:*

{b) &n 1nterV1ew was neccssary 0 locate‘1n1t1al informants ..

N 2

are llkely to e firms that have discontinued telemar; etlng.

In fdct a 1arge number cf the canpanies indicating ta-t, our ’

1 ' R ’

contact cerson no longer worked wltn the companv, also- :

indicated thay had never used telemarketing in the first - :

place. It is'exceedingly difficult to include canpanieS~who , S
. .
have dlscontlnued an_ 1nnovat10n in a researcn sam§I§?\~ﬂoI

unexpectedly, they terd to be less 1nterested in the . T

. .
4

. The Telephgpe Interviews ,
In designing the study, it was decided. that interviews

-

[ e L P ’

(a) \Bny Guestlons requ1r-0 oroolng and responoent feedback

’ Ty

to “etermlne wnlch brancn of a qnestlon to contlnue w1th . S

-
‘

’

and to,get referrals for second "and terd 1nformants. It

»
N - N 4

uoulu be more c1ff1cult to obtaln more, than one type of

. }

1nformant in thls study via the mall fjwf ,‘ ' “! o SRS ;

‘
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+. (c) The entire universe of firms who had”adopted>thé.
‘1nnovatlon Was..so smalljthat the rlsk of hlgh non—response ‘ -

<
: antt

associated w1th malled out questlonnalres "was judged too o L

.great.~ It was necessary to obtain a.sample large enough,to i '
// L N . . 4 v .
i ' ’ s . e . ‘
test the preposed model:and'assoclaté&;hypotneses.. v
- - . , :’ ’ Q S - .‘; -

Tyebjeg's (1979) -Journal of Marketlng rev1ew of - ' . k ‘j-' ‘)

telephone survey methods suggested that cost and tlme are_

1) N ]

two—major advantages of télephone.lnterv1ew1hg.. o o - e
Opportunltles for’ control are greater than w1th personal o . _ lﬁ”
.. interviews and mail out questlonnalres. Hé also reported A

overall comparablllty of results except that peréonal ‘ ? . f' e
1nterv1ews prov1de more depth of” response than telephone {;jl_i“ ,,3‘

1nterv1ews. “His assessment dealt prlmarlly w1th 51tuat10ns .
1n which a: member of the household is the mair. respondent.
This study requlred 1nterv4ew1ng of’ key 1nformants ‘oL what

,Yln (1979) calls. "ellte 1nterv1ew1ng" Yln s cohclu51on was ) v
that telephone 1nterv1ew1ng offeﬁed cost advantages T . R

I X . L - '
prlmarlly. “He argued tnat response rates and accuracy of ~

1nformat10n were not dlfferent between personal 1nterv1ew1ng

‘andltelephone interviewing.. Perspnalflntery;ews alloWlfor.“
. N ’ ,'-., ) A i “a' - i LI )

‘collection of the-ygreatest amoudt ofjdata,”;ﬂ'

- N ~ . .'L 5 v . . , M . : . B
L, The cost factor prlmarlly dlctated use df a. teléphone - | N |

.

1nterv1ew as™ opposed to personal ones.. As ell' it 'was - s

. e
N l

4thought that sance these flrms were telemarketlng ':, o o
. .‘" A y s, .

"1nnovators, they would have a hlgh famlllarlty in u51ng the

telephone for selllng ahd other potentlally complex 5'?
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_— < - KR oy .
telephone 1ntervlews. After-a prellmlnary 1nstrument had

A
B he reSearcher had 1t evaluated by a f1eld
L o ,. R,

- ’ (‘.' } N ..

‘u" - ’ - * ' w ". .'-: }

. e v ’ 3 (,: . i \L PREEE

'5§rntervrew1ng experrence 1nclud1pg‘census 1nterv1ewgng andn(-

. [EN . S o
~ . o 4
N LN . N S
- ‘ MR
~ a --:’
- - L .~ -~ *
- . -7 -
. T TH

[N S SN . Y.

) \-(41;: \t‘ -
. . 5
. . B RN

1nteractlons.

‘A telephoneminterview:might even be

preferable for thlS group due to'the t1me savrng when
compared to a personal 1nterv1ew. . ' A ;" h

Flve telephone 1nterv1ewers were -

\

Interv1ewer Tralnlng..

hlred £o conduct the 1nterv1ews for the study.

pa

flve were enployed full t1me and had prev1ous telephone

e s

~ i N - oo - -7 o o, e
market® research "interviewings- N .
. frlp“ A . - e ,»f— R - . t. -
Pk T = . -

All were tralned for two - days by the researcher. One

. day was spent in four areas. (l) the purpose of-the study

i, researcher began 1nstrunent developnent procedures by',f X

3.
T
.
L7
B
~, AR
kY
\
-
Q
at
RY
) v
-3 -
IR s
s~ -
,
N
¥
Piel
4 ’
3
[ ‘ "
A .
%
s
Y
Lok
XY
+ c.

B

(2)/ﬁhe telenarket1ng technology (3) the type of flrms in

fthe sanple (4) 1nterv1ew1ng technlques. The remalnlng tlme

was® Spent 1earn1ng and rev1ewing the actual 1nterv1ew :
N ~ . _

o

schedule and d01ng practlce 1nterv1ews.- o _" N
a LT B T e

S . Toperatichalizing the Variables ' . - L

-— . - R a _'-< .
: - ot v

The construéts measured in the’ study were y_' .

o “ s oA T N

3

dperatlonallzed Via an 1nterv1ew schedule admlnlstered to v

.;\ ’

the key 1nformants in the telephone.lnterv1ews. The,Z_ :

Al 1 B £

e
: L /', ;o .

,adaptlng prev1ously used establlshed measures (where

3
avallable to the télephone interv1ew fbrmat. Thls 1nvolved

major adaptatlons begause prev1ously used 1nstruments were

Tt . "a

not developed for use w1th sales organ1zat1ons or for . i.m“

Three of-;pef

]
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N \researcher and sales manager d1rect1y mvolved wlth‘

~—

' ".telan‘arket‘lng‘m‘the f-1eld. On the basr-s of’ th1's 77\
evaluatlon, wordmg in the 1nstru‘nent was altered to conform )
more Iclosely w1th termmology used by the targetted sanple.

,After this- stage, f1ve pre-test interviews were conducted s0

r

that the instrument could be successfully used over the ‘

- telephone with' the targe't' -group. 'I\hree interviews were
vconducted with sales~ pers'onnel’ and two w1th actual -
Vtelemarketmg users. 'The 1nterv1ew was. pretestedlusmg both 5.
: ‘the researcher and others as 1nterV1ewers. " Two of these | |
1nterv1ews were taped so the 1nterv1ews could' be analyzed in
detall and changes made to the 1nterv1ew schedule. /after

thaese tests, the"intervie'w schedule-was shortened f'rorn 40— to-

' 30 mmutes‘_ A copy of the A1nterv1ew SChedule is’ found in
_~;Append1x B along with guldes supplled to the 1nterv1ewers to.
';har)dle issues that mght came’ up dur_lng the 1nterv1ew§ in
Appendlx C ; ~Meas'ure!nent'of the flve .types'nof v:ariables
1ntroduced in fMptér 2°is dlscussed belowi

(L. Orgamzatwn Strueture Varlables , |
(2) Management Support Varlables ‘ , ,.'5'_".

(3y° Implanentatlon Process Varlables L : ’i\\;\‘
B (4) Organ;\zatlon—lnnovatx\Match Varlables‘.'. :

SN

(5) Success Varlable_s o




- A}

Co~ 'f‘j R Organizatioh\Stgnctore Variables‘. . S B
N c. \.\,\‘\ \: . . .
Centralization. - o " . e "\ie\\\\
. _' ~ R . ) \" N {
N Hage and Dewar (1973) used an index of'centralization
|

'composed of four questlons te measure the extent of

part1c1patlonvln de0151on-mak1ng. ThlS lndex was also used

: , . —-«.,/ . .
in the Hage and Aﬂ&en 1967 and l9703works, in‘canbination* . C 5

with a f1ve 1tem hlerarchy of authorlty scale. De&er} :

&'

Nhetten and BOje (1980) assessed the rel1ab111ty and o

va11d1ty of these scales. . , é - E

Y

Dewar Whetter and Boge (l980) took the Alkeh and Hage .

data and’ data collected by Whetten 1n l973 and assessed the

z

rellablllty of the centrallzatlon scale us1ng the Cronbach

.alpha Goefflclent (Nunnally, 1979) They'then determlned

the,convergenﬁ and dlscr1m1nant valldlty by examining - medlan SN

' interitem correlat1ons. Cronbach %ipha rellablllty

i'coeff1c1ents for both the central1zat10n—part1c1pat10n and

central1zat10n—h1erarchy scales were very good 1n all data
sets (a = 81— 95 for centralIzatlon—part1c1pat10n scale,,

70— 96 for centrallzatlon-hlerarchy scale) Convergent

, '
.

'u'fand dlscr1m1nant va11d1ty were also falrly hlgh, although e e

'Y

the | authors.suggest thatjgel1ab111ty and.valldlty-could be

_1mproved by ellmlnat1on of 1ncons1stent referents (some '

v,

" items usel"I"  some "we"' 'a’ person” "the organlzatlon" and L

SO On). " . . .‘ ’ ‘.




e

-in - the Eixmm.

e .constructed an ‘index based on who made - h1r1ng, supply

In addltlon, seven of the items do not
spec1fy a referent. . Because of e
inconsistencies, the questlons could T
" have-.heen 1nterpreted to refer to a.
single person, a’'work group, a :
department, or the entire orgdnization.
This is, of course, a serious probl -
if the orgamzatmn is the .unit of -
analysis and persons are used as
informants to describe its properues
(Dewar, Whetten and Boije, 1980 124).,

‘
«

~

The. dlfflculty with using ‘the Hage and A1ken
central1zat10n-part1c1pat10n s\cale as noted by Dewar, et.,”

al., is partlcularly relevant to thls study. -Because of

1nCon51sten01es in referents, SC /res would depend on who the “

) respondents are. In th1s study, gne respondent fran eachr

firm. was at the strategm-level the other at the
U

1mp1ementat10n level @nconmstencles in referents would

cause serlous probfems in determmlng dec1s1on—mak1ng power

4
E

. Moch and Morse (19'.77)' used a key informant type of '

' . ?’ ’ ’ o, - ’ ! - . . B
methodology to-measure centralization by constructing .an-

¥

mdex based on responses from two hospltal offlcers.' They

.

cqu1$1t1on, and eqmpment purchasmg dec1$1ons. ngh .

\

'scores were glvennto orgamzatlons where key mformants

reported that all dec151ons were made by the hospltal board,

low where dec131 ns. were made by heads of medlcal

’ 'departments. Zmud (1982) followed a s1m1lar approach bj

TR

-

"sumnmg responses ,1nd1cat1ng the locatlon of dec131on : \

>y




e
4

responsibiltiy' for eight ccmnon\'aét-iv‘ities‘. ’I‘his_ approach

¢ .

was adapted here. -

\.I,n th'is ’re'search, @dtraliiatidn'wa's’measured by'n

suming responses indicating thevloeation_ (sales reps,
'distr-ict/reéional sales"managers, natienal sales mar)ager' ot

B v-'ice—pres‘ident'; -pre'sident\ or head office) of decision
-re‘sponsibi“iti‘ty for five coammon activities: decisions about

product price, hi'r—incj, tune allocation, quotas, and

perfomance'criter«ia. The five questlons used are, nunbered'.

43 t;hrough 47 in the questlonnalre.
C:gg" lexity . » R ‘ =

Two dlmensmns of complex1ty - division of. labour in

. the salesforce, and d1fferent1at10n of the sales
' orgamzatlon were measured m a manner con51stent w1ih
measures used by Beyer ard ’I‘rlce (1979). DlVlSlOn of labour

','was measured by tbe _humber of ]Ob titles in. the salesforce,

‘

: dlfferentlatlon was’ measured by the number of su,bunlts. The

P

thlrd dlmensmn of canplex1ty, professmnallsm is usually

measured by 1tens md1cat1ng ‘the . educatlon and professmnal .
act1v1t1es of organlzatlon members. 'Ihe or1gmal 1nterv1ew ,

schedule deVeloped for thls study included such a measure. .

However dua to unsuccessful pretest results, the measure
-'was dropped Key 1nformants found 1t d1ff1cult to report on’

educa’clon and professmnal act1v1t1es for the salesforces

: 1nvolved. QuestJ.ons 6, 8 and 9 were uSed to measure

= V ; /
. ,
. e .
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' procedures. The' Beyer ‘and ’I‘r1ce (1979) approach was to ask

P

PR

R N 22 . - ot - B
N T .

divxsmn of labour and questlons 3 and i measured - 87 !
dlfferentlatmn. o o
Formalization

: -5; -,

\9{5 &

_‘ o The - degree of formallzatlon has been measured m a

number of ways rangmg fran Inkson et.al.'s (1970) simple’

‘ count of the mmber of spec1f1c role—defvpmg docunents) to
Hage az;i Dewar s (1973) five questlons on extent of job
- .codifications and rules.‘ Implicit in most conceptions of |

_forrnaIization is the presence of written rules and

key mformants to report on ‘the extent of rules and

g

regulatlons in. the1r subumts. Zmud (1982) presented a llst

of tasks to responden‘ts, and counted the tasks, on that list

: for whlch 1nformants 1nd1cated that- standards ex1sted 'rhis

4

~approach was adopted here. Fofmallzatlon was' measured by

(1) tHe existénce of a wrltten.sa_les manual (score 2 if a B S

detailed written sales manual ex"iste'd‘, 1 ’if‘sal\es ‘manual . is -

. 'very gelmeral 0-if no sales, manual exi’sted)" (2) the extent "

of- wr1tten guldelmes for four sales tasks (count 1 1f '

Agu1de11nes ex:.sted for each of the -tasks) ~Quest1ons 41 and

42 1n “the 1nterv1ew schedule were used for th1s measure.
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" the recall problen as much as

_multiple ‘key inf_ormants was

' objectNely as poss1ble.

: appeared xo haVe the des1red effect as ,it was’ not unconmon

. I Managenent Support 'Variable_s

b

-

Management support of change and managehent support of;

',telemarketlng were probably the most dlfficult constructs to
Ameasure in the study. Interest is on support at the t1me of
' adoptlon or just before adoptlon' thls requ1red recall on-

" the part of* respondents\. Because these var1ables are

'thOught to be very \1mportant in affectlng the unplenentatlon

of the mnovatmn, measures were developed to- try to of;fset

ssmle. Firstly, use of

attempt to increase

- rel'iabi"lity; 4As well, ques iohs were’ formulated 'as’, -

- whether then: orgamzat‘ons had a hxstory of adoptmg new .

Asales practlces. It i/s assunéd that a hlstorx og adoptmg

' attitudes toward change on the part of'managenent.- Others -

who haVe used key mformant methodology (Phllhps, 1981)

. have stressed the advantages of - askmg fairly objectlve

quest1ons to 1ncrease rellabllty and val1d1ty of key

' 1nformant reports.,’ Thlrdly, the entn:e questlonnalre was -

structured to reconstruct the- entlre ‘time sequence. Sectlon

about telemarketmg and go back to the tune before 1ts

k adoptmn. The second sectmn ‘dealt w1th telemarketmg

.,adoptzon and events concerning first use, 'I'hls procedure

For exanple, mgormants were asked .

is a behavmural reflectmn of pos1t1ve '

)

,one asked respondents to forget how theyg currently felt -

\4. “

.

88 __
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S A

how -they. had felt at ‘the time of adoption,

" Support of Changeh"u o .

3

- . for chapge.

’

fdi:“respmdents to prefaee their: answers with a comhent to

Al -

- the-eﬁfeot. that their current attitudes .werﬂe different than”

2
o

K . ) v ’
- R ‘ o

.év

" Two measures of att1tudes t:oward change (a) the l}a.ge‘

and Dewar (1973) 1ndex of values favorable toward change and -

(b) . the Tnmbo (1961) measure of- employee attltudes toward

I

. work-related change were’ found 1n-.the.‘11terature. Ne1ther

!

scale 1s appropnate to the telephone 1nterv1ew s1tuat10n or

t

the purpose of this study.ﬁ\,

'I\vo quest1ons - 10 and llifasked managanent to..

P

evaluate thelr old sellmg ways: and descrlbe tbe1r need for

1

change at rthé t1me they adopted telemarketl‘ng As well, an

Evan and Black (1980) measuré was adapted (questlon ‘48) .

whlch measured the sales urut‘s past support for and past“ )

behavxour ip acﬁptmg mnovatwe sales practn:es. Lastly m

questlon 12, 1nformants wer‘e asked to rate the extent of

Rsupport of change zmong the sales reps. Itens 10 ll «and -

48 were smmed to glve an overall measure of managenent
IS
support for. qhange; Quest;on 12 measured sales rep support_

, Rl PR

89
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Support of Telemarketing . .. . . Sl

Mahagement: shpport of teléharketing was. measired by
. / b _—
" four items - questlons 13, 14, 16, and 20 These questions

asked 1r1formant—é to report managenent cost/beneflt
-evaluatlons of telenarketmg, managenent evaluatmns of the
effect of telemarketlng on’ customer relatlonshlps, and .
VOVerall support for telemarketlng by managenent at the t1me
,Of adopt1on. ~ (Note that 1n the questlonnalre, the nature of
“the seven pomt scale is explalned for respondbnts) .

' addltlonal items (questlons 15 and 17) speclflcally measured
sales rep'support of . telemarketlng. 'I‘hese questions asked
informants to report' sales representatxves appralsals of

1

“the effect of telemarketing on custcmer relat1onsh1ps ard

f1t evaluations. Scores: yere sum'led to get overall

S

wasutes  of management and sales rep support of

¢

telemarketing, ' -

Innovation-Implementation Variables. . e

.o . B . 1 R
. . . “r )] . :
. . by

szberg (1979) developed a questlonnalre to measure
the quallty of the unplementatlon process for nnplementmg
_'MIS progts. 'I‘o develop the quest10nna1re, he extracted a

o list of the 1ssues requlrmg resolutlon from the, planned

S change 11terature then constructed an - 15%trunent c:omposed of

7l xtens measurmg these 1ssues. Respondents were asked to
i descnbe how well each item’ described change in’ the1r

| Orgamzatmn. E‘or each respondent,,:ar score .wasf’calculated' A
. o

-



o
\)

~ been too long to include in-a mail out questionnaire.

"=~ resolvé the issue from that for.which favorable issue. .

IS

» resolutiOn. was’ indicated.

by subtracting the 'huinbe‘r of items- for which a failure to

A 71 item instrument was too long
to utilize in’a telephone.interview. It would even have -

- A :

. - shorter 40 iten version was pre—testeg \but respondents found

: the items dlfflcult to understand and the 7 pomt scale used

* successful change was. used,

‘ .goals and plans for the 1nno€lat10n, (2) makmg certam that

'the target has the ablllty and motlvatlon to carry out the

v

by szberg too dlfflcult. However, the original 1dea of

selectmg 1tems -to correspond to 1ssues involved in

Four general 1ssges appear nnportant from “the change

'theory l1terature and the szberg study (l) estabhshmg

change, (3) dla.gnosing and dealmg w1th re51stance to

.’change, and (4) evaluatmg the change.

’ "developed plans for telenarketmg, they were. asked whether ,

'these 1ssues experlence a hlgher quallty of 1mplementatzon

_than firms who-do not.

-

f
‘.

The theory suggests that canpames who resolve eaph of

'I\velve 1tems were scored and §mmed
to_reflect the pioces's. Lo ,' S

To measure whether ccmpames had set goals and

A

: ‘several statements (questlons 21 and 26) wené true ,for thelr -

) orgam zatlon.

For each 1'cem, a score* of Zero was: a551gned~ -

- ',to false ans’%ers,z qne to true_answers. szb measure whether

t

T : [ . LS . K —‘. . ’ . ‘ . ' o ¢

oo



rnanagenent had ens\ured tha't the tar'get". ij'roup was motivated

iand able to carry: out the change‘;, four ifems (35, 37a, 37b,
and 38) were used. 'I’ne orgamzat1on scored zero if no -
- 7 tra1n1ng or only on the job trammg was g1ven. One was

s assigned to companies’ using Phone Power semlnars only, and’
p o Zero was a551gned to campanies wno d1d not expl1c1tly

performance. Zero was assigned to campanies that did not

utilize an incentive pay system for. telanarketing
representatives'.- éero‘was' *assigned to companies that did
not set up scme sort of. spec1al or dedlcated fac111ty or -
arrangement‘for telenarketln;; reps to do thelr ‘work, one to.
companles that did. l_E‘lye items (22, 23, 24, 25,. 40)
'measnred wheth‘er. tbey had diag‘nosedt ‘and handled resistance
; - - ) to charfge. For 1tens 22 and 23, a true response 1ndlcated
‘lack of dxagno51s of p0551ble resistance to change. 'Prue -

£

. responses scored zero and false responses, one, _True,

responses in items 24 and 25 are mdlca‘tlve of planning for

resistance‘ and ‘s'core one. Ccmpames experlencmg re51stance
t . -

who took no steps to overcamne 1t, scored zero; ccmpames
. f that took pos1t1ve steps, scored one,’ Evaluat;on was

measured by questlon 27. Companl‘es that ‘had done' an-

0

3
“

/: . sc‘ored zero. ’Ihe overall measure is heav1ly welghted to

. -handlmg resistance to cpange because thlS aspect of the

) change process has been judged as 50. 1mportant 1n the

VR K “ <

two to ccmpanles who have speclal company prov1ded training. o

measure performance of telenarketmg act1v1t1es in assessing

3

evaluatlon of telemarketmg scored one, those.. that had not
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Innovation-Organization Match Variables -

Cere Application
Yin (1978) suggested that.an innovation‘cosered a core
applioation'if;it displaced sane.existing function ;n the =<° =
L - organtzétion. Bebause-thislconeept offers a high bractical . .
, o potential for recanhendations'to-both adopters and marketers
of telémarketing, this,stud§ operationslized'core=

application in a variety of ways.‘ The conceptual definition

. suggested two possible ‘measurements, both aré used in the

present research. o0
Thefexisting core function of .a salesforce is

prﬁnarily to sell'and naintain accounts. The”tasks ' o

assoc1ated w1th this functlon are tradltlonally carried out .

s ;bY fleld sales reps, in 1ndustr1al firms. The flrst approach Lo i

<
to measurmg how much the mnovatmn is usai for core

[N

appllcatlons is snnply to measure the extent of change in

il

'work routlnes.of out51de sales reps If the innovation

dlsplaces work prev1ously done by the out51de sales force,

Lt.;s covering a core application. Questlon 31 was the

~ first measure of core application.

The second approach to measur1ng the extent to wh1ch o f,

the telenarketlng 1nnovat10n lS used for core appllcatlons

is to count the proportlon of core appllcat1on ‘tasks that




are performedAviafteieﬁarketing. The is;ue hére is to-

' élas:sify tasks as .core application -tééks and non-core
applicati.qn tasks. Each task in tlf;e per‘slonal Selling
process could be Ac’onsider,ed a cote ‘task of the sélésforcé.
Therefore, if ,telenarkéting is uséd for tb,es:e'task‘s after
adoption, 'i‘t"has displaced an existing function. The number
' of these tasks that are per formed via telen;\rlgeting is a
‘measure of extent to which co;e';s,elling tasks have beeh )
displééed by telemarketing. This measure of _c?ﬂe
application was calculated from question 28 .

. 4
Campatibility

Compatibility is a measure of héwponsistent or
similar ﬁelaﬂarketing is‘to’ past selling plrac.tihces and
routines. Telemarketing is more campatible tol fir:msAv.that‘ |
(1) had an inside ol:der desk prior to Eelemarketing A
adoption, Aand' (2)- repoftéd .hiA'gher use of the telephone in -
selling ﬂpribz:' to"telema:rketing adop,t.ion.', A cm.:patipility;
:'scale wa's constructed' "fran. questi.ops’3', 5, and -28‘.~ . V

. Camganies with no inside order desk scored 1, those with an

inside order desk, 7. '‘Question 28 wés:'tlised; to calculét'e\" '
wﬁet%ei: the. teléﬁhone -v'vas'\gi:vén'as first mention for how a
“sel‘l‘ing taék was performed pr’ié'r 'té,'adopting te;anarketiné. '
’ Zeio‘ was assigned. o flI‘mS reporting no .fig.;st mention. of

telephqne as the mérthod for perfbmiing" anywtask, ‘4 was.‘

assigned to fimis giving one first mention to :‘the_‘teléphohe .

and 7 to firms reporting that the telephone had been the -

7 -

’ 9.'4.;\ .

ne-imed
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method for performing-two or more_ tasks. The ccmpatlblllty . h

®

. scale was constructed by sunnlng all three 1tems.

" The Success "Variable

3

Sales management reseatchers have long faced the”

[l

. problem of measurlng performance of individual sales reps.

v

Generally, some measure of hard perfo fance numbers is

consioered ideal - for example}nSal‘s or profit. The

“ prohlam wlth this measore is that it does not accouht for
differences in terrltory potentlal and workload.liss Cravens o
and WoodrufE (1973 242) argie: T '

. b
. I .
L +

Slnce the salesman is only one of many factors-

1nfluenc1ng sales volume or ‘sales-based ratios

measure sales territory performance rather than -

salesman performance unless standards are ) E s

-adjusted for factors beyond the salesman s
control ' <

T
\

~ Similar problens occur in trying to ineasure performance of .
telenarketiné by measuring‘sales attributable to it. "An :
: add1t10nal problem is ‘the dlfflculty of obtalnlng data from
firms on- 1ncranental sales attrlbutable to the telemarketmg
ﬂfunctlon. Telemarketlng is often a sales support functlon
.and it becanes very dlfflcult to clann that any 1ncrenent 1n

sales 1s a direct result of telenarketlng. o

. Other cammon measures (Steers, 1975) have obv1ous ’
L 1;411m1tat10ns. (a) product1v1ty or eff1c1ency suffers fran

| the problem of getting accurate data and measurlng

~ ﬁf7, ,"efflclency;.(b) enployee sat1Sfact1on‘1s just one aspect of. -
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-

-benaVIOurél measures, (4)_contlnuapce/dlscent1nuaufep and - ‘ : T{

. 0w

. " B . .S - . .
~ Perceptions of Success.of Telemarketing . - ’ s e

ST, - . - - - ?

_'. o L ' o ' 'f :‘ .
< ST 1 e

e e

?performahce and .may not be a‘kej‘oue;'(c)°pr0fit doesn't

. .Kake:. account ofy varying company situations and varying goals S,

-

a:for telenarketiug; arid kd);turnover or absenteeism data -

-~

agaln measures only one small aspect of what most would

-~
‘=

<

te o . -~

con51der performance. ’ T e I - N

The major dependent'variable - success of

o ) R * . .
telenarketlng unplenentatlon was measured in flve ways;§ . ' i

- o

Thr rce tual measures. (1) perceptlons of success, (2)
goal*attainnent, (3). evaluatlons of whether the use of - - ,

AN - . ) ’ .
telenarketlng has 1ncreased or decreased, and - two

P’

> - - v K . e _ ’
(5) routinization were used, : ‘ . : ’ R S
. '/-— . .' ] - . . ) . - o

. N
— k%

N R : . P . . ) - - «

- -Measuring success,through perceptions of success has . :

beeﬁ}ah approach adopted. by those who have researched new

_ product success. (Cooper, 1979a 1979b) ‘and those .who've tried SRR

tb measure success - of OR/MS 1mplenentat10ns (Glnzberg, 1979, S - o

Zand ard Sorenson,-1975)., Cooper. (1979) asked managers to

ldentlfy two ventures - one a commerc1al success, the other

. a cqnnerc1al fallure. Success was évaluated by canparlng a

product s profltablllty w1th some mlnlmun acceptable’

ot —

-

profltablllty for t?at type of vénture. In OR/MS studles, a

© - . ~

‘conmgg measure of success of lmplementatlon is user

: satisfactlon,wrthAthe s§stem-(G1nzberg, 1978). . . .

In this study; each inforhant was askeélto'rate . |

v . . . ‘ . -~
L} . . . ’ . .
. . .

I - : ‘ ’ 4

L e - P . ;.



" appropriate criteria applicable’ to ‘all telemarketing T

‘list of posslble tasks with whlch the telemarketlng

‘ ‘. - . ‘ - X . . .o
» B ! . R ’ s 0 n -
- + i v .o . , o
“ . , i " . B . ' LA . .
. . . "
A . .. L .. . B N . . . , »
‘ . ©o <. R
R .

overall success for his/her organization (cuestion 49). °

Goal Attaimment'

~~The extent of achievement bf goals has been a: fairly
caunon meth:? for measuring organlzatlonal effectlveness ) .

(Cunnlngham, 1977; Gooaman and Pennings, 1977) Relmann s . ’ -

.(1982) longltudlnal study of 20 manufacturlng organlzatlonS‘

'found that managers evaluatlons‘of how well their .

organizations were performing along eight criteria were . -~
accurate predictors of actual performance over the next 9,
years.

a

s e

Two approaches3té goal. attainment evaluation Qere_

possible. The firstfapproach.waslto ask_qrganizations'to’
specify. their goals for -a Drdject,,tnen ask ‘for athaisals ‘ SR

f.

" relative to eacﬁ goaf' “The problen w1th tiis approach is . . .if_ '

the 1nab111ty or at least dlfficulty of most organlzatlons
to clearly spec1fy thelr goals (Cunnlngham, 1975). A secord

approach was to pre—spec1fy criteria- and ask for evaluations

‘q§=ea¢h of Ehese4 uThe_problén‘hexeiis to specify.- o \\; o A

applicafions.

- The approach taken in' this researcb was to prov1de a . 'AI'

operatlon coula be é\\tged Repgpndents were aSkec to e ”T: o
select tasks perfonned by telenarketlng reps ‘in thfii//////;/,?/////

3 . ! — N . . ’
o :
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,

oryanization from this list.- Then each.iespondent was ‘askad

to indicate the guccéss.df_the\telanarketing'daif‘j
pérfqrminé sach t$§k (quéstiQn;28). Thevmeaﬁ‘éf_
L I . . -
evaluations mea§ured goal'attQinnenf. :
Telemarketing Increaée/Deprgase‘Evaluation -

..
N v

The innovation adoption litératﬁre suggests that
discontinuan;e may ﬁollowithe édbéﬁibn'dgcisgbngiiithe uéér L
is not successful witﬁ the innovatian;'~F;; instance, a firm
may aaopt telemafkeﬁing at éimeklifor purposes A and B, At

time two, that £im might decrease the Staff allocated tb

telemarketing or alternatively, it 'might increase staff:’ e

e -\/ . . e
Increase - Maintain © .-Decrease © _Discontinue” .
Telenarketing Telemarketing - Telamarketing Telemarketing .~ . -+ - ~— .
Operation " Operation at Operation. Entirely 2
. Since. Time ~ Same Level As . 'Since.Time.

Of First. - Time of Firxst - of First- =~ - . - I
. Implementation. Implementation. ~ Implementation. S
- . i

Poigts'élénd B are‘cgﬁsiﬁézed to be indicators of increase.
and/oi cbntibuapéé, C and D of deéréaée or discantinﬁanée{\
In thié-résearch) discontinuance or dééfeasé,is Seen‘asfa
stfong_iﬁdicétibn §f~failure of khe'iﬁnbﬁétion Sndj

 continuance or increase as an~indication of its .Success.

e difﬁ}gufggiis that discontinuance or decrease

cbuld 66CUr'if‘ajfirm'discoVers'that the innovationvyas'not"‘” e

L4

¢

‘an"appropriate one for it.. However, aL% firms in the sample o

.

L’ ‘ o . o . \ . )
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' Continuance/Discontinuance

L. .
\

that had dlscontlnued telemarketlng had used ‘it for a

-
minimum ‘of sxx months.. It was thought that most flrms who

had made ‘a re]ectlon decision because the 1nnovat10n was not

an approprlate one for them,’ would have discontinued after

- the 1n1t1a1 three month contract perlod; although, there is

probably some noise in this measure. B

- For. the third. perceptual measure of success,
6 .

‘respordents were asked to report whether use had iucréased

£

"or. decreased in the1r organlzatlon ‘since they flrst adopted

it (questlon 34).

IS

<, .. - N

The same log1c developed in the. th1rd measure is’

applled here - salesforces experlenc1ng success are llkely

Tt

- to increase or at least contlnue telemarketlng use since the

.time of flrst adoptlon, those experlenc1ng less success

the third measure, th1s measure is a behav1oral one -_»»~'

.

measur1ng whether the actual number of telemarket1ng sales

9

32 and 33).

Routinization. . = .

Y1n (1979) deflned rout1n1zatlon as the’ process by

s " N

which new practlces become 1ntegra1 parts: of organlzatlons.

' when an 1nnovat1on,has beécame ‘so well 1ntegrated/4nto the

' would d1scont1nue or decrease 1ts use. Although sxmllar to

. reps 1ncreased decreased, or was reduced to zero (quest1ons

‘99



T T 100
,organlzatlon that 1t really is no. longer seen as an’ ‘

[

\1nnovat10n, this is the ultnnate 1n success ~of that-
innovatlon. In his study, the-degree-of routinization‘of 19
1nnovat10ns was summarlzed in terms of a routlnlzatlon\

- ‘,;score, based on the nunber of condltlons Jout of ten) ) - C£>.

achleved by each 1nnovat10n.

’ - L. B < e E
Critical aspects of routlnlzatlon are contlnued
‘operation of the 1nnovat10n at a meanlngful level and
- evidence that it has been 1ntegrated into the organlzatlonal

‘f_’ " system, In thls study, rout1n1zat10n was measured by four

rtems; o o o . S

(l) presence of telenarketlng reps now (questlon 33), o IR

(2) presence of a superv1sor for the telemarketlng staff
- i (questlon 33) N ’ o ;

- (3) presence of a manual té guide- telenarketlng -

- representatlves (questlon 39), and - B ' :. S ‘ o

“1

(4)lte1emarket1ng deflned as a major part of.

~

employee s ]obs (questlon 36)

o ¢

‘( , i >"- ‘ Lastly the control vargable, 51ze, was measured by the

~—~ : fnunber of canpany employees and company sales. The-

'\:::_ " o

' telemarketlng adoptlon date was measured as the date the . TR
] . - l'l" R "__ f\
- :ﬂ}'fzrm bought the Phone Power : pr09ran frqn Bell. Data for -

Coaan

..

*

. ’_.t‘,both these varlables was obtalned from Telecom Canada i;

records dlscussed earller. - .

'
7
b
° . .
o ‘ .
.



" This chapter has outlined the. steps’ follo ed in : N
-operationalizing "the r{:qd'el,.construc_:ts; and -in col ting .the
data, -Data analysis procedures, and. statistical results i
obtained .frém testing” the research model are reported in
_ Chapter 4. The initial model-is examined, evaluated. and -
revised. - L wp - he
. ® A i -
N - . i - - v 3 ,
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" CHAPTER 4 - 'DATA ,ANALYS‘,IS AND FINDINGS | ©o-

e . Structural equatlon modellné as 1mplenented by the
canpute,r program LISREL (Joreskog and Sorbcm, 1983) was used V

to test statlstlcally the proposed hypotheses and estlmate .

'the model Before presentmg the detalled equatlons used tot-

estlmate the- LISREL model ' 1t 1s helpful (a) to present

r—;/

g

- the LISREL model in dlagramnatlc form ‘and outlme why a

) causal modelmg techmque was used, (b) to descrlbe how

seVeral key meaSurenent 1ssues were harﬂled , and {c¢) to

brlefly descrlbe‘ the sample and 1nd1cator‘ varlabl-es.'

Followmg these .three sectlons, the measuranent and .

_,structural equatlons are presented LISREL analy51s "

procedures are’ outllned ard results are glven. Lastly .

: 1mprovements to the initial. mgiel are made and the rev1sed

€ N PR

,model-. is presented. :

M
T

o The LISREL Pathl Di’aéram

LISREL is only one of several routmes for parameter

- _.estlmatlon in coVarlance structure analy51s, but 1t has been

' the latent varlables

vval:lables used to measu

the most frequently used in marketlng (Fornell 1983) ..

Flgure 4,1 1llustrates the. full LISREL model 1ncorporat1ng

' ram Flgure 2, 2 and the 1nd1cator

: them.__ (Fo owmg Joreskog and

) Sorbcm' (1983) Squares are: used to r esent observed

var1ables and c1rc1es to represent latent unobserved

: ,"constructs)_.' In employlng causal modehng, the objectlve 1s

102
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: 5“ resolutlon of 1mplenentat10n 1ssues (SRI and” IRI).

L cons1stent with this modelg,

3

to hypothe31ze a measurerrent 'model lmkmg mdlcator ‘

var1ables to latent varlables, and a partlcular cause—effect

4

pattern of relatlons between the latent varlables.

researcher determ1nes whether the correlatlons obtalned

among the 1nd1cator varlables (calculated from the data) are

A total of 34 1nd1cator varlables were used to -
estlmate the model For example, the résolution of
{

i nnplementatlon 1ssues scale was.. adm1nlstered to both

strateglc‘and 1mplenenter key 1nformants;s Thls yrelded tWO'ac

varlables or. 1n81cators - a strateglc measure of resolutlon

..of 1mplenentatlon 1ssues and an nnplenenter measure of-.

As can

be seen fran Flgure 4 l ‘there are ten 1nd1cators of success

(labelled SUC), four of core use (labelled CUI) and two

1nd1cators for each of the other nlne constructs., These

1nd1cator varlables are all descrlbed in Chapter 3
R '

To ‘assist in- read1ng the flgures, the key for the

abbrev1at10ns used for all constructs 1s g1ven below (n

varlables are.rlsted flrst, followed by the E varlables)

b3

'MST A'management support of telenarketlng

Then the‘f~

. soe

©ocul

RII = resoluthg of. nnplenentatlon issues
RST »;sales representatlves support of telenarketlng
- 'success ) Co- S L
. -CEN - cemtralization = - .- S st
FOR -~ formalization ‘ o
DIF = differentiation - .o .
. DIV  division of labour . = e
~ core use of the ingovation . S e e




S

’ :MSI - management support of 1nn0vat10n

all 1nd1cator varlables is:

RSI - sales representatives' support of 1nnovatxoh

Z'COMP -‘compatlblllty

The conventlon adopted herE!was to aff1x the letter s

\

4 'to the beglnn1ng of all strateglc measures and the letter I

-

. ko all 1mplenenter measures. For example, SRI and IRI refer"
;to the strateglc and nnpla'nenter measures of the resolutlon

of 1mp1ementat10n 1ssues construct respect1vely, Sos and IOS

refer to the strateglc and unpleﬂwmté& measures of overall
a2

success, and S0 on. The key for tﬁefabbrev1at10ns used for

"‘iMST - managenent support of telemarketlng a I'. O
“RI. - ‘resolution of nnplenentatlon issues ' '

RST - sales representatlves support of telemarketlng

..0S -~ overall success s : ol

MS - mean goal success =

CT = increase or decrease in nunber of telemarketlng reps
AC - views. about whether the use of telenarket1ng had -

- increased -or decreaseq '

- routinization -

RN P »_“ h LN
'CE - centralization- = . . TEE e

,-‘formal1zatlon

.DIV' - division of labour - . - .. ‘1 . P
DIF - differentiation : - = . * C T T
ACT - rumber of core tasks for whlch telenarketlng was ‘used
RCH - extent of: change in work routines of - outs1de reps )

'MSI - management support . of innovation .. - o L
RSI. - reps' support of innovation - LT ’\ P

oM — s oL _

~ campatibility .-

"‘}l N

Kxd
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- Why Use a Causal Modeling Technique?

The model formulated-for thevstudy (although grounded‘
Tin_a strong reseaggp tradition) is fairly exploratoryland
one could argue.that'a causal modellnq technioue (as: |
) hnplenented by LISREL) is being used somewhat'prenaturely.
. y i

However, there are three major offsetting advantages for

using the LISREL technlque.

The prlmary advantage of LISREL over a standard path
or . regre551on ana&y51s in the present study, is its power in
analyzing a model with multlple 1nd1cators of the latent

- varlables. LISREL prov1des "the most camplete solutlon to

- ~

' the estlmatlon problem of structural models" (Kenny, 1979,
-162), partlcularly where the research involves testlng a
causal model in whlch it is assumed that the latent

vvar1ables cannot be measured perfectly.~ Path analysis’ is A

predlcated upon three major assunptlons.- (1) the variables
\ -

are measured w1thout error, (2) the re51duals are not

' correlated and (3) the causal model 1§trecur51ve. These

assunpt1ons are rarely met, espe01ally 1n nonexperlmental

¢ - -~

B -~ ™~
’ soc1al sc1ence research. A ba51c assunptlon of thrs e
T Cwesg L ““‘,\\\\ .
researcher 1s that perfect measurenent ofxnaly constructs . ‘\é§§¥\\\
, uSed in marketing research is not p0551ble.. In partlcular, ' S

.
e

perfect.’ measurement of the constructs in, thlS research model

-was not likely to be ach1eved by any one‘means.' (In th1s

. .

study, as descrlbed above, at least two measures were

obtalnedafor each~construct) Although thlS assunptlon may

b A
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appear to ber a truism, it represents a major departure frqn

many pdst studles,ln wh;ch constructs were assumed to be

'perfectly operationalized by the indicators designed to- .

measure them.,

~vSer':ond', as Kenny (l979)‘has argued, one cammonly
accepted approachito@ard establishing'useful caosal
relations involVes‘careful-study~oficross—sectionalh
relationshlps exactly as proposed here.l~The’technique of
causal modeling forces the researcher to'specify

relationships and assumptions clearly.z‘In the logical chain

of this research stream, Cross sectlonal type of research

1'would be fpllowed by tlme-lagged studles and then

.experlments wheﬁe causal varlables are manlpulated S0 that

Ed

greater confldence_can be placed 1nvthe causal aspect of the

) flndlngs. A(The,other major approach‘suggests that-causal.

~

relationships, should first be tested under experimental
conditjons to see whether they exist at all. Ahis approach

iS'less appropriate for the current nodelias'it would he

very difficult to design an experiment td test it).

]

Thlrd because the theory surroundmg each individual
varlable in the model was falrly well developed (the overall

canblnatlon of the constructs 1nto the>model was new) , it

- was dec1ded that the theory development 3ust1f1ed the use of

LISREL. Precedents 1n'u51ng LISREL to analyze theory at a

.‘ccn@arable stage of developnent were ! provzded by Phllllps

(1982) who;analyzed 1nter—f1rm power relatlonshrps-ln

s
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- marketing planning. ‘ - :

. alternatives for handling this reduction. In the Phillips

the effects of organization structure and credibility on

4

Measurement Issues

Number of Key Informants Interviewed

» o

"In ’rejecting the assumption of perfect measurement of

ER

model constructs, an Jmportant goal of the thesis was to

obtam at Least two measures (two key mformant reports) of

each_construct in the research model. Specifically, at

.least one strategic informant méasure and one implementer

£

informant measure was.sought.

| Y
marketing channels, and John.and Martin (1984) who looked at

~

Useable interviews were Completed with one hundred and

thirty-nine canpanieé’. of these, four informants were

1nterv1ewed in three ccmpanles, three mformants were

'1nterv1ewed~ in seven, two in one hundred ,- and one in

tv:entyl—nine. All canpanles mere two or more mformants

-.were mtervuawed y1elded suff1c1ent data to estimate the,

LISREL model. The twenty—mne‘ccmpames with only one key

N ) - ) S
informant were excluded fram the present analysis because .

¢

insufficient measures were obtained.

Data. reduction was necessary (to achieve consistency

‘,'ac'ross the sample) for czznp&;nies where( three and four"®

. informants were obtained. There are two reasonable

108
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'(l9al) tradition, responses could be averaged so that a- mean

strateg1c response and/or a mean unplenenter response are
analyzed. "In this reSearch ‘the researcher elnnlnated third

. N

and fourth 1nterv1ews 'S0 that only two 1nformants were

. . o
analyzed for‘eyery case. Two criteria for elnnlnatlng and
retaining respondents were used: (1) participation in the

adoption decision and (2);length of time with the company.

§ To 1llustrate how these criteria were-applied, consider a
. three informant cocmpany with tWo.hnplementer respohses. In
cbOOsing wnich respordent. to retain, thelresearoher first - S ’

'.determlned whether ‘the responoent had part1c1patea in the
- ' 1nnovat10n adoptlon decision. Thls crlterlon was applled 1n
1? , . selecting key—lnformants but:occasionally a key informant T,
‘was. recqnnended who - had not been 1nvolved in the aooptlon.

P
ol

decision - for example, a'telemarketlng manager

' Q(ﬁnplenenterl who was ndt-WitH the campany when. the adoption.
decision was made. A respondent who nad participated was
R o LN - T B . g . . -

retained in favor of oné who.had’nOt. In cases when both
'had or had not part1c1pated in the dec151on, the respondent
wno had been w1th the canpany for tne longest perlod of tlme'.'

. was retalned. These decision rulesfwere designed to result

’,

- " ’in the most knowledgableApersonsvbeing utilized as

.

informants. .This apprOach maKes sense in v1ew of Phllllps
(1982) recannendatlon that researcbers exerc1se great care T b
and expend con51derable effort in ch0051ng tne most

knowledgable key informants’ p0531ble.'- ff
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thlch follow are based on E&d key 1nformant reports for llO

. analysis was oone for scales cqnposed of- dlcnotomous items

. e . L / , 11 () <o
. AN ' _* ..4‘" - B -'--‘ oo LS L .

In summary, - tne analys1s, flndlngs and conclu81ons

- __‘___\ﬁ_

. f . } v . »,
canpanles. - ~

Reliability of Measures ¥

As -the initial step inereliability analysis, the
’Ameasures in. the stddy wnich_consisted of scales. constructed" .
'from-multlple leert scdle 1tens were assessed for o ' ’ <
unolmen51onallty.f (As deséribed 1n Chapter 3A“/pé'major1ty
'of constructs were not measured in, thls fasnlon)
cronbach s aloha was estimated for»eacn scale and Jtems were
Qdéleted if they detracted fran the internal consistency. KR
e

(Churcnlll\~l979, Nunnally, l978, Peter, . 1979).‘

e gsults of this analysis are given in Table.4.l.

Three of he f1ve scales yleloed cceptable’alphas as -

3 orlglnally fonnulatea. Alphas in ath the strateglc and

unplenenter scales measurlng sales rep supportvof
telemarketlng and formallzatlon were partlcularly hlgn. The‘

measures of managenent support for 1nnovat10n and management

support for telemarketlng oeserve speclal<cannent.




Table 4.1
~Scale Internal Consistency Analysis

%

. Scale ;_. _ Number of Nunber of | - Alpha )
: L .« Items‘In Items After 'Strateglc Imple-
T : Original  Analysis \ menter
Interview . -
SR (l) Centrallzatlon 5. 5. ) .65 \ N
e (2) Managenent B »1 o ‘\\\\;\\
. support = = 3 1 - . R
for change - i = o .
(3) Management vy 7 1
.support ‘ R : R
for telemarket1ng _ - o T e
. - ,'r.// ) N - '
(4) Reps support “for "2 ‘ 2 . -, 88 - .86

. telémarketing

' (5) Formalization = 6 6 \a\ .85

‘The reliahility‘analysis on ‘both management support

., for changehand.mahagementASUPport'for telemarketing'

suggested that two dlmen51ons were present in each scale

,,\‘

(1.e. ‘the alpha after deletlng partlcular ltems 1ncreased Y

51gn1f1cantly and 1tem—toéal correlatlons were low for

r-}

. several 1tansf As can be recalled from’ earller measurement

i

descr1pt1ons, reports of actual behav1ours were 1ncorporated e

1nto these scales along w1th attltude report 1tems. ‘ThIs "Aﬁ‘
-, was done to allenlate the potentlal problen of respondents
| vrrecall of 1n1t1a1 attltudes being contanlnated by ensulng
suqcess or falldie of telemarketlng ln the‘pcm@eny., It was : R (

a4

thougﬁt that reports of béhay1our would be more objectlvely' _

111
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recalled. | o0 T

wWhen the reliability analysis suggested that'behaviour

..measures and’ att1tude measures were two dlso%ﬁct dlmen51ons,

[y
Y

factor analy51s (pr1nc1pal factorlng w1th ltératlons) was- . . S

y o .
performed. This analys1s suggested that two factors were ' o :
present in'the management support of change scale and three”

factors in the management support'of telenarketing scales.

~

In1t1al e1genvalues were greater than one -for Umﬁ ) h' ﬁav
factors in the managenent support of change scale - factor 1 | ‘
elgenvalue = 2.0; factor 2 e1genvalue = l.3.. The varunax E i< : Q“Yﬂ
1 rotated factor matrix is reported in Table 4.2, Becadse . ;j a 7'-' }Sjg

principal factoring with iteratlons”Wasinsed,;resulting g

eigenvalies are differént than;the‘lnitlal ones'dsed'to make
the'decision on the nunber of factors. The-eigenValues.

.assoc1ated with the unrotated solutlon for management . E‘T ‘}~.'
. support of change are: factor l 1 4, factor 2= 0 7. The
'varlables used to measure management support of change f'
:clearly fall 1nto two clean d1mens1ons. Factor 2
corresponds to respondent reports of‘whéther the canpany'has'
a hlstory of supportlng the adoptlon of . new p{:ct1ces. 'This
' behav1our report appears to be qu1te dlfferent from. attltude ;‘%'

dlmen51ons loadlng on’ factor 1. - ‘f'. :

]
o .

B
- .

»l In1t1al elgenvalues were also greater than one for '
’ three factors in. the managnent support of telemarketlng

H5cale - factor l e1genvalue = 2 5 factor 2 elgenvalue

o e et it 4.




1. 4 factor 3 elgenvalue 1.2; The var imax rotated factor,;.

matrlx is reported 1n Table 4 2, The resultlng elgenvalues
.for managment- support of telemarketlng are: factor 1= 2; l;'
factor 2-=-l,D, factor 3.= 0.5). The results of.the factor.
analysis‘on maDQQEment'support of telemarketing also reveal
that managenent behaviour (Questlon 20) loads on a separate“

factor .

On the basis of this analysis,'the original measures . .

-

’iof.these two, constructs were reformulated., The obvious

* choice is between using the attitude measures or the

behaviour measures, The behaviour' measures were selected ‘.

for several reasons. L . ST

First, since they ar\\reports of behav1ours 1nstead of ‘

attltudes, they are less 1lxely to have been 1nf1uenced over ,"

1

the. passage of tlme by “the’ results of the 1nnovatlon.
- Secondly, the llterature suggests -that management support of
',anﬂlnnovat;on is critical,, Thls is reflected 1n the
behaviour dimensionfwhiEhiasks informants to report on the *

' extent of management support in terms of resource:

allocatlon. Lastly, the ma]or dlsadvantage oﬁ\gptlng for :

the behav1our measures 1s that onie 1s left w1th a szngle s

N .
. 1ten measure of these two- constructs - a 51tuatlon that 1s

" not entlrely satlsfactory. However, 1f the attltude

13
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¥
Factor Analy31s of Items MST and MST Scales -
Varunax Factor Matrix: Managenent Support of Innovatlon - '
. . . " R

Factor 1 )

o - Lo

Questionﬂ

attitude
~Question
‘attitude
Question
attitude

: Question,
‘attitude

Question

10 - strateglc
report

10 - nnplenenterr

report
11 - strategic
report

1L - unplenenter

report K
48 - strategic

Al 0473
T 397
' .593

“

.528

-.312 .

. o4o ~
) -.
”fgﬁﬁd;64 :

S LeSe0700 00

319 -y

. /béhaviour report, -

¢ Question 48 - implementer .;?221 o e . .365

’

Eigehﬁelues .

,Varunax Factor Matrlx. Management Support of Telemarketlng SR .gﬁ

-Question
attitude

" Question

attitude

Queegion.

; Cannunallty .

)
13- strateg ic
report ’

13 —'nnplenenter '

report . . .
14 - strateglc

33

,Factor l,

©.052

.881

- behaviour report . . .. I o

Factor 2

dsl o ome
ialos0 o L114

884 063l

’Factor~3;\' S

1tude ~report S - g e e e T
-Question 14 - nnplementer G529 0« U3k4 T L 1090 L
attitude report T B
" Question 16 —‘strateglc ©.014 {1} R 1% A .
-attitude report - : I o | o0, .
‘Question 16 - nnplenenter 735+ . ,133 e N2LY i
attitude report - R S N S St AP
Question 20, ~. strateglc 01 SR AT
behaviqur report, - L et Jh |
Question 20 = nnplementer S22 T
“behaviour report ' oA RN - L
, o - ‘ ’ :.,;” . s .“. ) * 4 A4
Eigenvalues 2.1 1 0 - .45 X
- Camunality L2 80 il .8 SUREE
; . SRR AR, SRt o
. AR ¢ L N

Loat
\
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" dimension: questlons were used ’ only two 1tems would have
" ot .
;\ : 3
\tneasured support of change and three would have measured Co .

support”of telenarketmg. As well the use of two key

f ' +

mformants in th1s research prov1des for an addlta.onal

'

Ty ' oL re11ab111ty check not avallable m ma,ny studles. ‘ l'
. . ) ' ‘-\,,Q%« “/ , f ': “ ’ [ )
oy , S - ) - PR o N , -
o ‘ The i tems measurmg managenent attltudes to
. /* ¢/ ‘ 'R .
K Jooe telemarketlng Were used to test Hl As’ outlmed earller, 1n
. .' . _’_ Hl the effect of centrahzatmn is hypothes1ze<’i as bemg vl L :
co0 contmgent on whether the organlzatlon is 1n favor of the .
N'J- I’}h‘ * th e l '.
f’./’ 4 St
o . mnovatmn. ’I'ne 1tans measurlpg attltudes to telemarketmg
.- SN ' T o, r)r/ ‘. ¢
G .. ) L. PR ’
, were an approprlate refl?ectmn ‘of whether the orgamzat.lon

. I ien "

; w_as _m fay‘qg-:of. the ’mnovatlon.' ;

i vy . . T ' .
: ;‘\"_‘“:"N . '!‘ . L

:’2 =y 'In conclusron, for the present analysls, managaneht
N L - support of mhovatlon was measured by questmn 48 and

paec B 1. 3 Sy

managenent support ‘of telenarketmg was measured by questlon o .

¢ - ‘e

20.'"- In future ana1y51s and research,a oné could reformulate R

a

L ‘_' the model hypotbe51z1ng that management attltudes to
telanarketmg (questlons l3 14, and '16). would p051t1vely
1nf1uence management support of telenarketmg (questlon 20) .

4 'I‘hxs reformulation makes good sense theoretlcally as L
vy IR . © ces Pt

' attltudes are corrmonly V1ewed as precedmg behav1ours. :
v D i A T oA

At th1s si:age, the researcher has not reformulated the * SRRy
model for the current study. A baSJ.c tenet of causal ; A
modelmg 1s*that a model is’ advanced a prlon, tested and ‘ '__. ST

then suggestlons ‘are made for theory development and model




though they were fa1rly low. (See. Appendix D for .these

. LISREL analy51s of the data.r - "7’2; : 5fv

¢

: redesign; A“model incofporating these. revisions would-most‘

_appropriately:be tested on new data. - As %ell; beCause‘tne~

‘model 'is already'Qery-large,vitfwas viewed as:inappropriate‘f‘

PR

toftrygto'estinate‘two additional.contructs:

! <

HOWever, the researcher d1d some prelnnlnary
correlatlon analyses whlch suggest that thls mlght be a -
fru1tful future step. As-expected, all correlat1ons between’

managenent attltudes to telemarket1ng and behav1oural

'support of telenarketlng were p051t1ve and s1gn1f1cant, even

chrelatlons). S .

A second measure of rellablllty was prov1ded by

'1nter-rater correlat1ons. Because two 1nformants responded

in 110 f1rms, the sample for calculat1ng the 1nter-rater

e correlatlons was large. These correlatlons are g1ven belowg

1n Table 4. 3 and are-generally very satlsfactory. They

range from 764 to .296. Overall, 1nter-rater reliab111tﬁ

was excellent for the SUCcess varxables and the more

t

) objectlve var1ables such as centrallzatlon, formallzatlon,

: ‘pd1fferent1at10n and d1v1s1on of labour. The lowest

.

'*rel1ab1l1t1es were found in the constructs measurlng.
;management support of telenarketlng and 1nnovat10n.
‘lHowever, all correlatlons are 51gn1f1cant at or beyond the

| 001 level of probab111ty. Further ev1dence of measurenent"

e"”“rellab111ty and va11d1ty wlll be glven in the report of thed

£l

SRV
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1

Inter= Rater (Strateglc and’ Implementer) Correlatlons for the -

a

| .}(’6).3
't

S oan

Tspie 4.3

-

Model Measures*

t.
Success

(a) Perceptlon of ove;all success E

. * (b} Goal attaimment

- (c) 'Contlnuance/d1scont1nuance : :
{d) Attltudes ‘re: contlnuance/dlscontlnuance
(e) Routinization. :

.(2) . Central1zatlou1 N
(}) Formallzatlon {
}4): Canplex1ty
~A(a), leferenciscion-«/»,,’
~(B) Division of labour’
. ,ﬂS):. Core'épplication
B ks} Changes in reps'.routlnes f
(b) Core use. :
Management support of change ‘
Reps support of change o
'->(8)p Compat1b111ty ,' ’ . -
f(9f ’ Managenent support of telemarketlng
. 10)” Reps support of teiéﬁsrketlng

Resolutlon of unplementatlon 1ssues

.,"

2

¢

562
©.590
607,
.584
619
.588"

«619 -

- ,470 -

h."f,'l*'._l].' sre;significanﬁ at'bfcbeyoné_}001 lévelﬂof-probabiiity;

1 jlii; ‘4 "

. *



Sample Descript ion

"_The majority of campanies included in the sample hefe”

small‘to.mediqn'in size Qith a median of 60.5 enployees5and -

o

medlan‘sales'bf lS‘milllon dollars per year.“All ofﬁ§heh

canpany 1nformants were 1nterv1ewed between 10 and 39 months

. R y‘
- from the tlme of adoptmg telanarketmg. ’I‘he ccmpan}es ‘were,

i

but the type of products sold var1ed fram packaglng and art

' supplles to computer and electromc equlpment. Parallelmg

this varlatlon in, products was a w1de range. in product
& \

® price.’ Product prlces ranged from one dollar to millions of

. 1
dollars. The med1an pr1ce was $900 It would have been

preferable to llmlt the study ‘to- one 1ndustry sector but
th1s was not poss1ble glven the low numbers of conpan1es who

had adopted the 1nnovat10n 1n any one sector.g'

! ' Table 4 4 shows correlatlons between three control

vazlahles - months 51nce adoptlon, product prlce (both

trateglc and Jmplenenter measures) ani 51ze with the

’varlables in the model. Recall that months since, adoptlon

there 1s ‘only -one -measure of each (To a551st in readlng

been ‘used) . o "

v

Pre11m1nary analy31s suggested that these varlables .

.

had no- overwhelmlng s1gn1flcant effects on the varlables of :

o A

T T L T B P I T T TS

-

‘ all in the wholesale/dlstrlbutlon and manufacturlng sectors:~

'land 51ze measures were collected fran the Sampl1ng frame SO

p thlS»tdble( 1ntu1t1ve abbrevlat1ons.offvariable.names have'

=



-

o
i@

51nterest in the model = 1nclud1ng success. EXCeptions‘were

\ that size was con51stently 51gn1f1cantly correlated w1th

.
i

formallzatlon and canplex1ty of organ1zat10n structure.

—

Thls is not surpr1slng as it makes loglcal sense that larger

} organlzatlons are more ccmplex and formal, and supports

earller flndlngs reported in the llterature. As well, there

.1s ‘a general negatlve correlatlon between f1rms»se111ng

T h1gher prlced products and cdnpat1b111ty of telenarketlng..

-~

'Thls corre‘atlon analysls 1mplles that Firms sellxng higher

»prlced products have used the telephone less in the1r

prev1ous sell1ng practlces. Thls f1nd1ng will be

,lncorporated lnto the . 1nterpretat10n of study - f1nd1ngs 1n

A,Chapter 5. As well there is a slight tendency for prlce to )

* be negatlvely'correlated wlth a-few measures of success..

"However, out ‘of 20 poss1b1e correlatlons, only 3 are

51gn1f1cant at at 05 and these are small ln magnltude S0

the effect’ of ptice was not modeled for the purpose of thls

”suﬁy.'

Y

- . ’ : ’ ’ . .
. . L . . .

L]
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T htﬁ)»cU}hcm Fchth)th:Hq@ — Uy U)Lcm HD DN 0~

 overall success . -.017
‘mean success - . L093-

- Months

Since

adoption
mgt support of tm, . - -.073
mgt support of tm .057

resolution of issues =~ .061
resolution of issues, .068..
reps support of tm.  .049
reps ‘support.of tm | .171
overall’ success ©.038

mean success 0 -.031
use of tm up or down.. -.004-
use of tm up or down -.151"
views on use of tm '  -.125
views .on use of tm . -.079
routinization:@. ., = ~-.013
routinization ... - <+.138.
centralization: 070 .
centralization @ -,032
formalization , £172
formalization =~ = - .,175 °

differentiation °  -.064
’dszerentlatlon -.102

division of labour . " .032-
d1v151on of ‘labour . .129°
core task use of.tm .046
core ‘task use of tm  OL7..
change. in. reps work: - ~1155';
change in reps work’ Jods
mgt. support innov, . .}21_
mgt support innov ;QBS
reps support innov = ,085%
reps support. innov, .169 °
canpatibility -,024:

compatibility = - -.072-

=. strategip measure
= 1mp1ementer measure

S
I
tm telemarketlng

- ~.020

Table 4.4

. CbrrelatioﬁsABetween Control Variables and

~

Product
Price

(5)

-.095

., 025 -
- |O79
.064

~.005 -

.049
-.018

S.=.123
) f,260

.051
.041
-,009
.087
.128

©-,006 .

.089.

012 -

-.175
,218
- dis
.104.
25
-]
,023

-25
- =,098"°

.063
.031
.062

-.152.
-5006 -

- =-,080

- 257 ‘

\

Mocdel Measures* -

Product
Price
(1)

-.097
€,076

.036

.070
-.177
-.122
-.099

. =.094

_021>8
=127
-.135

' - _‘147
- =115

-.056
~.016 .
=119
.168
.140

) —4041

.338
.441
.155

,251

-.178
- 0213 .
069

- ..061
—0049

.013,

' _.188 -

-,303

Size

e 031
e 19Ll
.064

-,078 -

~.049

"+, 115

.073
-.100

.050.

-.023
-.006
.006

-.069.
.02}

172
111

~.095°

2244
.467

452 -
.438
390
- .335
=012
-.147

-.066

-.134.

-.153

.052

-.015

-.044
-.062 |
-.078.

120_
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- Non~Response Bias

Data on canpaa§"§§2e, sales, geographical location,
adoption date ‘and use of telemarketing were gatbeied from

the sampling frame so it was possible to check for
nénaresﬁonse bias by looking at whether firms in the sample

were dlfferent than non-respondent firms on any of these

dlmen51ons. There appeared to be no dlfferences between

respondents and non-respondents on any 'dimension except the.

) time since'adoption. ‘SOmewhat fewer campanies who had
F—
~adopted the 1nnovat10n earller were able to be 1nterv1ewed

)

In many of these non-response cases, the company had moved,
been sold, Or persons 1nvolved w1th th° .adoption-of

telenarketing‘were no longer enployed_by the company.
- BT Measure Déseriptions

The sample means, range and standard'deviations for;
each varlable used in- the model are g1ven in Table 4,5,

'Each group of varlables will be brlefly descrlbed below._

\
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* Table 4.5 »

Variable Means, Ranges and Standard Deviations

Variable

Organization Structure

centralization
centralization
formalization
formalization
differentiation
differenitiation
division of labour
division of labour

Ménagement‘équort

== W0N+HW0N

O H U 0 D

NN HHN=NHWN

mgt support innov
. mgt support innov

mgt support of tm

mgt support of tm

reps ‘support of innov
reps support of innov
rep support of tm .
rep support of tm

Mean

13.86
13.75~
2.06
1.86
5.82.
6.19
~5.29 -
5.40 °

4,54,
4,73

5.26

© 5,41

- 4,06
4,05

. 7.58"
"8.21

Resolution of Implementatioh Issues

S
I

resolution of issues

resolution Qf?issues

" 7.87
. 7.61

.. Innovation-Organization Match - -

canpatibility
campatibility

_core task use of tm

core task Use of tm
change 'in reps work °
change in reps work

Success

_overall success

overall success

mean success

mean success I
use of tmup or down
use of-im up. or.down

.views on- use of tm

views on use of tm~
routinization et
routinfzgﬁion

12,75 .
12.79.
6.56
6.66
3.84
4,04

4,86

7 4.86

4,91
5.13 ‘

1.24°
1.18 "
1.41 -
- 1.38
" 1,85

" 1,78

C)P‘P*T‘C)CiUlw
=N NN

cicrh‘HJTak:kaﬁa

Range

U
oo

|

| |
~3
K OV

| 1
[t IS N RN |

e

(I

o

4-13 .
3-13 -

3-18
4-17
1-10

1-10

[
~J

[ I

cobo‘?o,wr—apr—",
WW N NN NN

Standard
Deviation

2.96
3.36
2.20
2.16

5.27

3.9
2.35
2,32

1.67
1.50

- 1.36

1.49
1.75

"1.67

3.33
3.62
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Organization Structure

‘Overall, reasonably good dispersion of scores over all-

eight measures of salesforce ‘structure (strategic reports
and implementer reports on centralization, formalization,

differentiation and division of labour) were observed. In

general, the salesforces included in the sample tended to be

modé;ately centralized. The midpoint .on the centralization

scale was 12.50 and the mean centralization scores for both

)

strategic'and implemehtet informants was just slightly above

that. As well, the sales organizations tendéd not to be

very canplexv The average numbet ‘of job titles in the

e

salesforce (d1v151on of labour) was sllghtly more than flve.’

The average nunmber of subunlts (dlﬁferentlatlon) was .

s

approx1mately six.  As mlght be expected 1n,less camplex and

A

fairly centralized sales orqanlzatlons, relatlvely few
written rules and gu1de11nes exlst. The average on the

strategic formalization scale (0 6) was.2,06; the average on

the implementer. scale was 1,86

Management Support

’

Because this research focussed»on a select group of
— 1 v

firms that had already adopted the 1nnovat10n of interest,

’

one would expect that sales management would ‘have exh1b1ted

falrly strong support of 1nnovat10n 1n general and toward

r,,

telenarketlng 1n partlcular at the t1me the adoptlon -

dec151on was made. The data- support these expectat;ohs.

1 By
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xThe.avetageiméhegement'suoport for inhovatioz-oh a7 boiht
scale Wés<4.$4,as measurediby streteéic infot;ants-and.4.73'
"asvaasuIEd by impienehtetpinﬁormantSL~ Theiayerad;
mahagehent'support’for telenerketing was 5.;6 Lstrategic

measure) and 5.41 (ﬂnpienenter-measune). ‘Sales
repiesentatiyes,exhibited average suppo;t”for innovatioh .
(4;06 fot strategiqfinformants and 4.0§ fot implengnter
:measures; ehd e;so about average sdﬁﬁort‘for:telenarketing
" (7..58 for strategie informants ahd'8.21 for hjplenentefs'on

14 point seales).

" Resolution of Implementation Issues -

Comm

E

Very good and approximately normal dispersion was also
observed on’ the 13 point scale measurlng the resolutlon of
".i§sueslin’innovetion implementation. Firms.appeared to
-‘pefﬁoim moderately‘to moderatel§ highly on this dimension'

yith average scoies'of 7.87 (strategicimeasure) shd 7.61
'(i@piementét measure);

' qOmpatibility of thellnnovation L . L.

: Telemarketlng was found to be moderately compat1ble on‘

‘

'average w1th past practices of sales organlzatlons in the

study. Strateglc and qmplementer canpatlblllty'means (12 7S .

‘and 12 79) ‘were both close to the scale mldp01nt of 12
: Good dlsperslon was -also observed- on' the ccmpatlblllty
_ measure, S0 there are a numnber of. farms in the ple who

) hadfo;deridesk% ard had used the telephone in an .d hoc

‘- ' . ’v : . . Pl
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Success

measure) S f\u'

'"fashion'beforeeteiemarketing,'in’seliing and sales support.

There were also quite a number that had used the telephone

very little.

Core Use of the Innovation -

‘jOn average, the adoption of telemarketing in these

campanies resulted. in a moderately‘hiéh change in the work .

patterns and routines for the outside sales reps., On a 7

e

[y

point scale, the mean srrategic score was 3.84 and the mean

\

implenenter measure was 4.04. BAs well on average,
telenarketlng was used for about’” 6,56 (strateglc measure)
and 6. 66 (1mplenenter measure) core sales tasks.' Scores on

all four measures were approximately normally distributed.

The general p1cture energlng from all ten success
measures 1s one. of reasonably hlgh success w1th

telemarketlng.,‘Reasonably good dlsper51qn.was achieved on

all ten measures of success.’ However, as is comén in many -

measures of success or satisfaction, the seven point

- ' ¢

- measures of overall success- were Skewed sllghtly upward w1th

means of 4.86 (strateglc and nnplenenters) - The mean seven

‘

p01nt goal success measures exhlblted the same tendency w1th

means of 4 91 (strateglc measure) and 5. 13 (1mplenenter

-

-~ Ceat

“~
\‘,.

'. Supportlng these attltudlnal measures, tbe majorlty of

firms had kept ‘the same ‘number’ of telenarketlng reps (34 5%

X

125_
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strategic{ 41.8% ‘implementer) or 1ncreased the number (44.5%
strategic; 38 2% ‘implementer) . Only about 20% (nnplementer
measure) to 20 9% (strateglc measure) had decreased the
number of reps or. dlscontlnued the telemarketlng progran ¥
entlrely. Very equal dlsper51on of scores was observed over
the four point routinization measure. About’ 25% of the-
sales organizations had achieved very high routinization of
the innovation (28.2% strategic and 25.5% implementer) The
other sales organizations were approximately equally
dlstrlbuted throughout the various states of 1ntegrat10n or

routlnlzatlon.

A major concern,ln des1gn1ng the study was obta1n1ng

part1c1pat10n by flrms that had not been very successful

w1th telemarketlng.» These measures suggest that a falrly

hlgh proport1on of firms would fall at - the less successful e
end of the success contlnuun. About 20 percent of flrms

rated success as less than four on the seven p01nt OVerall
/‘and mean‘goal success'scales.\ Furthermore, about 20 percent
also said’ they had decreased or dlscontlnued thelr use bf

telenarketlng sxnce adoptlon._ About 40 perc,nt of flrms ’,
,reported routlnlzatlon scoreS'In the bottom'half of the

scale. Taken together, thlS data suggests that a’ good' range

of telemarketlng success was observed 1n the sample.

4
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The LISREL Modél

LISREL 1s a general canputer program for estlmatlng
';,the unknown coeff1c1ents in a set of llnear structural
Aequatlons and for testlng the overall flt‘Of ‘the proposed
'mouel to the data. ”he LIstL mooel assum;s ‘that there is a‘
‘causal structure among a set of latent varlables. Thése‘
latent varlaoles appear’ as underlylng causes of the observed ‘.

-

‘..varlables. Follow1ng freg/this,.the-LIoREL~mooel con51sts-

of two parts, the measurement model and the structural

: equatlon model. The measurement model specxfles how the ;!
. latent varlables or hypotnetltal constructs arefmeasured lﬂa

o

‘termSjofjthe’observed,yarlables and is, used to descrlbe the

o

measurement propertles (valldltles ano rellaollltles) uf\the'
«ooserved varlables. The structural equatlon model spec1f1es
" the causal relatlonsnlps among tne latent varlables ang’ 1s

used to describe the causal'effects,
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L. -’I‘he Structural Eguatlon Model -
ERPEN e y

The str\-:ct-ural eq'ua't':ion‘m.od'el refers to relations

. € among the exogenous and endogenous constructs or latent

.

The general form of the structural equatlon

§

“variables. .
model is: " -,

Bn + ra'fc.c. o / Ta Ty
! 3 . -b'A' L L . . -

n.=

- where n 1s an m x l vector of latent endgenous
varlables, S et , Ry

‘o

o — E is an n x 1 V\ector'of latent exgenous varlables.

= B 1s anm xm matrlx of‘ coeff1c1ents of. the
e ,effects of endogenous (n s) on endogenous '
S varlables n' s)

- L . ¥

o =T 1s an m x l vector of. resuﬂuals 1n the equatlons.
,'5"\"1"4‘ S (S :

- F is an m X h*matrlx of the coeff1c1ents of the

. . . ; .
[ L W Y

model are given in Table 4‘.'_6'.- R
. . 1' . . /]
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R {
.8 is. q x1 vector of errors of measurement of X',

) ‘ ;'!‘ . $
~ V. ‘ . . f . [
RN The ‘Measurenent Models o o]
. .o - . r " 1: o . N o *-‘ »\

'me measurement model spe01f1es the relatlons Between

, .
‘e

unobserved and obsérved varlables. . ',., ' - o

, fm 'eqﬁatio'r}'s ‘cjeéc‘r.ibe,th_is model:

(1) Y —~Ayr1 te DR PR RN .

y lS a p x 1 vector of measures of dependent vanables.
; A is a p X M matnx of coeff1c1ents (1oadmgs) of y oh
unobServed dependent varl\ables (n ) T

(' <
5y

' 'f_l‘s 1s 2 p X 1 vector of errors of measuranent of y.

- . RS W
~ \

m Ax £ 48

"X 13 a q X l vector of measures of mdependent var1ab1es

: 1.\‘_15 a q X n matnx of coefflclents of X, on unobserved
R mdependent vanables e s
"‘.‘..!' N T, . v, 1!.A N . .

N B

'I'he matrlxx equatlons assoc1a'ced w1th the measuremeﬁt model

’ ‘for: Y ‘are- g1Ven m Table 4 7 Those assoc1ated wﬁh the

K

.measurenent model for X are -in Table 4. 8 e
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Table 4.7 o
Matrix Equations Defining the Measurement Model for Y
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. Matrix Eg

1312

. Table 4.8

'eiti’or)é‘De'fining‘_'t;he Measurement Model for X.

| ¥t{ " p-0 0 0. 0000 0 [° 8y
X2, 2220 0 -0 0 0 0 0 ~ (82
/%3] jo1-0 0 0 0 0 0 | 5 [%s
1X4] -0 -A20:0 0 0 0.0 ) Oy
X |o 010 0 0.0 0 | Ss .
X6 0 0 %30:0 0°0 0 | -f1] |&
- X7-] 'Joo0°0 1 0 0.0 0 £21. 18, .
X8 o 0 0 .240 0 0 0 -} Es Sq
X9 |=J00.0 0 1 0,0 0 | [Euf, [Ss"
X10{ J0: 0 0 0 Aws)d ?o, 0 | [5 +61_o
X111 0 0 0.0 Ars0 0 .0 A&l {S1r .-
\ 1.%12] 0.0 0 0 Ai2s0 0 O |[.[E7f {612 R
s IX13) o0 0 0 0 .1 0 0 f [Es| (13 -
"o, | X14]. 10 .0.0 O A0 O REITIR .
X1s| {000 0 .0 1 0 | 1615} - h
X6 0 0 B-0 0 0 Axs0. |- Sy |~
X171 Jo 0 0 0.0 0 O 1. 817 !
X18' |0 0 0.0 .0 00 Jipg 81
I ’ l - . ~ i
R . . 0 _1. ‘h_’ e «
" EER . FET-FY IR I S : )
- AT TRY TN E-PEID CoT )
~i10 0.0 0 1 s . 66= diagonal ',
o--0-0 .0 0 1 . _ THETA DELTA .
o 0 9. 07.0-0 "1 “is'the - %
0 0.0 0 0 0 0 1 covariance .- ..
- P matrix of 8. -
- Notes: -’ To defme the model, the unit of. measurement of
+ ‘each latent variablé must be- a551gned "The most ,
convenient way of’ asmgnmg a unit of measuranent is
to fix a one.in each column of Ay andAx " (Joreskog,
and Sorbaii,” 1983: 1:7), In .A y and A.x one A RN
in each column has been set équal to umty to.£ix: Sl
the scales of ’measuranent in ’che latent var1ables. i
; o ’
5. 7. ’ "
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':In suﬂnary,'the general LISREb model is~defined.by the three - . °

equatlons,

~

. Structural Equatlon Model 1

ll

Bn xTE+g
A 0 ":.;‘)'.‘.-:,_.‘ - N ,’ - "

..'yn R ST ’ ‘ s
U . R

x.

T

jMeasuremeht medel for Y: Y

Measurenent model for-X: X

-“ withAthe assumotions (1) C'is uucorrelated with &

'__ - - :_ (2) E'is'uncorrelated'with’T
| ‘ ;‘3) 5 is uncorrelated w1th &

g 14)_Cf,€ and & are mutually - ;tj&) ,_:

k . e
Lo uncorrelated o
~- » -
. €5). B has zeroes in the dlagonal
K L s 7T and 178~ is n0Q351ngular” S
4 . Two additional basic assumptions for employing-the =~ . .
- - - - . - - . .

max imum likelihood techhique~for‘estimatingithe model afe

that the data is a random sample of 1ndependent observatlons '

A
frqn a populatlon and that t observed varlables have a

multl varlate nonnal dlstrlbutlon (Joreskog and Sorbom,

- - LI
+

1983). As outllned in the descrlptlon of data collectlon T i*

-

procedures, the data have been gathered fran a fandanly
selected sample of flrms. All measures are. at ‘the 1nterval _

and ratio 1evel. Multl-varlate normallty is, assumed ‘

. . .
4, AT .= R
’ (RS U >

et PR

Ana1y51s Procedures

“

-,
-

. The procedure outllned by Lanax (1982) was followed by
the researcher in deVeloplng and testlng the 1n1t1al model -"f S

then 1n4rev1sxng the 1n1t1al model to arrlve at the f1nal B T




hypothetlcal causal model (see quures 2.1 and 2.2), ' e

model. This brocedure'consists of . a number of'steps -

de51gned to result in an objectlve, eff1c1ent causal

modelllng prbcess. Steps 1. - S 1nvolve constructlng the

‘.-

substantlatlng the model by rev1ew1ng the approprlate

llterature, selectlng a populatlon to be sampled deflnlng a

- set of 1nd1cator varlables and collectlng the data. ‘Each of -

_ these steps bhas been descrlbed in Chapters l, 2, and 3.

" The next step involves a decision about whether to TN
S N _\.‘, N . -

-

utilize the correlation or'variance—covariance matrix as

" 4

1nput to the analy51s.' The correlatlon matrlx is used

because the unlt of measurement of the 1nd1cator varlables

Y

is arbxtrary (most measures were responses on seven point -

. scales - i.e. MSI; MST RSI RST, coup CEN suc CUI) (Lamax’, -

goodness—of-flt 1ndex ‘and 1ndex of re51dual varlance) of . . v

current study anyway:

1982) and cross-sectlonal data are belng used (Maruyama and

4 MoGarvey,_l980).w ot
The major advantagesof usang the covarlanCe matrix 1s
that. the chl—square statlstlc is valld as the‘test statlstlc e
| ”lfor the hypothe51s that 51gma is of the fonn implied by the t‘?

model, agalnst the alternatlve that it is unconstralned -
(Churchlll and Suprenant, 1982 Joreskog and Sorban 1983).

- In v1ew of the trenendous criticisms dlrected at the .

,chl—square, 1t was dec1ded that other measures (the S‘ S .

:’—‘

overall model fit would,be more approprlately used‘ln the

s ey




The many problens aSSOClated with the
. bverall chi-sduare goodness—of—flt
statistic makes. it almost useleSSifor
making inferences about covariance
- structure models (Fornell 1983:446).

: Joreskog and Sorbam (1982) have also expressed the view that
: the use»qf the correlatloh matrix as<1nput:m1ght bias some

‘stanaard“errors downwerd, with thefresult that some paths

that appear to be significant are really not. As'a'cheék

against -the error of acceptlng a path as statlstlcally e

sxgnlfrcant when 1t may not be, the rev1sed madel was also

" estimated using the covariance matrix as the input. " The

estimetes; standard errors and T-values from this analysis'
kY ’ ’9 .
are reported in Appendlx E. ‘The standard errors are a

llttle higher in a few cases, but none of the rev1sed model

- A

paths appear statlstlcally 1n51gn1f1cant as a result of thlS

Lt

enaly51s.

" The corrélation matrix for all variables in the‘ﬁmdel~

is giveh‘in Table 4, 9. 'Sinée ‘he intent is to focus on the

causal model assuned to underly\these correlatlons, they-are .

'fnot dlscussed in detall Slgnlflcance levels are noted in
the’ tablet To ass1st in readlng the figure, the key for the °
abbreviatlons ‘used for all indicator varlables 1Svrepeated

here (S precedes all strateglc measures, I precedes all . %

1mp1ementer mneasures)r SRR o T .

MST -~ management support of télanarketing'
RI - resolution of implementation issues
RST - sales representatlves support of telenarketlng

08 - overall success . . , 4 .
- MS' - ‘mean goal success C T ) -

]

134




135—-
CT - increase or decrease, in number of telemarketing reps . - ;.
'AC - views about whether the use of telemarketing had

"~ increased or decreased o

RN - routimization
CE - centralization , ) ' ,

FO - formalization : L e T 5 .

DIV - division of labour . '

DIF - differentiation
ACT - number of core tasks for which telenarketlng was used
RCH =~ extent of change ‘in work routines: of out51de reps .

. MSI - management support of innovation
RSI - reps' support of innovation.
COM - campatibility

»

Step ‘7 of the Lomax (1982) procedures is constructlon’
of the detalled flgure of the proposed causal medel that
“allows - derlvatlon of the matrix equatlons for both
meaSurenen{ anﬂ structural models (see" Flgure 4,1y, The
‘assoc1ated set qf matrix equatlons were glven earrler'in

Tables 4.6, 4.7, 4.8.

v

B 4
. Step 8 is the test of the initial hypothesized model’
and steps 9 through 13 outline procedures for assess&ng and
] rev151ng.the 1n1t1a1 modela There is con51derable debate as
to whether it is approprlate to make changes in the 1n1t1al
‘model and re-estimate “it on the same data or whether one
should 51mply test the orlglnal model, report results and
:.collect new data to retest the model w1th ‘i'ts changes,
Obv1ously the second optlon 1s best glven 1nf1n1te
resources. ' The approach taken here 1s to test the orlglnal
‘model make and réport changes so the réader can. judge

exactly what was done: It is essent1a1 to test the revised

"model on new data_ln future research.
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The Lomax procedures help determlne whether p0551ble
;correlated measurenent error ex1sts between the. ndlcator

fvafiables, andl whether any-hypothesized paths should be
) > ! . . {
'omitted‘(becauée of lack of significance)  or new paths.

%ntrodooéd (by examining the first-order derivatives or
‘modification'indices). The major'advantage of following" <

. these procedures 'is that decisions -are made without the

: TP ce . ' s
preferences of the investigator influencing the outcome. ’

Q

.‘\i‘ " The results of the .initial model will be presented in
T N b - b i - N v -

the next sectiom, paralleling the.actuaL sequence followed*

“in carrying out this~procedure. This Will be followed by a
N Kl i 1

descrlptlon of changes made to this model and a presentatlon'
‘ of “the revised modél., Assesement of research hypothese% has o
‘been incorporated into the results of the initial research

model . i ' » ' . ' : o, .
* -.'. ’4\'

Sy e

%

Testing the ‘Initial Médel: Results

\in order to obtain the max imum llkellhood estnnates i O . -4' Ce

:

_,for the 1n1t1a1 model, two chabges 1n the proposed .
measurenent model had to be made,: Firstly, in the' Y

meaSurement model, two measures of reps' support of o v

" teie%arketiog;we;e‘collected it the data-cellection phase:of

the study, H0wever, even‘thOUgﬁrfﬁe'1mplénenterfmeasUre'3%';.' i

'thls varlable loaded 51gn1f1cantly on the re?hsupport oo a

factor, 1t caused a negat1Ve varlance in the theta epellon‘ c L e

¢

matrlx when the model was estnnated. To" overcqmevthls‘ . ,‘f L S

.- ¢
- = *

B




i

S . ‘/. B -15a_9—'—
_problem the' strategic ineasure‘ was fixed at 1. 00 -and - PN . ’
. r\neasurenent error at zero (Pedhazur, 1982 644, :
Phillips, 1982: 540 545; John and Martln, 1984 285) In the X
measurementu model ;s the nnplanenter_ centrallzatlon_ mea‘_sure" |
aid not load si;nifieant'iy on the eentralization‘ factor and
(f:also caused: a negat_ive variance in the theta delta r}iatrik.
"I‘he strategic centralizatign vmeasure'.\'»zas suhsequently fixed
at‘l.OO. o _ o ‘ . - »

An examination of the correlation :matri>_( vsugges'ted'

that these problan_variables' correlated very little with |

' anything except the‘correspdnding strateg); meas.ures -
SRST/IRST— 514 ard SCE/ICE- 585) These' two changes
elmunated all probleus w1th the theta ep5110n .and’ theta
delta matrlces. having nega'c:we variances. It is an obkus
dlsappomtment to’ drop these two measures, however maximum

. likelihood model estlmates generated before these two
changes were made (when the negatlve varlances were present)
were v1rtually the same- as estlmates generated after these

P qhanges were made.”

-/r b 3
The measures of fit for the overall model will be

presented in -the next sectlon. . The LISREB paraneter o A’
estlmates and standard errors for the. measurenent model ar\es
g1ven in Table 4.10. Structural model parameters are!
prgsentéed in Table 411, - > e

t
|

|

]

|
}‘,




, J
. The Oyerall/ Model
Several pieces of ev1dence are useful in judgmg the

. overall fit ef the model to the data. Even though thlS

initial mode}. was revised and. nnproved, these injtial

measures of fit are presented s0 readers can niore_cqnpletely

asséss the iihit‘ia‘l model and cgng;ariaans can be made to the
revised model. The initial moael produced a chi-square of
847.50 with 456 degrees of freedom. This chi-squate. is "
significant. (p = .000) inaigatipg that this model does not

" campletely account for the correlation matrix. Given the
crit;ic}sﬁé a‘irectéd at tais statistic, 'othe,r-abprop:iate .
measures of fit are -the,goodness" of 'fit-inde"x and the root
mean s;uar'e residdal. The gocdness of fit index for th1s .

Tﬂltlal model was .69 and the root mean square res:.dual was
‘.]'.2.‘ Both of t‘:bese indicators are suggest;lve qf a moderate,

e

fit of the model to the data (Joreskog and Sorbam, 1983).

&y
.

Y

140_




Table 4.10. A
~ Max imum Likelihood Parameter Estimates: = ’

Initial .Mea'sdremer}t Model

Irjﬁicator‘ -Latent” LISREL Standard . T Standardized,

- . a

SMST
. IMST

SrRI?
IRI-

SRST?

Mgt. support
Gf tm :

Resolution
of issugs

Reps'' support

of tm, )
Success

1.00
.84%
1,00
. 90*

1,00

+ 1400
. 95%
. 99%%
.98**
L90**
LO7**
.98 %%
P 92%%
L85%%

$

-—

.39

.22

12

.12
.12
.13
.12
.12
+13
.13

Variables Varia_bl'e‘s/ Estimates Error Value

2.17

[ -

3.99

.

« .
~N W W oo WWg o
N O W O

NN NN NN

Value,

.45
.37

.71
.64

.99

.75
il
.72
.74
.74
.68
.13
.73
.69
.64

a’Reference Indicator
* P < .05 (one-tail test)

a% p ¢ 01




Table 4.10 (Continued) -

<

Maxnnun leellhood Parameter Estunates
- Inltlal Measurement Model

ki

“149_

Indicator = Latent LISREL _Standard T Standardized i’
Var1ables Varxables Estlmates Error _Value Value
. sce? Centrallzatlon .00 - - - 7 1.00 -
-SFO? Formallzatlon 1,00 - - . 1.00 )
IFG - _ = .65** 7 11 6.09 465.
SDIF® Differentiation 1.00° - = - 1.00
"IDIF o ~92%%* .09 .10.14 .92
SDIV® Division of 'i.QO. - ._1.00.
IDIV  labour . JTB** ", .09 8,24 © .76 i
" srcH? Core task 1,00 © . = . = .. 1,00°
IRCH useof tm .. .67*% - 11 ~ 6.05 . - .67
sact - . L19% Al 7 182 . .19
IACT " - ) ' ’ .0364**~ 010 3043 036 ’
'SMSIé’:Mgt support . 1.00 ' '—‘_ L= - 1400 -
- IMSI -~ of "innovation, ' .36** .10 3.45 -»36
s1s1% ‘Reps' support 1.00 B - - 1.00
- IRSI of~innovation W36%% 10 3.46 .36
.scomp® Compatlblllty 1. 00 B - 0 = ,-;1.00 :
JICoMP. - - LA6** _ 10 - 4.29 T .46
- a_Reference Ihdiéator ,
T *xp< .05 (one;rail'test) -
** p < 0L |
.’ A oni
« g



~

Tablé*é.}l“

MaxlmLm leellhood Parameter Estlmates.
In1t1al Structural Model

Parameter  LISREL Standétd T
Estimate = Error - Value
Bz AR 48 - 2,33
Bu2 2ATX* 14 3.40
Bu-3 ‘14*:- .07 . 2.12
Yie .21*-:\"(,09; 2,38
Y 18 -.07 . "0 06 -l,12
Ys7r . oo .40 10 3.94% -
Y38 Y 24wk 09 - 2,55
Y, 10 .07 ~ 1.49
“Y 42 CLo=,12 .07. -1.61
Y\\}S N A 002 ’ 008 .A .22
Y uu ‘”:‘:‘_‘.\ ’01 .08 .15
Yas . M L29%%° .08 +3.69
B3y - L =.34%* 09 [=3.93,
$32 © o 25k .09 . 2.67
41 Ce24%% 08 - 2,95
Ql’z 041** -009 - ’ 4.56
bu3 .50%* .08 6.14
* p <~ 05 (one—t;ail test)
. ’ .. ’ * ‘ ’
** p < 01 .- »
: - 0
4

Standar
Valu

.70

d.ized '

e

~

45,

.18

1.'47" .
. =416,

40

.24

.14
-016

.02 .

.02

.38

-.34

.25
~.24
.41
.50

143“

Tt

7r



_’

The'Measureﬁeht‘Model

As reported in Table 4.10, all loadings on both the : .

independent variable and dependent variable measurement

' -‘models _are positive‘and statistically significant.

Beglnnlng w1th the Y varlables, the 10 measures of success

were all very con51stent. The factor 1oad1ngs were all very

' hlgh and 51gn1f1cant at the 01 1evel of probablllty.

Standard errors for these .success measures ranged fran 12

to .13. ‘The squared multiple ¢correlations (varleS‘between 0‘
and 1 and ‘measures the reliability of each variabie within.‘
the context of the model) for these measures ranged fran a

]

hlgh of 59 for the strateg1c assessment of- overall success

5

to a-low of .43 for the implementer routlnlzatlon measure.,

AN

Measures for resolutlon of nnplawentatlon 1ssues and

management support of telemarketlng measures were also good';

' ‘4Factor loadings were high and. 51gn1f1cant. On the negat1ve
. sxde, standard errors for the lmplenenter measures of these

- two constructsAgere fairly high. The-standard error.for thev

ﬁnpleﬁenter measure of resolution of implenentation issues - 4
is .23, whlle the standard error for the 1mplenenter measure’

of managenent support of telemarketlng is .39. However,:the

4kt~values are Stlll 31gn1f1cant.

i
4

The loadlngs of the X 1nd1cators on the 1ndependent

0

varlables were also high ani 51gn1f1cant.i Standard errors |

for these varlables were lower ( 09 to ll) than those




“associated withithe Yy indicators.' All t-values'were

; significant ‘at the .05 level, of probability at the very

‘minimum; most. were’ 51gn1f1cant at the .01 level

The 'Structural Model

Tabie 4;11 reveais.that all Beta coefficients are-in |
.'the expected(directions and significant. To. obtain a
“:preliminary picture of where the data elther support or- -do

- not support the structural model , 1t is useful to briefly
examine Flgure 4 2. Beglnnlng at the top of Figure 4 2 of
_ the four salesforce structure varlables hypotheslzed as
‘affecting success, only centra%izatlon and formalization
appear to have an:effect.: ?entrallzation is p051t1veIY,;
"related to success (Y= 10, t = 1 49, p <. lO) and
_formalization has a negatlve relatlonshlp Ly= - 12, t =

-1. 61 p <.06).. Looking to ‘the central paths of the medel ,
-beglnnlng at the far left, sales representatives'’ support of
1nnovat10n has a 51gn1f1cant p051t1ve effect on reps ,{

: support of - telenarketlng (Y= .40, t = 3. 94, p <.01)..

Compatlbility also has a 31gnif1cant p051t1ve effect on

' '.reps' support of telenarketing Y= ,24, t = 2. 55, P <. 01).

v

In turn, reps support of telenarketing cauSes 1ncreased
' success (B= .14, t = 2.12, p <.0§).‘ 3 . '.’Ki
w

145"

Wanagenent support of 1nnovat10n ‘has a p051t1ve effect e

o '

on management support of teIenarketing (#= .21, £ =2, 38 p

¢01) but canpat1b111ty does not 51gn1f1cantly affect
o S :

¢




"management support (y= —.07, t=<+1.12).- Management support

GOL s e

'_an 1ncrease in sqgéess (Y = 29, t = 3 69 p <.0l).

146-

’p051t1vely affects thecresolutlon of . nnplenentatlon issues (8

1 &

=u.l.ll;' = 2.33{ P <.Ol)‘and~re501ut10n of:1mplementat10n’

& -

 issues has’a bositive affect on success (B={;47, t = 3.40,-p

-

hd -~

S Finﬁlly, lookingﬂat the bottom afm_of the model, use

of telemarketlng foﬁ/core functlons of the salesforce causes

Co:relations betWeen Structural variablee'were as .

' expected. Centrallzatlon was negatlvely correlated w1th o BRI

' both d1v151on of labour and dlfferentlatlon. One would

expect more canplex flrms to be less centralized and v1ce .
versa. As well formallzatlon was posltlvely assoc1ated with

d1v151on of labou: and dlfferentlatlon. Agaln, one would

:expect more canplex flrms to be more formal 'Also ‘as

,expected both d1mens1ons of campany - d1v151on of labour and

dlfferentlatlon-were hlghly‘correlated,

,\
~




| oy 9 . - « 4 . 4 mwumeﬂmm :
. ) i ‘ ¢ pue a& < > am wﬁ,_uméoﬂﬂm H.W,TOZ QMMMHA TeI3TUL NﬁH " *N w.N.DwH.m
¢ ' »

HOuS ke

81 [ o , _ 1S4S

.y ] € .9 :
S NY . &
et oot HOHT b0t
A ) R

rulw U< L) —Q/ :U / mN- JH. - . ° :Nr N N ’
2 .
Mw - . .
5 ISH G 4 . . : HOIT|¢— ¢
: 188 - [ T¥T] 3 :
“W i . ~
lw.,wom I , . |
86 00 % _ - | LSKWS .H.m«..:” | »

r : Lat . ; . .. |
mw.lvg 4 : K . | 00°T - :m.‘, - .. ‘ ZODW . @
Ullvg &u . . ) NU\ . - ﬂﬂnﬁ - . g N.ol N ) ]

- & A) . )
3 a 0071 zZ 0% 1o . Hu .
' o (AL _ \. )
3 SO . : - . ‘ . - .
) " . - TSHI Je— ©
. - : L . N % ] - -
ne'- A\ T - o I
- L . 00’ :
< s : _ S N ISHS ke

s

S
.
s

A




Hypotnesis Testing

A detailed examination of the structural model can e

S

achieved by éxamining ‘the support or lack of sﬁpport for

each Of the'research hypotheses. The majority of hypdtneses.
‘can be statistically tested by examining the structural
model beta and gamua coefficieﬁts.‘ To exatine the

structural model in more detail, each hypothesis will be

restated then evidence either supporting or opposing =ach

will be given.,
. s
. - R - i .
il - Centralization is positively associated with the
 successful implementation of less favored telemarketing-
innovatons and negatively with nnplementatlon of ones that
are more favored. -

.

<

The LISREL model as formulated in Figure 4.1 shows
centralization hypothesizéd/éé having only a main positive
effsct on success. Because of .the difficulty in testing

.;ptéractions in a LISREL model, the model was respecified in.
‘ . Y o .
_ this way and Hl was reformulated:

&

Hl - Centrallzatlon is p051t1vely assoc1ateo w1tn
successful innovation zdoptlon. ‘ :

+ - . . ’ - /7
<. S~ . - by

In view of the literature introduced in Chapter Z, tnis
necessary reformulation appears reasonable. To.recap, one

view was that decentralization‘oromotes effective

nnplenentatlon 1n much the .Same way as it supports

° ¥

“,lnitlatlon of the. 1nnovat10n (Yln 1979) The other alGe

.

1

-argues ‘that during'ﬁnplementatioh( sprictéﬁ,éhannels.of
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authority (centralization) may reduce cgpflict and ambiguity - B t

-

L »

lénjvpranote éﬁccessful~hnplenentation (Beyer and Tric "”79;

Zaltman et. al. 1973). e can also sdggest that Zmud. (1982)
: - : L [

fournd support for thiS propositionﬁ In organizations wnere

> .5

] . ‘the innovation (mocdern softwars practices) was not wanted Dy

members of the organizatjon, centralization was positively -

relatea to successful adoption,

S

: - in this study centralization appears to have a
positive sffect on success (y = .10, t'= 1.49). '(As can be -

noted fram the final estimates given later in Table
was estimated at .13, © = 2,06, p-<.03). '’

H2 - Formalization in the salesforce is positively
related to successful implementation of telemarketing.

This hypothesis was not supportéd in the research. In -
- fact, tne‘'uata suggest tnat increased formalization nas a
g ) 0 y » . . - ' - . . - L - t
‘negative relationship to success. 1In the initial model the

unstandatcized Jamma coefficient is -,12 witn an associated

t-value of -1.61 which is statistically Sighificant at the
.06 ievel. . More formalization appéars'to have 2 negative
effect on the success of telenérketing in sales

organizations, - : - : : : , .

« -

N s
'

As Jdiscussed in Chapter 2, tbe,pféviousvreséarcn as
N © fairly divided on the issue of whether formalization would
have » positive or negative effect so this finding shoulu

‘not. be interpreted as representing an unexpected finding in et

-~




[y

..a Yong line of previous work. This study supports the Beyer .
and Trice (1978) ‘work in olscountlng the idea that the

1nnovatlon or_cnange process requ1res organizations to be

ambidextroys in the innovation adoption process. Many di

N

writers argue that more.formalization ‘in rules inhibits . \
B H - -

-initiation and adoption of innovations. This study suggests.

)

tnat formalization also negatively aifects successful

¢

implementation. ; » 3

43 - Complexity of the salesforce is positively
related to successful implementation of ‘telemarketing.

No support for i3 was_ found in this study. nNeither
division-of lapour nor differentiatioq had' any significant
direct effect on success. Following Lomax -(1962) an

examination of the first-order derivativés of the initial

s

model suggested tnat complexity nad a positive effect on the
resolution of implementation issues. This effect was
subsequently tested and supported in the final model. Both .

" ‘division of labour and differentiation had signhificant’

positive effects on the, resolution.of implementation issues -

( Yy division of. labour = .20, 2.25, p <.05; v

differentiation = .14, 53, p <.1lu) -
More;conplex flrns are llkely to exhlblt nigher

resolutlon of . 1ssues in telemarketlng unplenentatlon. In

this way, complex1ty Has an 1ndlrect offect on success,

3

because nlgher resolutlon of nnplenentatlon issues causes

I3

l

- nlgner success. Thls flndlng tenas to, Lurther GloCOUDt the y ' ‘

~
3
r
i
)




—. t N . . y » . . -
N . , \ .;-« e ' . . . . .
-~ : e
need for ambidextrous organizations in the innovation S

adoption proecess.  Complexity has been found in other, work ‘ Q\ ‘
"to have_ a positive effect, in the initiation .stage of the ' .
- £ o

N process. This study has found-that ft also positively

“affects the process of implenentation leading to higher

-
-

Success. . ) ' Y T ‘ ’ 4

3
’

H4 ‘(a) ‘Sales management support ot innovation is

p051t1vely associated  with supp?ftxof telemarketing by Sales
nanagement

&

>

wo

. "~ (b) Sales rep support of 1nnovatlon is_positively ) .
assoc1ated with support of telemarketing by sales’ neps. ) o

P . ) )
- Both.H4 (a) and - (b) are supported by the research.

-

s ' Management support of innovation.generally-causes'incteased
support of telemarketing (y = .21, t = 2.38,7°p<.0l). As

well, sales rep support for - innovation or change causes

é
4

increased support of telemarketing specifically (Y = .40, t

5 3

3.94, p. <.01)

H5 (a) Sales management support of telenarketlng is’
positively related to the resolutlon of implementation = - \
1seues. .
(b) . Sales reps' support of telemarketlng is
, 9051t1vely related w1th success.

\

Both da (&) andx( ) were supporteu in -this. stuoy.

-
.,

Increased management support of telemarxetlng resulteo in an

I

o . uncrease in the resolutlon of 1mplementat10n lSSUeS {, 8

=

1.11, £t = 2,33, p <..01l., “The relatively high standard error -

assoclated with the g estimate should be noted)., Increased




"sales rsps' suppoff of télaﬁérkéfing“has a positive effect ' -t
. . . . ' ~ : A ? . -

N on sucgess'(-s = .14, t‘='2.12, p“{.OS). when mahagement is’

supportive of telemarketing, they appear to take steps to
imp:oﬁe the implementation process. Sales rep support of
telemarketing has & direct affect on, the suécess‘of'the

innovation. | Lo ' o B
- L ° L=}
‘. n ~ $ . . :

H6 - Success in telemarketing adoption is positively
" related to. the resolution of implementation issues.

Strong suppgrt for H6 was found Ih‘the data. As snown

"in Table 4.11, the beta ceefficient was estimated at .47
. with @n associated®t-value of 3.40 with p <.0l. The datz” ' ‘ -

-

support the work‘of change theorists' in suggesting that

" firms who have worked hard to plan, motivate, overcacme
resistance and evaluate the  innovation are more successful. ¢ ee’
) -

H7 (a) pOmpatlblllty of telemarketing 1s positively
relateo to support of telenarketlng by sales managenent

(b) Lompatlblllty of telemarketing. is p051t1velj
relatéd to support of telenarketlng by sales reps. ,

* D)

-.07, t = -1. '12;*9

il

H7 (a) was not supported -( Y )

n

>. 05) but d7 (b) was, supporteu (Y '.'24 t = 2 55 D < 01)

pOﬂpatlblllty appears to affect sales rcp support of . T . o
teiemsrketlng out has ‘no effe:t on sales management support,{
'oﬁ‘telemarkeglng.‘ In sales organlzstlons Whers exlstlng‘ |
ssles'practices'wefe sansWhat shnilar to.iﬁnppative - o
telemarketlng practlces; sales reps l}kely see the

CODSlStenCY of telemarketlng with past oractlces. It,

[




-

utilized it in .a peripheral fashion not resulting in a

appears that tnis experience causes them to be more

?

‘supportive of‘thé'innbvétion:‘ In those organizations where

telemarketing is a camplete departuxg from past practices,

sales reps a;é less likely to be supportive. It is
interesting that compatibility of tne innovation has no real

-

effect on sales management. Perhaps because sales managers

<

.are fot so directly 1nvolved in day-to-day sales practices,

consistency with those ‘practices is not as important as it

o

is 'to sales reps.

_ H8 - More successful implementation of telemarketing
occurs in organizatons where the innovaticn is used for core
apollcatons of the balESfO[CE.

b

H8 was aisp supported - in this study'("{ = .29, t =

+3.69,"p <:0l). Sales organizations that used telemarketing
'foi core applications were more successful. Salesforces

that initially integrated .telemarketing into the mainstream

of their core activities were more successful tnan those who

change in the sales reps' practices.
g

Fq;thef evidence to use in éSSeésinéltbéjinitial'
strUcturalfmodél can be-obpained by,éxaminigg.tée squéred
multiple correlatioﬁs'fof>tbé'étructural eQuatiohgj
(Churchlll and Suprenant, 19623 499~ ~500) . Tﬁesé
correlatlons measure the amount of varlance 1n eacn
depenaent or eta construct tnat is explalnoc by tne fltted

mcdel.‘ The correlatlon values for the 1n1t1al-model only




,.

" dependent constructs was explained by tné model. - The model

are presented in Table 4.12,

Taple 4.12
Squarea dultiple Correlations for the Structural

. Equations: The Initial Model.
- . b4 ., N
Managénent‘b " kesolution of  Sales kep Success
Support of . “Implementation ' Support of , .
‘Telamarketing  Issues i Telemarketing )
~ ' .. ) o - 7
24 RCH 22 -~ .42

a fairly:nigh proporzion of tne variance in .tne

)

was particularly succéssful in explaining a N1gn propordicn

-

of variance in success and resolution of hnplenehtatfzn

3
Lt

issues; Forty—-two percent cf the variance In SUCCESS’ was

explained 'Oy the initial model. Forty-nine percent of the
variance 1n resclution of implamentzticn 1Ssues was 31so
.accounted for. 'The model was le$S*succéssful in explaini

management and sales rep support of ‘telemarketing.

Revising the Initial Model: Towaru a Final Model

t 4 - . . K ' ‘ A“’ N
Following Churchill and Suprenant (1982) and Gardner,

, ~Lalonde anma Pierson (1983), alterations were made to tne

' . .
initial model. These revisions followed the Lamax (1982) ~
proéédures.-' R ~- o S ’ -:;" |

. ‘ e S
First, the peaSqreﬁent'pbrtiob of the model was
exanined byljeviéing<é‘iist gf.indicatér‘vgpiables wWnere

‘
i

correldated’ measurément. error’ was reasonable tneorstically. mg’

N




” -
-

s : ’ " The initié_l model was fairly restrictive”in that no

o correlated measurament error was modeled even though it was

‘»1'-' ' likely that”same would exist. In this study, it was

expected that correlated messurément error was likely to
. - - occur (a) between strategic measures arﬁ'bet@een ixﬁplemente:

measures of the variables and (b)- between identical scales

‘used. to measuré the same vatiables. Fram these pairs, the
largest absolute fix;st—brder der_ivétive.was selected- and the
associated parame‘tter was freed (estimated) in the subsequent
model. If tne difference in-x? values and the associated

t-values were significant, the parameter remained free and

.

tne next parameter was freed. Thls process ‘was nalted when - . -

the, freeing of a parameter could not e justified -

. L .
theoretically, when the drop in x®was not significant, or

M R . . B -, . , . o
wnen. tne t-value was not significant. (Modification indices

. - ‘are avallable 1n LISREL VI output wh__i?:h can be used for the

same ppz’i:ose’) . Figure 4.3 displays' the final model and

, o a .
. snows the correlated measurement error.

¢
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The next step iﬁ;revising che initial mcdel involved‘
flxingfnonslgnificant'e'addw; coefficientslto“zerd. Finall?,
the flrst—ogderhderivacives for carametera_of Beta and Gamma’
'pfevlouély fixedvat zero Qere examlhed. When theoretically
reasonable, the carameter aséociated with the largest
der1vat1ve was estlmated in the next model. Again; szas

assessed to determlne if the dlfference was 51gn1f1cant.

The summary statistics associated with the final
causal model are presented in Tables 4.13 and 4.14.. The

. same measurement model proposed in the initial model is

g

:retained.' in the final‘_m.odel -with the excepcion'tllat the <
'model .was‘relaxed allowin'g some correlated_nteaeuranedt error - ’
'aS~Shodn'in Figure 4.3. A large amount of correlated
measuraﬂenﬁ error waa modeled between the success
indicators. Aa noted earlier, it:was expected.tbac cdnnon--
measu;énenf'would'be fouhd:bezheen stfa#egic measureé4
pPecause a cormlop 'vi‘nformant'~ is used aci:oss, méasures (for
example, éOS and SMS)‘and between similax scales Decause a

common scale is’ used with both 1nfosmants (for exanple SRN

and IRN).’

*

One of the four indicators‘of,core.hse (SACT) was

e A T

- fixed at zero. " This 1nd1cator loaded 51gn1f1cantly in the

inftial model However, once correlated measurenent error

I [

was modelled between SACT and IACT ( ll) ., the loadlng of .

SACT on coreuse became 1n51gn1f1cant T L

The structural path changes fran the 1n1t1al model

157
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weré'aiso felatively few: o A S S

(1) Compatlblllty was not found to affect management support of
'-Jnnovatlon. Thls pa!h was dropped .,
(2): Paths between (a) division of labour and success, and

(b) différentiation and success were dropped. . Paths

between~(a),diyision.of\labour‘and resolution of

’ pnplenehtation issues ahd (b) differentiation and : cf
. resoiution of implenénpgtion issues were introduced. _

The justification for these chénges was discussed in -

the section reporting hypothesis testing. .

prd

-




Table 4.13

. . Maximuﬁ Likelihood Parameter ,Esfima'tési
’ " - ,Revised Measurement Model o

‘Indicator [Latent  LISREL Standard T Standardized

V&a\xzi,ab—les Va‘riab]‘es Estimates Error =~ Value¢ =  Value

" SMST®  ‘Mgt. support 1,00 - - .35
IMST . of tm . JLa26** © .52- 2,40 . .45

'SRIZ  Resolition  1,00° ~ - I
IRI.  of issues 1.03** - .20 5,16 .72

SRST @ Rep sﬁpport 1.00 - - .99
- of tm '

sos'2 Success " 1.00 . -

I0S : T L9 - 14
SMS . : N Yk .10
IMS L9gH* .14
sCT R Yokl .14
ICT ’ .B4ww .14
sac . L99%% 14
IAC : © 1,01** © .14
SRN . 91xx .12
IR . .B5* .14

.72
.70
.67
~ o1
.70
.60
.72
.73
.66
.61

e e o &

LI }

AN NN NN O

L] .

HFWWEORKRHOCO
VNNV WOROLOUBN

a Reference Indic;ator
* P < .05 (one-tail test)

** p ¢ 0L




Table 4.13 (Continued)

" Maximum Likelihood Parameter Estimates:
"~ Revised Measurement Model -

\

Indicator ' Latent * LISREL Standard T ~  Standardized
Variables 'Variables Estimates Error Value Value
SCE®  Centralization 1.00 )' L= - -1.00
. sFo? qumalization . 1.00 - - 1.00 .
IFO R L66*% 10 6.47. .66
-. . . - . ," ;\
SDIF? Differentiation 1.00 - - . -1.00
IDIF T L9ekn .08 11,52 .96
SDIV?’ Division of T 1,00 - ‘- . - - 1,00
IDIV ‘lamur ’ - . .80**. - 009 ) 9.15 .80
SRCH® Core tasp  1.00 . - - 1.00 .
IRCH  use of -fm J61** 11 5.40 - .61
IACT . 234 - 08 2.94 .23
- aMs1? .Mgéﬁ support = 1.00 . - - 1.00
IMSI - . of innovation — .33** .10 3.32 .35
. srs1? Rebs' support 1..00 .- - - 1,00
- IRSI of innovation  .35** - 10 3.42° L35
'SCOMP® " Campatibility 1.00 - 11,00
ICOMP : T .10 4.1 .46

a Reference Indicator
* p < J05 (one—taiiftést)

x% p <01
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-Maximum Likelihood Parameter Estimates:

Parameter

Ba1"' .
By 2
"Bus

Y s
Y23
Y 2u

Y 37

Y 38
Yul
Y u2
Y us

PR

$32 N
Pu 1
Pu 2
$u 3

* P < .05 (one-tail test)

** p ¢ .01

-

LISREL
. Estimate

Table 4.14

Revised Structural Model

Standard
Error

Cl.ear 7L
59% 14

11*

T L 14*
.20%
L 14%

.07
.09
.09

. 39%* .10
$23*F -.09

.13*
-.15%

.07
.07

J22%% 07

-,33** .08

L 29%% .09,

-.24*% 08
" AG%* .09
.54%x 08

'

.06

T ’~‘Standarafzed

Value

i "020

Value.

.83
.57
.15

.39
.29
.20
.39
.23
.19

.31

- -.33

.29
-.24
.45 .
.54

X

e




The Revised Model: Summary Statistics .

The final chi-square of 658.9 w’i‘th 443 degrees of
‘freedom is eignificant (p = .000) ihdi ating that even this
model does not compietely aécount-for‘t e correlation ;
.matrlx. . However, the chi- square was 51gn&{&cantly reduced
by '188.6 at a cost of 13 degrees of freedam . fran the 1n1t1al
model. This reductlon 1nd1cates that 51gn1f1caqt
nnprovenents were made in the rev15ed model., As well
Wheaton, Muthen, Alwin and' Summers (1977) suggest that a
ratlo of chi-square to degrees of freedam that is less than
5.0, is consideredAan adequate fit. Since the ratio in the
revised model is 1.49, the fit can be considered acceptable -
(Gardner and Lalonde, 1983).

o,
T~

Further. evidence of acceptability-is the relatively

high_amount of variance in the eta variables that is
’ - 7

explained by tﬁe model. The squared multiple'cor;elations .
fot the tevised model ate shown in Table 4.15.,_The.oajor
_purpose of the tesearet'was'to explain socoesa. Accounting

' fot.almost half of the var{atioh in suocess with tﬁie 3
inttoductofy moded providea a good'f;amework:from which:to
'condoct futufe,research; In'canparinqlthese‘correlations to
those reported in Table 4,12 for the initial model the
obvious dlfference is an_ 1ncrease in accountlng for varlance
in the:resolution-of implementation issues., This is 1argely
.a teeult of toe intzodoction of st;octu}al baths between
,diVision of“labour‘apd‘reso;ution of impienentation issues

PP, R

" "‘A'* "9 » nn At gin




and differentidtion and resolution of ﬁnplementation issues.
The varlatlon explalned in management support of - . ;\*\A‘
telenarket{;g decreased when the 1n51gn1f1cant path fram

canpatlblllty to man_gment supbort—of telenarketing was’ - — .

dropped. .

Table 4.15 , L ' N
) .
Squared Multlple Correlations for the Struc ral ~ )\
Equatlons. The Revised Moder :
Management Resolution Sales'ﬁep' Success
Support of of Implanentation . Support of
Teleﬂarketlng Issues a Telemarketing
.15 .88 . 21 .44
{
The total-coefficient of determination'for the ’ "~

structural equations (. 80) is also suggestlve of a moderate
" to good fit. The reasonably hlgn goodness of fit index of
.75 adds support for the model being judged as moderate to

‘gbod. ‘'The root- mean square residual: (.12) is acceptable.
.Béeasse the chi-square has been ‘criticized as being

highly sensitive to sample siae'(Bagozzi, 1980; Joreskog and

Sorbem, 1983) , Tucker and Lewis (1973) have derived a -

—

rellablllty coefficient that is not.as sensitive to sample ) -
size. This coefficient aS»described'by Bagozzi (1980) is a
- \ ) , »

ratio of the amount of -covariation exblainsd by a proposed - -

-structure to the amount of covariaton avaiiable‘ﬁo‘be

- -, B



»

explained by a proposed stﬁucture. The Tucker and Lewie '
(}973) reliab}lity coefficient’indica;es about j;SZ of the’

’ covarlatlon to be explalned is -accounted ﬁdr by the proposed
structure (ga90221, 1980, 106 112)

P

"‘Assessment of the Revised Model

’In‘asseé%ing overall fit of the quel to the data,

most of the indicators.(except chi—square) suggest that the .
revised model is a mode%éteLy good fit, The final model -
repfesents a definipe hnbrovahent as the GFI:was .75

‘ canpared to .69, the coefficient,of detennénation and
squared multiple corfelations'were,aleo somewhat better in
the final model. -The drop in Chi- square (188.6 p01nts) at -
the expense of l?J?f was very 51gn1f1cant.,\Although these

sunmary statistics. argue for the model belng judged as

moderate to good, to really make a judgment as to whether

these results are reasonable or not, one should evaluate . ‘ -

[

them against other compatable work.

Because LISREL has been used only recently 1n

,..amarketlgg and rather more frequently for analy21ng construct
| valldlty, (Phllllps, 1982 John and Reve, 1984), than for-
y1eld1ng substantlve findings (Churchlll and Suprenant,‘

'1982; John and Martln, 1984), 1t is ddfflcult to compare the

‘results ohtalned heré with prev1pus wo;k;

I3 . .
g

The Johri and Martin (1984) study of ‘effects of. - o

organizational structure- of marketing plannfng'on~

-




T / 165
‘ ~ credibility énj utilizaﬁién of plan;output offers a'gdod L
- | . basis of_;oﬁpa;ison, for two reasons. The gnit;of anélysié
. is 'the qrganization and the John and Martih independent - T
vatriables are oéganization structure yariables which 'ir
.‘paral;el Ehezoiganizatibﬁ‘struéturé"&ariables incorporated.
iﬁto the current study. Fairly compérable results were
achieved in both pieces of reseéfchl‘ Tﬁe chi-squaré for’the: ’

John and Martin model was still large and siénifiéant even

"thoﬁgh other pieces of evidence - hypothesis. support, small

‘residuals ané\fa;rly high préboftionnof explained variance o f': a
F in the two dependent vai}abigs (60%.;f plan utilizgtion\igﬁ ' "
! 66%. of planacredibilité) suggest g'sﬁrodg médel. - Very “. L . "3'
i similar results wé;eifodnd En thié'sﬁddy; ’ L | o ‘ . :

' Tbeﬂfinaﬁxnodel has explained considerable amounts of

variation iq'sgccess and- resolution of implementation
issues. It provides a good groundihg for future research, - =~ © e

which should ideally be of a longitudinal natlre so.causal
p’coﬁclusions can be é;awn with g;eater confidence. A caveat
':must'be plaééd pﬁ all concluéiéns’té be érawn'frém the
;ﬁy \Asfudy.; Because ﬁbé mod§i>was_tééted pn.cfééé—se&%iéqal’data"

in a non-experimental design,-all Causal'hhpliéatiphs should
) . T = 3 . ‘ -

o

_ be viewed as preliminary. -

¢ : 2 P

. - 1
S . - . - .
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' Chapter 5, the concluding chapter, will present the
conclusions, implications, and summatize the strengths‘and

- >

o ‘ﬂ'weakhessés of the study.

°
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CHAPTER .5 - CONCLUSIONS AND DISCUSSION

DU . .
. The researcher will first discuss the measurement and

structural models, drawing‘conclus'ions and implications as

LI

Well as assessmg mdlv1dual portlons of these.models. This

will be followed by a discussion and assessment of the

overall model and a surmary statement of 1mp11cat10ns for
theory and pract1cmg marketlng managers. Thle chapter and

the thesis will conclude with an assessment of the study.'s_

' strengths and weaknesses and suggestions for future : o
research.- :
| n . - A
The Measuremeng Model:. Assessment and Implications : y,
) : P

The measurement portion of both "the initial and final

models oen be ju‘dged as mode'rat'elvy successful. On the,

po,sitive side, all loadings for the deperndent’ (y) and - ‘ ’ v

: 1ndependent (x) variahles (with' the single exceptionsﬁo'f the

Jmplementer centrallzatlon varlable and unplemef?\ter rep

o

support of telemarketlng whlch had to’ be, deleted to run the

) o
analy51s) ’ were p051t1ve and statlstlcally salgnlf1cant. Oon

' ,the negatl?v,e 51de, a few of the standar’d! erro_rs were fairly

high. - | _
‘ L o ’,"I'he Dependent _Veriables | </
IOS apparent fran the rese\arch model, and it has ‘ W
heen argued strongly throughout thls the51s, that the - s

. e

,success construct is of central 1mportance 1n the research

1
B . M .." . . . e
[ ‘e 1 6 7 D ‘o, B '
- few . . . 5 -
Lot . o
’ . L ate ! .
. Laont 0 o . Lo - A "
. AT .\ . . B - W [
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°

bf‘particular interest then, in examihing~the measurement -
R . .
model is the finding that all measures of success loaded
L4 f N ~ . B
very highly on the success construct. In addition, all ten

measugég of success were-highly cotrelated with each other.
ST

These pieces of evidence suggest. that all measures'seemed to

-

"be tapping'thetsane underlying ¢onstrict. qu?n the fairly

strong theoretical underpinnings &sed in developing these

J ~

measures, 1t is reasonable to conclude that success was

indeed the unohserved construct being measured

\/"\ i
Because the measurement of success was central to this (

" .

!

’stuoy; the‘researcher,utilized 10 measures of it -
(reoresenting fourﬁdifferent theoretical approaches to -
stuéyiug success)r‘ As might be expected, ten measures'of;a

: Success required cohsiderable interviewing thne._\This ,~;;_e_r

-

allocatlon of resources was deened neceSSary because success
was such a major focus of the study- - but nnportant
1mp11cat10ns for future research designs might ‘be ‘drawn from

exam1n1ng the lO success measures. If the measures gave

t

) con51stent results in thls study, feWer é easures mrght be

" sufficient for future de51ghs.

Within this research model, one .can copclude"that all

indicators of success were fairly reliable and ‘fairly

'consistent.‘,There was very little difference in‘thé
\ 1

. rellablllty of the measures (that 1s, one measure was not
'_‘extremely hlgh or another extrenely low) . One can make.th;s ’Z -

168
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conclusion on the basis of the squared multiple correlations

which provide a meéasure of the reliability of each indicator

169

witnin the context of the specified research model (Joreskog

‘and Sorbar, 13983). These squared multiple correlations .

ranged from..425 for the implementér report on routinization
9 P PO

to .585 for the strategic report on overall success.

The reliability as suggested by the squared, multiple

correlation coefficients, does not allow one to copclude

4 Qhét all measures would be approximately equally reliable in

. future research. These coefficients describé;the

)

.

reliability of tite indicators only within the context of "the}

current model. However, inter-rater correlations for each
indicator were high (see™Table 4.3) and all ten indicators

were highly correlated with each other (see Table 4.9). AsS
well the standardized factor~16adings of the ten indicators

. ranged from .64 -to .75.

»

. The relaéively hfgh intgf—correlations énd factor
-loadings ;u?gest future réséarc%érs might consiéer reducihq
the number ofisﬁccess indicatofg tG pet%aés fourjbr five,
‘ This number of indicators would still 5e sufficient ﬁé
‘;igérbqsiy eétima£e success. Inyesffgato;s éoﬁld'shift‘é;ﬁe

’ .

resources to collecting better measureg for ‘some of .the

other'variables‘ﬁhich exhibited significant causal effects

in- the ‘model. ’Notablé'hére'is management'éﬁppqxt'of‘

telémarketing. ;Whilé_the'two indicators of this{constrgét“

\ * :

-~




\,,.

measures loaded hlghly and 51gn1f1cant1y on “the underlylng

rélatlvely hlgh stand egror,

an&
temgmeasuies '°The develognen
LN

would ﬁe very: useful

S, '3~vs

‘uiutradeoff‘;n %uture work

. V
X ey

;sales representatlves

_,,n '\\'
' ..

Lastly, the resolutlgn oL lmplanentatlon 1ssues

.

.

7

factor. Because of 1ts central unportance in the structural

'model future attentlon 'could usefully be dlrected at

unprov1ng the measurenent of thls/construct»as well . The .

' v,

apprOach used here (based on’ Glnzberg (1975)) seens to be

B

promlslng but future\work 1s deflnltely needed to establlsh

pu
P

construct valldlty. - T .

-




- The Independent Variables

v

Overall the measurement of the 1ndependent varlables ) .
’ A K‘u .. N

wes also falrly successful (see Tables 4.10 and 4 13) with' .‘
AN

- 31¢@Al loadlngs belng p051t1ve and statlstlcally Slgnlflcant

){The loadlngs for the four organlzatlon structure var1ables
',’ “6
werd espec1ally hlgh (ranglng from. .65 to .92). This 1s

.
> _n

3 %bably a resultwof the objectlvefnature of these

NN W

varlables. The ”ndlcator loadlngs on attltud1nal constructs
) )\ B .

”* 5 SN
wer sanewhat lower but Stlll statlstlcally 51gn1f1cant. As

e

'Zlnleidual‘X_uzriables\undoubtedly‘could‘be:improved in &

'-future work. as dlscussed at length 1n Ghapter 3, the two

“1ndlcators of mana@iment support for 1nnovatlon were each -

s1ngle item. scales. S1nce thls initial model testlng ’ S ‘: { o ’

T E conflrmed the nnportance of thlS construct in ‘the model,
: . /

"future emphasis at improvanents in measurement are deened to

N <

[N . . - . -

be worthwhlle ani neceSSary ‘*Shnilarly, centralization was . .

, \ , .
measured w1th only one 1nd1cator varlable future research ' ’ Lo

should attempt to 1ncorporate multlple meastires. ‘ ‘

In conclus1oﬁ the measuranent model for both

-

the dependent and 1ndependent var1ables can be assessed as




\reseafch.. On the positive side, a large number of: the

' ' .

fairly good, given the preliminary nature.of the study.
This conclusidnvdoes?hOt precluae.thefnecessity‘fo; future

improvements as suygested above.

The Structural Model! Assessment and Implications

The majority of structural paths in the modéi were

“incorporatedl into the eight hypotheses tested in the - ' ‘

rgsearcb»hypotheses were supported with the t-values

- indicating that parameters were significantly different fram

’ zérQ; Conclusions regarding each of these hypotheses ahd: o

o

implications of each for theory and practice-follows below

as part of an assessment of ‘the structural model.
’ - ‘ S22

The Organization Structure Hypotheses

. _The”hypotheseé incorporating the structural. variables

_were probably the most heavily grounded in pfevious = < ° ..

) wri@ings.‘ Howevef,‘directly,relatéd empirical research. has f\\gg

definitely been inconclusive. BAs subh; the implications and ..

Concldsioﬁs about the. effects of thé’structuralvvariables '

>

. ) . v S
make a useful contribution to our understanding of the role
p - ’ . 2 . o ‘ . ' ~.‘ ’ , ‘ A ':.. .
o;'organization structure on the imnovation process. = % ) ,

‘o .

Centralizaﬁion was found tq‘have a positive direct’

“affect on siccess. Tﬁis}finding suppotts Zaltmam's (1973)

] . ‘ . ‘ o o o «
o , . : ‘

¢ : ~

W

\




argument thatncentralization_probabiy reduces conflict and
. ¢

ambiguity leading to more effective implenentation.' If one

~

accepts prev1ous flndlngs that decentralization fosters

e

"innovation adoption (Beyer and Trice, ce, 1579, Pierce and
Delbecq, 1977), then. some partlal support for the argunent
calling for organlzatlons‘to exhlblt ambidextrous
characteristics-as they pass.throngh the innovation orocess g
is provided. At the veryileast,-it appears‘that high .-

. decision participation (decéntralization) in organizations
’ enhances adoption'but'then tends to inhibit .success..
Znud's (1982), notion that centralization interacts-'

with positive management attitudes to the innovation was not-
tested here (Original Hypothesis 1), zmud observed’partial o N

support for his hypothesis ‘that centraiization'would be |

' positiveiylaSSociated With’impleméntation of'innovations
when the innovation is'nOt‘wanteﬁ. He defined a oriori that
““the innovation he stndied (softWare practices) was not
. wanted; ‘ftlSeens more reasonabl®in this”stndQ)‘to assume;
7‘that_the innovation was wanted hy‘the adopting |

organizations. Previoﬁs research is not available to guide
G

. us on_ thls p01nt but it seems. more plaus1ble to assume that.

nly sal@é organlzatlons that dld want telenarketlng would A
~
adopt it,” If one accepts thls v1ew, then one can conclude '

.o 3
fran thls research that centrallzatlon is pos1@dvely related
. v A . "
- to canpatlble‘lnnovatlons. P ’

“u PR

' To ‘truly clasify. these conflicting findings, a |
Voo : ' B , o . . €




lonqltudlnal study 1s probably necessary., The researcher
couLd follow fimms exhlbltlng favorable and less favorable

~attltudes at the time of adoptlon. Hoﬁever, g1ven that Zmud

‘only researched centrallzatlon in relatlon to less wanted -

1nnovatlons and pggulated on the effect on- wanted
1nnovat10ns, it seems approprlate to offer the 1nternn
conclu51on in support of earller*work (Zaltman% 1973 Pierce

- ard Delbecq, 1977; Beyer and Trice, l979), that

centralization has 5051t1ve effects on both less wanted and .

wantei innovations.
Contrary to the hypothesis adopted for this study,

' fonnalization was foundAto negatively affect success._ The

previous research was falrly 1ndec151ve so this finding does

not represent a major spllt w1th prev1ous-wo§k Rather it

v

‘lends needed empirical support to the notlon that fewer -

wrltten rules and job guldellnes lead ‘to 1ncreased success

v
of 1nnovatlon nnplenentatlon (Beyer and Trlce, 1978) JThlS

flndlng contravenes the notion that 1t is advantageous!for

-

’ i

v

an organmaatlon to be ‘ambidextrous ;n structure durlng the ..
»1nnovat10n'adoptlon. Less formal1zatlon appears to have
p051t1ve effects on both adoptlon of the 1nnovat10n andllts

ensulng success 4n lmplementatlon. The 1mp11catlon 1s that

flrms w1sh1ng to be successfully 1nnovat1ve should“develop a

minimun of rules and jOb gu1del1nes. Lack of formallzatlon .

’

Wwill enhance both the 11kellhood of adoptlon -and successful

' nnplenentatlon. - ¥

174 _
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]Intefestingly,_of the few pieces of previeus>work,
Zmud' s gl?éZ) gork found contrary fingings - forgaliéatioﬁ R
was* positively related‘to implementation. Given that Zmud's
" fimms were judgeg to not favor'theiinnovation; a concingeﬁcy
hypethesis'cennot.be ruled out ;;forma;ization may ‘be
pesitively associated with success for less favored

inhovations‘and’negethely associated with more favored

. ‘ ones. This'}dea makes theoretical sense ip\that ruies*

’ inhibit activities of-those‘who Qantithe innovation.but
~  enhance activities of fhose WHO do’no;; FutUreM¥esearch is
required to.assess_this pcssieility: ’The”conc}usion to be

drawn fram ﬁhiS'stqdy is tha;_formaliéation has a hegatiVe

effect on success-

. A , S S
Salesforce canplex1ty was foun? to ‘have no 51gn1f1cant

¥ dlrect affect on success. However, both d1v151on @f laDour
2

and dlfferentlatlon have a significant p051t1ve effect on

the resolution of nnplehenfation issues. In turn,

" successful resolution of implementation 'issues has a

® N : - * - . .
2 . - . “ . -

positive'significahtﬁeffect on success. More camplex firms:

tend to gerform the ﬂnpléhentatioﬁ process better than
~ .
51mpler flrms. Thls 9051t1ve relatIODShlp between

i canplex1ty and resolutlon of 1mplenentat10n issues probably

X "bccurs because managers in more ccmplex forms recognlze the
greater potentlal for confu51on agd confllct therent ‘P the .
S . AR
‘complex1ty of their flrms (Zalhnan, 1973) and. canpensate ‘
. -, . . ) g J"

through carefully resolv1ng lmplementatﬁon issues. -




This finding .also provides evidence for the. debate -on

the desirability of structurally ambidextrous innovative

e e

organiéations. Since 1t 1s generally agreed ‘that conplex1ty
is'a positive influence on the 1n1t1at10n and adoption
stages, (Lawrence and Lorsch, 1967, Mohr, 1969) and this » .

study supports,the argument that camplexity is positively
related to_ resolution of'implenentation issues; an

°

~ ambidextrous organization does not appear to offer any major>

advantages. In fact as suggested by Pierce and Delbecg

- (1977)., camplexity appears to -have a 'positive impact on all

‘three stages of the process.

In conclusion, a successfully innovative firm is
.. likely to be felatively informal, but structured with a
higher degree of job differentiatiOn, division of lapolr and

centralization.  Centralization is the only structural
- K

' __ T . /. :
.characteristic which has differential effects upon various

stages of the adoption process —'with less-cqhtralization an

' advantage during 1n1t1ation but a hindrance on successful .

,‘nnplenentatlon. Overall, (w1th the exception of s

o

centralization) the.need for innovative fims to exhibit
ambidextrous Structural.characteristics while proceeding
through the 1nnovat10n process was not supported. This )

N findlng has welcgne nnpllcations for managers in 1nnOVat1ve

flrmS‘who do not°have’t0'try to manage or treate.an . °

organizatlon with different structural characté/istics at

i

,different stages. of the 1nnovatlon process.-

2 oS ! f /]
. .




\Thls body of work has con51stently noted the role of cha

‘e

The Management Snpport.HypotheseS .

\high support found for both hypotheses 4 and 5

. . . \ .
lead one to conclude that both sales management and sales

:

representatiVe support for innovation generally and
w

.

telenarketlng specifically are ‘key factors in successfully
1mplement1ng the telenarketlng 1nnovatlon. In sales
,organlzatlons where sales management has previously
’supported—innovation,'management is, ldkely-to support'the;

telenarketing innovation, Sﬁnilarly, when sales reps

support change, they support telanarketing. . Furtﬁermore,

-

support., of telemarketlng by managenent causes a bettér

?
'

" resolution of 1mplenentatlon"rssues. It appears that

management who snpport the innovation manage the '
'implementation process more carefully. Reps' support 5%
te}enarketing has a'direct'positive”effect on telenarketing
suceess. These flndlngs are supportlve of prev1ous work in
MIS settlngs (Radnor and Neal, 1973), urban servrce

bureaucracles (Yin, 1979} Beyer ard Trice, 1978; Hage and

Dewer,.l973), and by the managerial‘change theorists"

(Beckhard and Harrls, 1977; Grelner, 1967 Kunberly,l981)

( ‘/
L

agents or sUperv1sors and managers wno support the chy

The major contribution of tnis study has bgéh to

. devélop,causal‘paths between these variables, incérporate

5

_ thew into a causal model ‘and ‘test them empirically in a

Y

—~

[N

e

"fairly Iarge'Sanple of business organizations. The'support

177._
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. . ., : B -
found for ‘this portion of the model ehallengesjmanagers,in o o
* irnbvative .fims to expend resources to gainfsupport-ror
telemarketing from both managenent and sales reps; Spending
X
_thne and energy cteating such support appears to be critical
.- , _ for succe§s§ Firms marketinglteleharketing could help
assure success by targetting sales organizations-who have
prev1ously exhibited support for 1nnovatlon generally |
‘A These fims- would be ones that have adopted other types of
ginﬁovatiye.practices in the past. Fur therinore, by working
to build support for teleharheting among both sales-'
representatives and*managers, managenent can also help
nnprove the-lnkellhood ot success of the' telenarketlng
1nnovatlon. This support bulldlng could be’ acconpllshed
through tra1n1ng programs, and by exhlbltlng support for the
telenarketlng system in all s1tuatlons. Marketlng managers

» (4
. -+ in vendor conpanles could proact and became 1nvolved with

the buyer's adoption process - educating the buyer about the

need to build management and sales rep swpport and by

“

gamitting resources to help the buyer build support for the

innovation. - o Q5
7

The Resolution of Implementation Issues Hypotheses

As hypothe51zed, the hlgher the- resolutlon of ‘
1mplenentatlon 1ssues, the greater the success of
. telenarketlng. Whlle not unexpected this flndlng brlngs -
E - needed emplrlcal support to the work of change theorlsts. N :

The model has related several other varlables to the : -

el




fopte, -

YT

resolution of implementation. issues and found that

'managénent‘Supportdhas7ah important effect on the resolution
. ,6f implehentation issues. Organization differentiation and

division of labour are also related to greater resolution of |
_implementation issues.

© oy i ; .,

Practlcal mellcatlons of thls fxndlng can usefully be -

«
<

generated for innovative flrms and marketers of 1nnovat1ve
, products.  Firms adopting inrovations will be more .-

-

- suQCEssfui»if’théy‘take steps to plan for the indovation,

diagnose*and eliminate resistance to change, ensure ability
and motiVation to undertake the change and evaluate the

s

process. These steps appear to .be fundamental to success.
Again.'the proactlve role of telenarketlng marketers becanes

apparent - they could as51st adoptlng flrms 1n carrylng out

0 - e

the process ofrunplenentlng the‘1nnovatlon by alertlng. S

,}.adoptang flrms as to the cr1t1cal nature of thlS step. .-

Slnce an 1mproveﬂ unplenentatlon process is llkely to :

T - e,

enhance success, and success is Ilkely to" 1ncrease adoption"
'rates ard dlffu51on, 1t is worthwhile for telenarketlné
.
marketers to devote efﬁort to nnprovang the resolutlon of

unplenentatlon LSSUeS. A caﬁnonly expressed View during the

A}
' 1nterv1ews, was that nnpﬁementlng telenarketlng would be a,

°fa1rly sunple matter - 1t would not requlre much ‘if any

-

spec1al effort In the face of thls perCeptlon, rt is

(b}

partlculanhy 1mportant for adoptlng managers and vendor

. 5
T managenent to counter thls view and work on - resolv1ng

o ’ \‘ni'
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The InnOyation—brgani-zation Match Hypotheses
Compatlblllty was found to be posn:lvely rélated to

' \ support of telemarketlng by sales representatlves but not by

R - :
sales managanent. In assessmg the theoretlcal contrlbutlon
’ N .

of thlS fmdlng one needs to recall that Rogers (1983) -
compatlblllty concept was ccmposed of two dnnensmns. (1)
N consmtency, with '_past pr-actlces and experlences ‘and_ (2) -

cons.'isten‘cy with current values. and needs. This thesis N

—

, operationalized canpatibility as consistemg“;bith ‘past

. practlces. befining 'ccmpatibility in this 'fash‘ion seems to
_take a’ useful step- 1n our understandlng of the concept. If

H

it is reasonable to assume that the second dlme_nsm_n in

~

. » .
.Rogers canpatlblllty defmltlon (consistency 'with cur'rent

) vaiues and needs) is reflected in- the two eta varlables, RST -
T and MST, then this research has 1ntroduced sane mterestlng

; ‘J\mterrelatonshlps between the two d:unensmns of

canpatibi}rty. §

As proposed ;n the research modelé{ 1t i i'nteresting : >

~

-~

that ccmpatlblllty and reps support for change both

posrt%vely affect sales reps s}ort of telenarketlng. . h

ratlonale underlylng the model and supported here 1s tnat

reps have 'a_ need- for charge but at ‘the same tlrne, ‘thls 1s'

‘balanced: ag‘a“inst a need fé”? consistency w1thpast "pra'ctices. .
. .This.,sane notion as" applieti ‘to. sales: managénent was n'ot

<




. . -

~

'.supported.
. management's support for telenarketmg.‘~

) managenent has less of a need ‘to stay closer to past \

- R :
dimension.

S ~ . . ’ «

Compat1b111ty had n0'~lmpkt on sales ’
. ‘ . \
It fs\llkely that

0 + v

-

practlces because they are not directly mvolved in those

practlcEsa

pfevmusly defmed really appears to be two dlstmct

)

concepts that g]\ay dlStlnCt but mterrelated roles m the

ki

‘ adoptlon process. E‘uture work 1%requ1red to - focus more -

»

’ clearly on the conslstency with the present needs andgvglues

R . . ‘ \
The mainvpractical hnplication for telenarketiﬁg~_ v

‘\\~4narketers 1s to target flnns where telenarketlng is

1ncreased success w1th the 1nnovat10n._

A 'may even. consrder mtroducmg mcreased telephone sales

, ‘telanarketmg strategy.

canpatlble w1th\prev1ous practlces and experlence.'>An
assessnent of.. canpatlblllty could be made, at an 1n1t1al
contact ﬁl\th a prospectlve adopter. Compatlble flrms arqe :
llkely to be ones where reps can be persuaded to have more-
p051t1ve support for telanarketmg. As supported by other
port.lons of the model thls support can be translated dmto

perspect1Ve of the pOtentlal adoptmg flnn, knowing that

sales rep support ,1-s more probable ‘in mstances where ,

'téla'narket'ing, is ‘CODS}S\l_:/ent with ‘pa'st' practices 'mana'gers"

L

usage on a fa}zrly 1nformal basis as a precursOr to a

'Ihls ,approach mlght enhance the
, .

The " theoretical conclusion"is that c'clnpatibility, as -

gLy

Slmllarly, from- the -




. . 1 .
T . hl . a

"Succéssful‘adOPtion of the prograp‘later, y
Lastly, Hypothe51s 8 - mor uccessful nnplen tatlon

of telenarketlng will occur when lemarketlng is used to
per fom core apprlcat;ons,for,the sales: force was also
supported ThlSvlS a particularly undeveloped idea and

little theory has been proposed regardlng the role of

4 ! d :
1nnovat10ns and core appllcatons. However the idea was, ~

L«

developed from Yin's (1979) key conclu51on that

‘routinization of an'1nnovat10n is more 11kely rf‘the
N \
1nnovat10n 1s used for -Gore functlons of the organlzatlon.

/ LY

.

Thls research prov1des addltlonal support for- the Y1n

hypothes1s. Sales organlzatlons that utlllze telenarketlng

for more of the core Sales tasks report more- success Ain 1ts
use. - Theoretlcally, core appllcatlon appears to be a

concept worth developlng 1n future work

- - >

In fact .an argunent can be made that one of the most
frultful dlrections for future research 1nvolves examlnlng

the use of ptactlce 1nnovat10ns. leen“the cr1t1c1sm

'levelled by Rogers (1983) and others) at 1nnovat10n
_research for belng proiunnOVatlon blased, an ‘even more

cannandxng argument’ in’ support of 1nnovat10n use research

4
° (

" ‘can be made\ What is' necessary is a detalled exanlnatlon of

" how telenarketing and/oJ other practlce 1hnovat10ns are used

and for: ‘what purposes. The notion of core appllcatlon could ,

-

prov1de the necessary startlng theory for. such an

.exanlnatlon;

s

LAY

7

o 4
. : 4




Of immediate practical.interest. are the implications

of this core use'finding for sales managers in.fimms :that

‘ . ’

have or may yet adopt telemarketing. _The conclusion to be

]

drawn fram thlS research (and that of Yln, 1979) - is that

MY

sales organlzatlons should~con51der utlllzlng telenarketlng Y

for core activities to improve the likelihood of success. .

More success appears to occur when ‘teiem.arketing‘i-s‘ w"idely
integrated into core sales tasks. It.does.nOt have‘to .
replace‘the current'uethod._'ln fact most respondents
..mdlcated that for most sales tasks, telemarketlng was used

1
. in con]unctlon with’ other methods to acconpllsh a given

. task.,»At this po;nt one can really only offer,conjecture as
‘to the reasons for. the positive relationship between core
vuse and success. It seemSvaSt'plausible to adVance the = -

"idea that by’dlrectlng an innovation tOWard .central tasks,

L]

o the organizatidn becanes ihcreasingly caﬁnitted to its

‘success because these tasks are. v1tal as opposed to RN
perlpheral to the flrm. It is useful to note that whlle '

adoptlon for core use may be assoc1ated w1th greater o ~fﬂ\'

] )
+

5lsuccess, 1t may also- be more dlfflcult to get a canpany to
"adopt telenarketlng for a cpre bu51ness functlon. This 1dea'
- is worthy of future study - are flrms reluctant to adopt

practice 1nnovat10ns for core functlons or are they more e
. ! \ ' o Y
supportlve of. such 1nnovat1ons° ; _ i c

» . In concliding this examination &f the structural . -
. . '}J . v . . " - - ! , - ’/'\ N

- model, it can.be said‘that'there,is.considerahle research .,

Lot . - : . ‘e P




bl
.

support for the 1nd1v1dual paths m the research model. As

—

“well, ‘the 1nd1v1dual model paths supported by the data make o 2,

theoretlcal sense and in turn appear to make some o - L.

3 # ' contrlbutlon to the theory on which they were based

. ] ) €§VA .

\3,5‘) ‘L
SV T At tms pomt in the exanmatlon of’ the model, it 1s

useful to assess the strength of various relatlonshlps and;

. speclfy the most. mportant _fmdmgs *‘In “the study. aAn

examination of the standardized coefficients, leads one °‘to.

o conclude that the most important success ﬁactors'afe 5

- . - ¢

resolutxon of unplenentatlon 1ssues and management support

of telenarketmg. It appears' that managéy’n‘ent support of - ] } -

‘ telemarketmg has a strong 1mpact on resolutlon of
1mplementat10n issues ‘(f = 83) ' In turn, 1t 1s critical
w3 .
- for f’irms -to resolve implementatlon issues to achieve -

D success (§ = .57).. The effects of the other variablés are .

_ considerably less .importart in achieving success. . -
. K4 . . - -
) . T B C T e

DR L Overall the rev1sed model prov1des a good groundlng .
| "for future research whlch should 1deally be of a
longltudmal nature ‘80 causal conclusmns candbe drawn" with -
greater'confldence. , The caveat noted 1n Chapter 4 - that

' ’all fmdmgs must be v1ewed as. prellmmary untlI tested in a

longltudmal or experlmental settlng bears repeatmg at thlS

-

Cpoint.” L T 1,"




S0 RS " Inmplications for Theory = . - A

»

\‘ ‘ - ’ - - - x.
BefOre drawmg theoretlcal unpllcatlons, the questlon :

~ of the generallzablhty -of the research fmdmgs needs to be
addressed. Because the sample was randanly selected frcm a : - I
fair‘ly ccmprehenswe sampllng frame, the results‘ are. read1ly';

o >

generallzable to ‘the populatlon of all 1ndustr1al Ontarlo ' o Tl
salesforces m medlun—51zed ccmpames in the manufacturlng
and wholesalmg dlstrlbutlon sectors that have adopted

- telemarketling. Beyond that, it is probably’ s'afe to

generalize fram the Ontario to the North.American scene.

It 1s the view of the researcher that fmqus could
| be cautlously generallzed out51de the realm of the
| telemarketmg mnovatmn to other canparable practlce
mnovatmns. Innovatlons can be checked for canparablhty L =
by ex‘émmlng the typology categorles and charactemstlcs
attrlbuted to telanarketmg 1n Chapter l. : Sane exanples of
canparable 1nnovat10ns nght 1nclude natlonal account

ellmg p or ccmputer 1nfonatlon systsn practlces.

Spe01f1cally, the use of portable ccmputers by sales reps fo.
store ard orgamze sales and marketmg 1nformat10n 1s a. . ) o j' .
recent sales practlce 1nnovat10n (Peters, 1984) The use of

ccmputer software to prov1de sales reps w1th spec1f1c E
strategles for dlfferent customer types is.a second exatnple

' (Golden, 1984) - A most dranatlc example of a recent

e L . g ¢,

N practlce 1nnovat1on is- ccmputer-to-canputer marketmg that = ‘

has been adopted by several mnovatwe A:nerlcan fn:ms in the




. 'food mdustry (Huguet, Jr.,l984). Thish innoéati'on means: et N e
that ccmputers make more buylng and sellmg dec151ons thus

lmutmg vbuyer/seller contactsand affectlng the sales
. {° .
’ force s organlzaton structure and custaner contast. 'I‘ne

cmtputer-to—cmlputer sales 1nnovatlon Can be v1ewed as the : -

v

logical future\extensmn of telemarketl.ng as. researched

herei - e T ) SRR 7
’ N ’ ' \‘5' ) ° °

The . theo'reticfal irnplications ~of each individual
' hypothe51s have been noted in assessmg the st”izuctural model ,
A - above. . In sm‘magy the research flndlngs do not support the - - R

- need for organlzatlons to be structurally ambldextrous as ' ’ S Lol )
f ) fi -, e 7T

. they proceed through the 1nnovat10n adoptlon process«.‘ fI‘r)ere, ' a .. S

has been mdespread Speculatlon that dlfferent structural -

Bl

] forms were most approprlate durlng dlffe:%ent stages ‘of the
. e ’ o - .
process. In prev1ous studles, ﬁormalizatlon has been found e PR

.

to be negatlvely related to mrtlat/x/ znd adoptlon. ThlS
\ "study found 1t to be negatlvely related to successful

%nplementatlon. - D1v151on of labour and d1fferent1at10n have o S -
. i v : .
'been fourd to be p051t1vely related to" 1n1t1at10n and '

-

ﬂadoptlon, thlS study found then to be pos1t1vely related to

quallty of the nnplementatlon process.,\ Only the fmdmgs on i

}g&

) central1zatlon oppose th1s antr—anb1dextrous COnclus1on.

‘/ - . e . . P

Fa The fmdmgs that three varlables managanent and S

"J sales rep support for the 1nnovat1on, and resolutmn of A -

. unplementatlon 1ssues play critical roles m success i5 not - R @
B » . ' . :
. ‘particularly new.- Managanent support affects the reSOlutlon

~ .




.of‘hnplenentation:issues, the Support of~the Sales '

v representatlve - the 1nd1v1dual whgsefjob is dlrectly .

affected by the\lnnvyatlon appears to direc tly affect -

Success., * The resolution of” nnplenentatlon issues has a

I

" powerful effect on success. The theoretlcal contrlbutlon l

here has been to bu1ld these concepts into an 1nnovat10n x

A'model and_to propose and find support for

. 1nterrelat10nsh1ps. The research 1ntentlon regardlng the

theoretical. clar1ty in future work. ’iif e

- to be moderately suocessful in explalnlng 1nnovat10n success ’

core use "and canpatlblllty constructs was to take- two » .4.’\$\\

.o \

relatlvely‘murky concepts and attenpt to. Bnprove the1r ?-
clarlty and detennlne 1f they are worthy of future research
attentlon. The encouraglng flndlngs réported 1n Chapter 4, -‘; : S
poant to the usefulneSS of these two concepts in the model 4 “

eveloped here. The 1n1t1al step in clar1fy1ng and .

seds

;operatlonallzlng these varlables was- frultful but scholars

need’ to cohtlnue u51ng these concepts - work1ng toward more -

.
P

g On a more macro level, the fact that the model appears

.has lmpllcatlons fbr 1nnovat10n theory and for sales

‘,managenent theory.. For 1nnoVatlon theory, the‘model can'

"n

_operate as.a base for future model~bu11d1ng f0cu551ng on’

‘: organlzatlon 1nnovat10n suocess., I!ﬁshould be modlfled and

tested in. other settlngs. As well, 1t 1s a,useful "1.2:'

: canplanent to the estab11shed knowledge of 1nnovat1on in the

4pre—adopt10n phase of ‘the’ 1nnOVat10n adoptlon process. - Lo : P

= .. . . %
N ©



" uE‘or sales managenent theory, the model is spec1f1cally |

fonnulated for the sales orgamzatlon Settlng. Marlsetmg-
!. g

't:heory has recently begun to focus on orgamzatlonal factors'

c- for example, the effect ‘of organizational structure on

- -

‘ . marketmg Qlann‘mg _(John and Reve, 1984), ’I'nls research is

part of that body of theoretic'al interest. . It ccmplanents

_our fa1rly establlshed knpwledge of salesforce motlvatlon .

(Churchlll Ford ard Walker, 1976 Churchlll, Ford and
Walker ’ 1979) and sales product1v1ty (Cra’\zens, and Woodruff ’

"1973; Lucas,. Wemberg and Clowes, 1975 Besw1ck and Cravens,

' l977, Ryans and Wemberg, l979) v whlch have been the
' tradltlonal dcmams of sales management th‘éory. In the
) quest for unproved sales product1v1ty, sales force'

’ mnovatlons such as those mentloned earller are. gojng to

r

vy

'lbeccme an. mtegral part of sales practlce. Sales managenent

theory to gulde practlcmg managers w1ll be very Valuable. -
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Implications For Marketing Managers

. . W o 4
AThe managerial'implications of‘each hypotheéis were.
noted in the assessment of each hypothesis abote; .rn_
vdrawingrhnplioatiohs for marketing mahagers,lit'is
particularly important to be reninded‘of the
non—experihehtal.nathreVOf the study.f All recan;endations
to‘practlclng managers must be con51dered less than.

definitive. However, these prelunlnary nnpllcatlons can be’

useful given the current innovative climate ‘and the ;

accampanying need for guidelines for marketfhg managers who-

are_likely to at.least .consider the.adoption of one of the
current sales .practice innovations. .
Sales managers who have adoptedvor’are consideriog
adopting innovations can be encouraged.' The'path to

successful 1nnovat10n adoptlon 'is not too dlfflcult nor ;s

w'lt radlcally dlfferent fran what mlght seen llke the

1ntu1t1vely obvious route: : SR s
. " ‘ 'l . 4. * "“
FEirst, . those organiiatéons that can identify

«

“.'thenselvés asﬂexuding an ovefall~support for innovation

appear to be 1n an espe01ally good p051t10n. This'general,:
support w1ll likely translate 1nto support for the spec1f1c
‘1nnovat10n in questlon (telanarketlng or sane other '
,Alnngvatlon).” Mahagers could bulld support for a spec1f1c.

ihnovation.by creat;ngnagclnnate that is supportlve;toward

<

& . . -

" innovation.’ If;that°clﬁﬁate.aIready‘exiSts,"those‘qanpanies4




.

_are likely to be successful ihnoVatorsQ\

Second those orgamzatlons whose prevmus practlces
are canpatlble w1th the 1nnovat10n are llkely to have more -

support fran saleswreps-for the'lnnovatlon. Generallzlng

» sonewhat, thlS probably means that enployees dlrectly

affected by thejlnnpvat;on will give greater support 1f:the
innoVatioh is at least. samewhat sﬁnilar to past-:practices.

Managers'cou?g‘enhance opportunities for success by trying

190

to implement innovations that burld'on previous behaviours. -

i N - .
If a manager ‘was ihterested in a specific ‘innovation that ~
was not campatible, he/she;couL¢~attenpt.toIbuild'that

cdnpatibilityjbefore adopting the innouatjon. For example,

using'canputers for fairly simple.and-routine tasks might be

a useful precursor to adoptlng -camputer software for the-

o

purpose of developlng sales strategles by -sales. reps.

»

Managenent and sales rep support of the 1nnovat10n are -

"y

very 1mportant factors 1nKSUCCess. Spendlng tnne and other .

,resources building support for the 1nnovatron appears,to be

worthwhlle and necessary. for success. .One of the simplest?
‘ways to build-support 1s through educatlng management and

sales representatlves about the 1nnovat10n - 1ts strengths

and weaknesses and 1ntenied effects on the work of all-

empl. oyees.

Spec1al attentloh should be pald to handllng the

process of unplenentatlon of the 1nnovatlon. As,suggested

“ -
~ .
Ve

e




p . Ei . .' . E . “ 3 1~‘) {_
by the change‘theorists, planning,’attehptiné to ldeutify
and offset resistauce;to chanée, motivating andlevaluating
the change are all lngredientsfiu a Successtl change:
‘effort. Although these activities may seam unnecessiry for o
what might be seeu as a simple innévation, they bave a
: signlficant impact_on success. |

‘iﬁ planning, hanagers should olau»to use the

innovations for core tasks of tbe organljatlon. In th1nk1ng

—

about how to use an 1nnovat10n‘such\asjtelenarketlng,
manager would llkelyfhave greater‘s%ccess if’ ue/she
vincorporated the innovation by uslné it for core sares
activities rather than relegatinc it to a peripheral status F .
by using-it for new or uifferent tasks. Making core use of
van 1nnovat10n necessarlly involves chang1ng the w0rk .
:routlnes of core enployees so- careful plahnlng for thls
'changelln work_appears critical .in the success of the
:innovation.: ‘ SN

Lastly;-the fihdings regaroing oroanféatlon structure v

;;are d1ff1cu1t to translate 1qto act1onable reccnnendatlons~
 for managers because organlzat1on.structure is not easrly
altered in the'short-ruu.; As Well the ex1st1ng structure
may work very well for every other aspect of the
'-organizatlon s work so it may not be adv1sable to. alter 1t
solely for 1nnovat10n success. However knowledge about the
probable effects of structural varlables on success can be ,

~ of sane use - to managers who may at least beneflt from S ’: e




- - v

- assessing these affects in their own organizations, S ]

Managers can.recognize that higher centralization, but.lower
formalization, has positive effects on success. A high -~ - . hd
: _ _ ucc B

degree of differentiation and division of labour positively T

< relate to resolutlon of 1mplementatlon issues. It Jmay be

p0531ble to 1Q82.\ a higher degree of central1zatlon and/or

a lower~degree of formallzatlon o the 'sales organlzatlon S . -

during the infdovation: implemen t1on phase.'

4 . - .

Recamendations can also pe made to firms attempting .
to market same of the innoYations feferred~to earliek.

Greater success on the part”of the~cust0mer']adopter) is o
llkely to enhance diffusion of 1nnovat10ns so sellers can

benefit from 1ncrea51ng the rate of Successful 1nnovat10n ' coel e T

2

'adopt1on in fimms. AMarketers]could target flrms where .the

1nnovatlon appears to be more canpatlble with ex1st1ng

practlces. They could also asslst ‘in bulldlng management: s
and. user. support for the 1nnovat10n and in nnprov1ng the , .
resolutlon of nnplenentatlon,lssues in adopting fimms In

making recamendations.for innovation use, they could

encourage the use of the 1nnovat10n for the{organ1zatlon s

core or key tasks. These flndlngs imply that marketers take

a falrly strong proact1ve role’' 1n theqr ¢lient! s<adopt10n

process. A hlgh degree of 1nvolvenent and support in these

‘@

areds should pay off in success and 1ncreased‘d1ffu5Lon. L

[}

The 1mpllcat10ns for theory and practlce must be

presented in conjunctlon w1th an appralsal of the strengths

3
‘




-

ard weaknesses of the study. - As-with any preliminary
.research Sit is'essenﬁiai’fg understand these Yssues if one

r—
s v 7 - -

is to judge how mucn confldence one can. have 1n the

‘1mp11cat10ns.
- . e k. - s
The Research Strengths and Weaknesses: Some Suggestions

w . -For Future Research

=
LY

Many'éf~tne research. strengths and flaws -have beemn

r -

alluded to or-assessed in the major bddy of the thE51s.

"o

- ‘hls flnal SLCtlon will s ailze'tnejmaln 001nts and

Ty {- 3

oresent dlrectlons for future work whlch can’ nopefully

- . ~
.
’

* overcame the proolems whlch nave been 1dent1f1ed

. } Y
s ti" : ~’ A N - . . )
- " The broad approach taken in the théesis, developing a.

modelfiﬁéorperating a fairly large number " (12) of latent
. - S, o

L variables as ‘opposed to modeling only two or three'variablea

is the source of several strengtns' and weaknesses. On the
- positive side, this approach enabled the réesearcher to
. ,. '=.' . . ‘ '
' determine what factors and paths in the mooel were

B

.51gn1flcant and worthy of anphas1s in- future research

°

effort.~ Sirice mocel development in the area of organlzatlon
. & '
innovation adopt;on.ls at a(early stage of aevelognent,ltbls

..approach was deemed appropriate. | S : .

" “The trate-off iﬁ'selectihgjthis‘broad approach was
R T : , R T
, depth of measurément of 'several constructs.. To keep the
¥hterview to a reasonable time limit, tne items measuring

R . - . '
management and sales rep support of innovation and

A




manaoement support/of/teiemarketinngere comoaratively few
in‘humber.- Following‘iten factor analysis{ the‘manage&ent
support of-ihhovation andimanagement support of B
telemarketing- scales were reduced to'ohe.itéﬂ.é'rheSeh

constrUCtSVWere found tO\play an - important role and future
e ) ) _

research should be directed toward: better measurament of,

these vari¥bles. -

On the positive side of measurement, considerable

7

effort was expended«on‘measuring success. This effort '

-~

- appears to have paid off. "All ten measures of success were

very consistent and .the LISREL-analysis_strongly supports‘

the hotion‘that all ten measures were indicators of the same .

underlying construct: As récamended earlier, this finding
. - . '\ ," .

could ‘be useful to future researchers seeking to measure

_‘success..

The research design also had strengfns -and weannesses.

The sampllng frame was:a,strength., It allowed the selectlon

of a randam sample .of firms in a field where identification

of 1nnovat10n~adopter5‘would have been dlfflcult‘ In. fact,

N

1dent1f1cat10n of flrms:who have adopted selected
1nnovatlons w1ll be a crltlcal out probaoly dlfflCUlt
problem for future researchers. The approach tahen here, of
worklng w1tn a marketer of the 1nnovat10n solves tne proplem,
but can be a very t1me consumlng proeess. Other approaches

might be to work with 1ndustry assoc1atlons. To. study

’

telemarketing for example, one. might work with the Canadian

e




NPAN

adopted telenarketlng.

195c“}

) Dlrect bhrketlng Assoc1at1on to 1dent1fy conpanles that nave oL T

..

data fran strateglc ard 1mplenenter key 1nformants. Thei

reSearcher did 'not have to rely on a single respondent's .’ IR o

\ﬁ
_ . : . , -
view of. telemarketing adopti¢n and ‘success. A weakness in

design 1nvolveo -the cross—sectlonal nature of aata SR . ' ‘ R

collection. . Recall was requlred on the part of respondents.

Greater confidence coula be placed in the,causal links

]proposed in thls research 1f a longltudlnal des1gn was

kY

N\

N 1mplementea._ Because tne researcn is a naturallstlc fleld

survey, 1t is not 90551ble to 1nfer causallty w1th the
certalnty that experlmental manlpulatlon affords. 'alnce
field experlments would be very dlfflcult to desagn, a o L

longltudlnal stuay offers the' greatebt promlse for tne next

e e e - . L .‘

- = - . N L

step.ln future research, L e T




o

e BIBLIOGRAPHY

' Alken, M., 's. B Bacharach, and J L. Frehch (1980) .,
-'"Organlzatlonal Structure, Work Process, and Proposal Maklng
in Administrative Bureaucracies,"

Academy of Management Journal, - 23, 63l~652,

Assael, H. and J. Keon (1982) "Nonsampl ing VS. Sampling - . - T
.Errors in Survey Research, " Journal of Marketing, 46 °
(Spring) ,114-123, A

Bagozzi, R.P. (1980), Causal Models in Marketlng, New ‘York:
'.John wiley and Sons. |

1

,Baldrldge, J.V. and R A, Burnham (1975), “Organlzatlonal
Innovation: Ind1v1dual,.Organlzatlonal -and Envirormental
Impacts," Admlnlstratlve Science Quarterly, 20 165-176.

Bearden, W. O. and T A. Shnnp (1982), "The Use of Extrlnsxc
Cues to-Facilitate Product Adoption,"
Journal of Marketlng Research XIX, 2@9—239.

Beckhard R, and R, Harr1s (1977),

- Organizational Transitions: Managlng Camplex Change, New
York Addlson—wesley. o

2

Be111221, J A. and G. W Murdock (l98l), "Industrlal Sales
Management in the 1989' s," Industrlal Marketlng,Managgnent,
10 (4), 299-304. . . .

/

Benne, K.D. and M. Blrnbaum (1969), “Pr1n01ples of -
Changing," in.W.G. Bennis, K. D. Benne, and R.Chin,

The Planning of Change, New York: Holt, Rlnehart ang -
Wlnston, 3284§35

P -

Bentler, P.M. (1980), ‘"Multl varlate Analy51s w1th Latent

Variables: Causal Modellng," Annual Rev1ew of Psychology,“ : . S
31,419-456. - - T S

L

Bernas, M.B.: (1981), The Innovat1on Process of .
Individualized Instruction in Scme Elementary Schools in the
Philippines: Towards a Model of an Innovation Process in

Educatlonal Organlzatlons. Unpubllshed doctoral

198

—




(Y

4g'3iss'erta'tio'n, ‘Stanford University, _(?alifox:m'@a.»~

14

Besw1ck C A. and D.W. Cravens_ (19]7), rA Multlstage
Decision Model for Sales Force Management,”
Journal of Marketmg Reséarch; 14,

+

-

Beyer, J M.Aand H. M. Trice (1978) ’ Irnglenentlng Ch_ge, New o \'
York: Free Press.

PalN

'.'Blgonness,. N.J.- nd W.D.. Perreault (1981) ; "A Conceptual

Paradigm and Approach for. the Study of Innovators,"

' ‘Academy of Management Journal, 24, 68-82.

<

Blau, J.R. and'W. McKindey (1979), "Ideas, Complexity, and
Innova_tion,"‘Adninistrag:ive Science Quarterly, 24, 200-219. ,

k] N \'
Chm, R, and K.D. Benne (1976), "General Strategles for
Effecting Changes. in Human Systems," in _
The Planning of Chanje; W.G. Bennis, K.D. Benne, R. Chin, .

. EK.E..A Cote‘)'z éds. New ¥ork:. Holt, Rine'haz:"t and Winston., -

ChurJ;hrll G.A. (1979) "a Paradlgm for Developmg Better
Measures of Marketing Constructs,"

) Journa; of,Market%ng Research, '16 (February), #-73.

" Churchill, G.A., N.M. Ford and O. Walker (1976) ,

s

"Organlzatlonal Climate and Job Satisfaction.in the
-.Salesforce," - Journal of Marketmq Research, 13 (November) ,
323—32. s . :

Churchill, G.A., N.M. Ford and 0.C. Walker (1979),
“'predicting a Salesperson s Job Effort and Performance:
Theoret1cal E!nplrlcal and Methodoléglcal Cons1derat10ns,“
in :

Sales - Managenent New Developments Frcm Behavioral and Dec1510n Model

" Research, R.P. Bag0221, ed Qambrldge Mass.. Marketmg
Sc1ence 1nst1tute. ' . . ‘ .

' Churcmll ‘G, A. and C. Suprenant"(1982), "An Investlgatlon

“into. the Determmants of Custamer Satisfaction,"

- Journal of Marketlng Research, 19 (November) , 491- 504

A




" Cohen, J. (1977), Statistical Power Anaiysiﬁ for.

the Behavioral Sciences, New York: Academic- Press. e

[y

-“,Cohn S.F. (1980),‘“Industr1al product Adoptlon in a .

Technology Push Industry,“ Industrlal Markeéting Management,.
9, 8{9&"

b

Cooper, R, G (1979), "Identifying Industrial New Product

Success ¢ Progect'New Prod," Industrlal Marketlng Managanent,

—

8 124 135.

S T .. . < o
-Cooper, R.G. -(1979), "TH® Dimensions of Industrial New
Product Success and Fallure," Journal of Marketlng, 43,
.93-103, , . ‘o

® o

ES

Coppett, J .C.-and R.D. Vorhees (1983), "Telenarketlng A New
Weapon in the Arsenal ,™ Journal of Bu51ness Strategy, 43
(4) , 80~ 83

-

Crawford, C.M. (1977), “Markéting,ResearCh*and ‘the New
Product Fad;ure Rate," .Journal of Marketing, 41, 51-6Y.

- A : s «

EEEN .o - 1

: Cravens, D W. and R.B. WOodruff (1973),,"An Approach fof
A,Detérmlnlng Criteria of Sales Per formance," - .
-. Journal of Applied- Psychology, 57, 242-47.

;.Cunnﬁngs, Ls (1965), “Otganizatiénal éliﬁates for
Creativity," Academy of Management Journal," 8, 220-227%

“Cunningham, J.B. (1977}, "Approaches to the Evaluation of

fOrganlzat1onak Effectlveness," Academy’ of Manqgenent Review, ’

2 (3), 463—474

.
.

‘e

Czeplel J.A, (1975),‘"Patterns of Interorganlzatlonal

.. Communications and the lefu51on of a Major Technologlcal
lnnovation in a Competltlve Industrlal Comunity,"

, Academy of Management Journal 18, 6-24.,

' fDaft, R. L (1978),‘"A Dual-Core Model of Organlzatlonal
‘ Innovatlon," Academy of Maﬁagement Journal , 21 193~ 210.

198

Y

-

-



Daft, R, L and SJW. Becker @1978),_‘
The Innovative Organziation. ‘New. York Elsev1er.

R
oy

C w
«

Dewar R. D., D.A. Whitten and D. Boge (1980) , “An Exan;natlon

of the Reliability and Validity of the Aiken and Hage Scales .
. of Centralization,. Formalization, and Task. Routineness," ‘

Admlnlstratlve Sgience Quarterly, 25, 120-128 Y-

"Dillman, D.A. (1978), Mail and Telephone Surveys, John—W1ley
and Sons, New York. . , A

€

“Downs, G. and L.B. Mohr (1976), "Conceptual Issues in the
. Study of Innovat1on,“ Administrative Sciénce Quarterly, 21,
. 700-714 = DK

.

. i ‘ . . ,
*.Evan, W.A. and G. Black-(1967), "Innovation -in Business ~ *

‘Organizations: Some Factors-Associated with Success or S

Failure of Staff Proposals," The Journal of Bu51ness, 40,
519-530. .- ; )

Fast, N.D. (1978), "New Venture Departments‘ Organizing for
Innovation," Industrial Marketlng Management, 7, 77-88.

“‘ - . ? - N . .
EFisher,P. (1981), "In51de Sales - The Opportunltles, The -
Challenges," Supply House Tlmes. S

Fornell, C. and F.L Bookstein (1982), "Two Structural.
Equatlon Models: LISREL and PLS: Applied to Consumer
' Exit-Voice Theory," Journal of Marketing Research, 19.
(November), 440-452. .

. .
~t R
z -

Fornell, (1983), "Issues in the Appllcat1on of Covarlance
_.Structure Analy51s. A Comment,” : o
Journal of Consumer Research, 9 (March), 443-448.

Fornell, C. (4981), a Second Generatlon of Mult1var1ate o
analysis: Classification of. ‘Methods ‘and Implications for' .
Marketing ‘Research, Working:Paper obtained from author, -
Graduate School Business Adm1n1strat1on, Unxve151ty of
Michigan, Ann Arbox; v ML 48109._ :

" Frank, L.B, ‘and J. .~ Hackman ( 975), "A Fallure of Job
"Enrichment: The Case - of "the Change that Wasn't," .~

Journal of Applled Behav:oural Sc1ence, 11, .413-436.
I3 x .




e e e ey
. :

3 Goodman,- P.S. and J.M:i Penhings (Bds); (1977), .. . a

. Franscisco: Jossey-Bass.

~Hage, J.. and M. Alken (1967) ; "Program Change and

, Amerlcan Journal of Socmlogy, 72, 503-5&9 =3

""Hlavacek, ‘J.D. ‘and V. A Thcmpson (l973) , "Burearcracy and
.. New Product Innovatlon," Acadeny af Management Journail 16 :

: Sales/Marketmg Impllcatlons,“ Marketlng News, (Sé{btember) ,

| *Inksopx 3. H., P.S, Pugh and D, J. HJCS:kson (1970).,
— (f parison of Organizational Structure and- Manage“rral

e . : : v ,
2 K

Gardner, R.C., R.N. Lalonde and R. P‘lerson (1983), “The

--Socio~Educational Model of, Second . Language Acqulsatlon. An

Investigation Using KESREL Causal Modelling,".
Journal of Language and Soc1al Psychology, 2 (l), 1-15.

< .

»Glnzberg, M.Jd. (1975) "Implanentatlon as a Pr0cess of

. Change: A Framemrk ‘and Etnplrlcal Study," .Sloan WP 797- 75,

-Report CISR—13

Cinzberg, M.' » '(1975) A Process Approa to ' L o . }
Management Science Implenentatlon. Uppubllshed doctoral ) S ; -
dxssertatlon, MIT.

:'New Perspectlves On Orgahizational, Effect:weneSs Y San

Grelner, ‘L. E. (1967) , "Patterns of Organl tion Change "

Harvard Busmess Rev1ew, (May—June) ‘. 119-%80..

.Orgamzatlonal Propertles A Comparatlve Analysas "

e - - Sk

Hage, T and M Alken (l970),

O xﬁ o '& o ;-:,_-;.1, B ’
“age: J. and R. Dewar (1973), "Ellte Values, Vérsus ,

R

' Orgamzatlonal Structure in Predlctlng Innovatlop,"_ e
Admmlstratlve Sciénce Quarterly, 18 279 290 PR, o

h.
%

B

24 - : 'a'
e ", q
Lo e 4 §

'Huguet, J H. - (1984) ' "Ccmputer = to Canpu.ter Orderi‘ng. ‘The.

1 'and 31 -

A

L. e

. l-‘_' 7
S

- ‘«
2h

N
les," Journal of Managanent Studles, 7, 347‘=-63

Pl :
P Lo .
“ien
\\»\' fi
)
N
«

’ ‘>~ ’ . /‘.: * ‘ 7. . . : ',‘. k\o




- John, -G. (1984) » "An Bnplrlcal Invest1gat10n of Some
Antecedents of Opportunism*in a Marketing .Channel ," >
Journal of. Marketmg Research, (August) , 278- 289._ -

 John, G ‘and U. Martin - (1984) , "Ef/écts of Organlzatlonal
/ Structure of Marketing. Plannmg on Credibility and
' tllizatl.on of Plan Output, "Wournal of Mar;ketmg Research,
XxI (May). 170 183. - !

) - . -
-

C , ,’. . ) . ,

John G. and‘T Reve (1982), "The Rellablllty and Val;dlty

of. Key Informant Data Fram Dyadic¢  Relationships in Marketing ™=

'.Channels," Jqurnal of Mar}getmg Research, XIX (Novanber) ,
517-24 .

. -b 3 .
— X : . : s
>

Joreskog, K. G. and D. Sorbcm (1989),'"Recent Developmemts in s
Structural Equation Mcdeling," - - : =
Journal of. Marketmg Research, XIX (Novenber) P ‘404-416

o

Joreskog, K.G. anrd D . Sorbom - (1983),

LISREL Analy51s of Lmear Structural

Relat1onsh1ps by the Method of Maximum: leellhood,
"_Un1vers1ty of Uppsala, Department of Statxstzcs,,Uppsa,la

.j:_:;:_ ‘f”; S N »-Kolb, D.A, and A.L, E‘rorman (1970) "Arr Orgamzatlon Co
", % .. - Development Approach.to Consulting,"’ VL
" ),-‘v":_ o Sloan Manjement Rev1ew, 12, 51-65 ) s T

-4

-

Degision Makmg and Innovation in Organizaticnal Networks ,"
Academ)g of. Management Rev1ew, 1, 66-74 ’

Iy
' "f;ffﬁfxehnedy, AN (1983), “Ihe Adoption and lefu51on of New
e, 7 CIndugtrial “Products: A Literature Review." .

"European Journal of Marketing, 17" 3.

. o
- Kenny, D Ay (1979) r. Correlatiom and Causal1ty, John Wlley
‘~.-'?.',:arx:1 Sons, New York : '

e \‘

EEER ] . t,'~
= i

W A Kimberly, J.R. (1979),"‘Issues in the Creatlon of -
VT L -Organizations: Initiation,: Innovation, and | - .
e S Inétltutmnallzatlon," Academy of Management Journal ’ 22, R
: SR '11437-457. -

“ S T L .
: Hhe

i o 'Kmiberly, JR.' (1981), "Managerlal Innovatlon," In P.S. - '
Cen oo Nystrcm and W H. Starbuck (Eds) v - C

[ A , . . R
o toL e A ) L : ‘ 1 e e . e

eliey, G. (1976} , " "Seducing- the Hlites: The Politics of - -

f



. l-[andbook of Orgamzatlonal De51gn, New York Orford
'Umvers1ty Press, 84-104. - i

? - %

Kimberly, J.R. and;M.J.”EVQgiské'(1981),”"0xgaﬁization1
Innovation: "The Influence of Individualy Organizational and

.. 'Contextual Factors on Hospital Adoption of Technological and

Lawrence, P.R. ané J.W, Lorsch (1969),

>

Administrative. Innovatlon," Acadeuy of Management Journal ,
24, 689 713. B '

- q -

1

Organization and Enviromment Managing

- Differentiation and Integratlon, ‘Richard D Irwm, Inc.,
“Homewood, Ill.. o S d ‘

é

-'Lewm, K. (1952), "Group Dec151on and Social Change,“ in

Readmgs in Social Psychology, Newcomb and Hartley (Eds ),

‘New-York: Henry Holt and. Canpany.

- Lomax, R,G. (1982), ‘A Guide to LISREL—'I‘ype Structural
Equation Modeling,"

Behavior Research Methods and Instrmnentatmn@, 1-8.

. Lucas, H C., C.B. Wemberg and K.W. Clowes (1975) ’ "Sales :

Response as a Function of Territorial Potential and Sales -

- Representative Workload," Journal of Marketmg Reséarch, 12,~'
298-305, ' . : T

Admmlstratlve Sc1ence Quarterly, 26, 563-577.

March, J G. (1931) ’ "F&tnotes to Orgamzatlonal Chaé "o

Al

4Mart111a, J. A. (1971) ‘. "Word of Mouth.Communication in the

Industrial Adoption Process," Jom:nal of Marketmg Research,

- VIII, 173-—178. e , R

. Structural. Equatlons,” Psycholgglcal Bulletin, 37 (3) P e
-502-512. - T /.l
' 'McGran'ahan, (1976), “Correctmg for Informant Blas,“ .

© .
ca

Maruyama, G. and B. McGarvey (1980),‘_"E':sia'iuatmg‘ Causal
Model's: An Application 6f Maximum-Likelihood Analysis of -

American Socmloglcal Rev1ew, 41 176-178.

McMillan, c.ﬁ;'(1975),*"0xganizatign51 Change in
’ ’ ‘Aj_" ’ L s, . . R




———

-

Nelson, R.R. and D. Yates (Eds. k, (1978) ,

<

Lt b . . . : . : /

-

Schools Bedford-Stuyvesant, w
Journal of Applled Behavmral Sc1ence, ll 437- 453.

Mensch,v G. (1983), Research in. In'novati‘on,. Invited
Presentatiep at School of Business Adnmlstratlon,
Umversn:y of Western Ontarlo, London, Ontarlo.

Mldgley, D.F. (1976), "A Simple Mathematical Theory of
Innovative Behavior," Journal”of Consumer Research 3,
31-41. ]

"Mikalachki, A. and J. Gandz (1982), Managing Absenteeism,

(Research and Efublicatiohs Division, School of Business
Administration, University of Western Ortario), London, -
Ontario: Grephic Services, University of Western Ontario.

Moch, M.K. and E.V. Morse (1977), "Slze, Centrallzatlon and

Organlzatlonal Adoption of Innovations,"
American Sociological Review, 42, 716-725.

Mohr, L.B. (1969), "Determinants of Innovation in
Organlzatlons," Mmerlcan Political Science Review, 63,
111- 126 o ] . >

Neal, R.D. and M. -Radnor (1973), MThe Relation Between
Fomal Procedures -for Pursuing OR/MS Act1v1t1es and OR/MS
Group Success ," Operatlonsaesearch, 21, 7 ,451-474

R,

Innovation and Implanentatlon in Public Orgaruzatlons,
Lexmqt_:on, M, A...Lexmgton Books,

—~—

h e
-~ -
. e
~ . ~ =T '
N

Normann, R. (1.971), "0rgan1zat10nal Innovatlveness. Proauct

- Munnally, J.C. (‘1978), Peychdt\etric Theory, ‘New

Ybrk:M:Graw-Hi;l Book Campany. .

‘v*’

OlshaVSky, R.W. (1980) "Tlme and the Rate of Adoptlon of
Ir)novatxons," Journal of Consuner Research, 6, 425-428,

vy N . -

e

205

Variation and Reorientation," - DS

Adnmlstratlve Sc1ence Quarterly, 16, 203 215.., A N

‘ : LR
e-f\



- 0'Neal, C.R., H.B. Thorelli and J.M. Utterback (1973),
"Adoptlon of Innovation By Industrial Organizations,”
- Industrial Marketlng Mangenent 2, 235-250. '

Ozanne, U.B. and G.A., Churchill'(l971),€"FiVe Dimensions of
“the Industrial Adoption Process,"

b ‘Journalfof Marketlng Research, VIII, 322-328.

Pedhazur, E. (1982),
Multiple Regression in Behavioral Research, Second Edltlon,
Holt, R1nehart ard wlnston. . .

Peter, J.P. (1979), "Reliability: A Review of Psychometric
Basis and Recent Marketing Practices,"
Journal of Marketjng Research, (February), 6-17.

o

Peters, J.K. (1984), "Large Field Forces Can Be’ ‘Efficient -
With Sales Data Management. System," Marketing News, 14
' (Septenber), 16 .

. , . . P .
Peters,.MQP. and' M. Venkatesan (1973), "Exploration of
Variables Inherent.in Adopting an Industrial Product,"’

~ Journal of Marketing Research, X, 3}2-315.

Phillips, L.W. (1981), "Asse551ng -Measurement Error in Key
. Informant Repdrts: A Methedological Note on Organizational
. Analysis in Marketlng,“ Journal of Marketlng ReSearch XVIII
. (Novenber) ’ 395—-415

N ] D ‘ . ' : P

Phillips, L. w. (1982),'"Explaining'Control'Losses'in -
Corporate Marketing Channels: An Organization Analysis "
Journal of Marketlng Research, (Novenber), 525-549,

Plerce, J. L. and A, L. Delbecq (1977), "Organlzatlon
.Structure, Individual Attitudes ‘and Innovatlon,“,
Academy of Management Review, 2, 27-37.

L]

Radnbr:'M. and R;'Neal (1973), "The Progress of
Management-Science’ Activities in'Large U.S: Industrial
Corporations," Operations Reseatrch,. 21, 427-450.

Radnof, M., A H, Rublnsteln and -A.S.. Bean. (l9§/),
‘"Integratlon and Utilization of Management Science
Activities in Organizations",

204

% |




[

-Academy of Management. Journal, 25, 323-334..

Operational Research Quarterly, 19, 117—l41. o T B

Reimann, B.C. (1982), "Organizational Campetence as a
Predictor of Long Run Survival and Growth,"

‘Reynolds, F.D. (1971), “Problem Solving and Trial Use in the

Adoption Process," Journal of Markethg,Research VIII,
100-102. .

Robertson, T.S5. and Y. wWind (1980), "Organ12at1onal
Psychographics and Innovativeness," ;
Journal of Consumer Research, 7, 24-31.

Rogers, E.M. (1962), lefu51on of Innovatlons, New York: The
Free Press of Glencoe.

2

Rogers, E M. (1976), "New Product Adoptlon and lequlon "
Journal of Consumer Research, 2, 290-301.

r’

Rogers, E.M, (1983), D1ffu51on of Innovatlons, New York The
Free Press of Glencoe, Thlrd Edltlon.,

Rogers, E M. ‘and F, F Shoemaker (1971), ‘ -
Ccnmunlcataon of tnnovations, New York: The Free Press.-

Ty

Ramaﬁ,'ﬁ. and. B. Donath (1§83), What s Really Happenlng in
Business/Industrial Telemarketlng," Bu51ness Marketlng,
(Aprll), 82-89.

- &

il

. Ryan, B. and N C.. Gross - (1943), "The lefu51on of Hybrid

Seed. Corn in Two Iowa Cannunltles," Rural Soc1olqu, 8, o
15-24. g . )

-

Ryans, A.B. and C.B. Weinberg (1979), "Terrirory Sales
Response, ' Journal of Marketlng Research, XVI (November),
453~65., - . S

,:Sayles, L. R. (L974), "The Innovatlon Process: An.

0rgan1zat10nal Analysis,™ Journal of Managanent Studles, ll,
190- 204




Seidler, J. (1974), "On Using Informants: A Technique' for
Collectlng Quantitative Data and Controlllng Measurement

Error in Organization Analysis," = -
- American Soc1ologlcal Review, 39 (December){ 816-831.

Shapirc, B.P. (1978), “Account Manhagement- and Sales }J

. Organization: New Developnents in Practice," in.

Sales Management: New Developments From,

Behavioral arid Decision Model Research, R.P. Ba90221 (Ed.),
MSI, Proceedings of a Wbrkshop Co~Sponsored by AMA and MSI,
April 6- 8 ~

S

Shapiro, B.P. and J. Wyman (1981), "New Ways to.Reach Your .
~;Customers," Harvard Business Review, (Jdly—August), 103-110.

)

Spekman, R E. and L.W. Stern (1979), "Env1ronmental
Uncertainty. and Buylng Group Structure: An Empirical o
Investlgatlon,“ Journal of Marketing, 43 (2), 54-64. ’

5

Tushman;, M. L. (1977), "Special Boundary Roles in the
InnovatlonkProcess," Admlnlstratlve Science Quarterly, 22,
587-605. -

Trumbo; D.A. (1961), "Ind1V1dual and Group Correlates of
Attltudes Toward Work-Related Change," .
Journal of Agplled psychology, 45, 338- 344

o

Tucker, L.R. and C. Lewis (1973), "A Rellahlllty Coefficient
for 'Maximum Likelihood Factor Analy51s," Psychometrlka, 38
(March) l 10.

¢

O .

Tyebjee, T.T. (1979), "Telephone Survey Methods The State of
‘the Art," Journal of Marketlng, 43 (3), 68-78 .

.-
.

© Utterback, J. (1971), "The Process of Technolog1cal

-Innovation Within the Flrm," Academy, of Management Journal,
14 75-88. '

3

. T . ) ‘ ! i , i_,‘
Webster, G (1980), Telephone Selllgg - The Essentlal -
Tool for Improv1ng Sales Productivity, Riverview House
,Publlcatlohs, Beaufort, South ‘Carolina. .




. . : T .
hY

Wheaton, B., B. Mithen, D.F. Alwm\.{ana G.F, Summers (1977,
“Asse531ng Reliability and Stability“in Panel Models." -

Chapter 3 12'Soc1ologlca1 Methodology, JOSSey-Bass San
Francisco.

. . >
L ‘ . ) o ~
Wilton, P.C. and E.A. . 'Pessemier (1981), "Forecasting the. ,
Ultimate Acceptance of an Innovation: The Effects of

Information,"” Journal of Consumer Research, 8, ¥62-171.

©

Yin, R.K. (1979), Changlng Urban Burearcra01es, ‘Santa
Monica, Cal..Rand ‘Corpn -

L) " \ . ‘; | .
Zalhnan, G. R Duncan and J. Holbek (1973), -
Innovations. anﬁ Organlzatlons, New York: Wlley Iq#ersc1ence.

v B [ -t

Zaltman, G. and 'R. Duncan (1977),

Strategles for Planned Change, New York: John b Wlley and |
Sons. , .

-

1 ' : ) - -

Zand 'D.E. and R. E. Sorensen (1975), "Theory of Change and
the . Effectlve Use of Management Science,”
Admlnistratlve Science Quarterly, 20, 532—545

-\

"Znnd R.W. (1982), "lefu51on of Modern Software P;actlces.'

Influence of Centralizdtion.and Formalization,"™

Mahagement .Science, . 28ﬁ 1421-1431."

©

207#

%"‘ '~.



Letter

. Contact

e

Th

hal
K3
v

A . . '
. , P e . .
y .
. K . ~
. . '
. B . .
< A .
R .
- ~
. ' -
.
v -
-
K
N .
s ) . . . .
. v

APPENDIX A

«

<

! . M
o - 3
. ez M
- . -
. R
>, 1
b . e
. . |
- - ¥
: . . ok
C e T o D
S - 1
. . S
L




Dear- - = .. , B ~ o

]

Many can_pames have been ' troubled w1th the hlgh cost of
dlrect sales efforts. To find an effective way to solve this
problem, a team of researchers at the Business School from the <,
University of Western Ontario is conductmg a study- on-the use of p

 telemarketing by Sales forces in Canada. . We consider Phone Power °
to be an example of telemarketing. ‘

€

-~

, Smce .your canpany is one of the flrst in Canada to have
adopted this new marketing tool, we can ' learn a great deal fram
talkmg with you. about your canpany' s experlences with Phone .
Power. - As a pioneer in’the sales field, your views are doubly : Y
important to this study. In return, as a participant_ in the -
study,. you will be sent a summary repott of insights gamed from
'the research
. 3
S W1th1n a week or so, 'you will- receive a call from a menber ,
“ - -0f our research team at the Business School We would -like to .-
interview 'you by telephone -~ the interview should take; about
.20-30, minutes. You can be - assured of complete confidentiality.
Infonnatlon gathered from the interviews will. be aggregated and
no. - information on mdlvzdual orgamzatlons or- people w1ll be
- dlvulged. , L T s

E

. P
O Lo i
A

N

-

.1 'really - appréciate your assistance " as your heip is: v
,essentlal to the study ] success. S : S O

~.Sincerely, .

CC e sadith Marshall - |
‘ : : . Ph D Candldate and Pro;ect Dlrector
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INTRODUCTION . . .

" Hello, may I spea'k':wri'th : L. : - please?

¢

IF ASKED WHO SHOULD I say IS- CALLING"' : -

Its (YOUR NAME) from the Unlversu:y of Western Ontarlo.

., 20-30 minutes, if that sounds all ‘right?

(IF X 1S NOT AVAILABLE, when would ‘be a good tlme to reach hlm" N ‘
) : (NOTE TIME)) L

A WHEN X IS ON THE PHONE: L L .

Hello ML W XXX, ‘this is (YOUR NAME) from the 'Busin'ess School &t the
University of Western Ontario. . Last week, we fsent you a letter
.explaining a little: about our telemarketmg study. ‘Did you receive
- the letter? K

YES - NO __. (GO TO TOP OF NEXT .PAGE.)
[1 IF YES (IE. ILETTER WAS RBCEIVED), oL ot
Oh good, As we indicated in the letter, we are’
conducting a ‘study of how telanarketmg is used by ccmpanles across
Canada. - We consider Phone Power to be an’ example of telemarketmg
" and we understand that your company has part1c1pated in one of Bell
Canada's’ Phone Power Programs, is that: r1<;ht7 Do

IF NECESSARY, PROMPT WITH PHONE PCWER DEFINITION. .

..¥E‘S

MAY SAY THEY DON T USE IT- ANYMORE - B .IF NO, . ’I‘ERMINATE 'I'HE?‘ N .
1 ‘ © INTERVIBA WITH: :
iPe SO, SAY- Actually we want to. talk - . THank-you very much for

with, you espec1ally - to learn what ' . your help. We really want ’
your experlences were. - . . . .~ . to talk with campanies .
: a T " ‘whio have used | .

: 'telemarketmg ,80, we won't
. take up more of your ) N
. T - , © - © 'time. Good-bye. ;o -
I'd like to interview you about your e ' LT

canpany ‘s experlences with Phone- Powef— the o , T
" . questions I need to ask .should take about - - o ' ot

~ YES ___ (PROCEED) ° NO, I'M TOO BUSY NOW , - ‘
" *© ° _SAY: Can .we'set up a time that would
Sl B be alrlght with. you? DATE ‘
AR Lo - TIME
" NO AT'rmp'r 10 OVERCOME' OBJECTIONS. St ,
) IF CAN'T, CONCLUDE - IN’I‘ERVIEW BY ASKING. S A R
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Can you reconmend scmeone else m your cornpany that we: m1ght

. POSITION - -
1 PHONE . . : i

Thank—you very much Good—bye. o Coo '
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" . MAY NEED TO ERQM?;- WITH PHONE POWER DEFINITION ~ - ~ s

‘&

S 215

1, IF IF NO., (IE. LETTER WAS NOT RECEIVED) , .
I'm sorry yours didn't reach you. A group fran the-Bu51ness .
School at-the Unlver51ty of Western Ontario is conductlng a survey .
on the use-of telenarket1ng by sales forces in,Canada..' " Co
In the letter, we explained a llttle about the study and 1nd1cated we -
would, be calllng. :

' . We would like to learn about your company's use of telemarketlng.

. In using this term, we mean the planned use of the’ ﬁélephone and/or .

other telecommunications 'in the selling of goods and services.-

Ve . consider. Phone Power: to be an~exanple of telanarketlng. 4 !
This study is de51gned to prov1de 1nformat10n on how i~ : ‘
businesses like- yours can increase sales productlvxty by us1ng
the telephone in selling activities. As a respondent-in the*study
you would be sent a summary report of our flndlngs if you wished.
We understand that your campany has participated’ in’ one.of Bell
Canada s Phone POWer | Programs, is that right? .

/
.

MAY SAY- THEY DON'T USE IT ANYMORE - .. IF-NO, TERMINATE THE
_ INTERVIEW WITH:

IF SO SAY- Actually we want to talk ' .. Thank=-ybu very much for
lwith you espec1ally - to learn what . .your help. We really want
your experlences were. R ) . to :talk with canpanlés
: "’ ] , "who .have used
v . telemarketlng,so we won'! t

take up more of your
time, Good~bye.

N *

&

"h 'd- 1ike to interview you about your ; ) D LT

company's experiences with Phone Power- the  *.

+ .questions I need to ask should take -about

20-30 minutes.. You can be assured of compelete - ; ‘ ' 4,‘ ' o,
confidentiality. Information gathered fram the - ‘ ' =

" interviews will be aggregated and no information .. - e {

on” 1nd1v1dual organizations or people’ will be -

- divulged. We could do the interview rlght now 1f
- that. seunds all rlght7
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* '/‘
. ¥ES'__ " (PROCEED) bio, I'M-TOO BUSY NOW
el SAY: Can we set up a time' -
. 4 . - that would. be alright with-
. o ‘ " you" DATE - .. _
. o TIME ) "
N NO ATTEMPT 10, OVERCOME OBJECI‘IONS. |
S s IF CAN'T, CObCLUDE INTERVIEW BY’ ASKING.
. . ~-Can you reccumend saneone else in your ccmpany that we mlght
| talk with? . NO YT'.S .
o . POSITION .
T M .. PHONE
~ Thank-you very much. Good-bye. - . o J
FILL OUT RESPONSE SHEET ]
3 . 4! ‘ '
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o ‘\, - ‘ *
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LI 2

NOTE TIME .

BEGIN THE INTERVIEWN BY SAYING: Before we start talking about your use’
of Phone Power specifically, I'd-like to ask a few general
guestions about your ¢ampany and its salesforce.- -

‘¢ WRITE IN BEFORE THE INTERVIEW. -
REFER TO COVER PAGE. DIVISION GIVEN
- ' < DIVISION NOT GIVEN ~

ASK ALL RESPONDENTS:

l What are the ma]or Qroduct types that your (canpany/d1v151on)
sells?

REFER TO bDTE OVE - IF DIVISION IS GIVEN, USE THE 'I'ERM DIVISION
THROUG‘XOUT QU}BTIONNAIRE AND IF NOT USE COMPANY.

AY

. FOR EACH, CATEG)RY, ASK, What is the price range for xxx?r

GENERAL PﬁleKUC_T?ATEGORY 'PRICE RANGE « COMMENTS

“1.) o ) 4 | ’ | -
2 . |

3

4) _ o | N

L)

-

"2, Is your company'organlzed ‘into separate lelSlonS for d1fferent )
px;oducts’ : :

‘No.' GOTOQ3

" (b) IF YES, What Qrv151on(s) ‘tried a Phone Power
Program’ R . .

L

]

' 1¥ MORE THAN ONE PHONE POWER PROGRAM MENTIONED,
ASK THE RESPONDENT TO ALWAYS THINK ABOUT THE FIRST PHONE POWER .
PROGRAM WHEN RESPONDING{TO THE REST OF THE QUESTIONNAIRE.

217
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3. I'd- like you to think back to the time {{before}} you began your .

first Phone Power Program. I'l ad a short list of selling
*methods. Please tell me which met ods your canpany/d1v151on

used to sell youx products.

IF NECESSARY, DEFINE PHONE POWER PROGRAMS HERE. T
CIRCLE MORE THAN ONE IF APPROPRIATE AND READ THE LIST BELOW

)

Did your campany ‘use:

(1) outside company ‘salésforce - GO TO Q4.

(2) inside order desk-

(3) distributors

(4) agent. IF- ANY OF THESE ARE CIRCLED BUT NOT (1)

(5) catalogue - GO TO.Ql0. ,

(6) other methods? SR : R . ? ,
L N , . .

_What were they? B ' - ' o

IF OUTSIDE,SALESFORCE, U e—— ——

4, Before Phone Power, how many full time out51de sales people .
did -you have? . '

(WRITE IN APPROPRIATE NUMBER)
- 5., Before trying- Phone ' Power, on average, what peteentage

of time did the out51de sales people use. the telephone in
selllng° . oo

CIRCLE THE APPROPRIATE CATEGDRY AND PROMPT IF NECESSARY
(@) 0% ‘
(2)° Between 0 and 25% : o
~ (3) Between 26 and 49% o B x ' )
- {4) About 50% : S ) "
(5) Between 51 and 75% - .' - N
»»(6)‘Be¢ween 76 and 99%
"(7).100% Lo :
~7(8) Don't Know




6. Before Phone'boWer, did you have-more. than 1 type of

nonnanagenent sales people, such as technlcal or
senlor and junlor reps'J

NO ' YES
— L -
What were these types?

(1) JUNIOR SALES REPS (4) TERRITORY MANAGERS

. . (2) SENIOR SALES REPS . (5) NATIONAL ACCOUNT MANAGERS
. (3) TECHNICAL SALES REPS (6) OTHER '

7. Before Phone Power, how many sales offlces did your
. canpany/d1v151on have? "

(WRITE IN APPROPRIATE NUMBER)

8. We're interested in how sales méﬁaéénent was organized
in your firm, dld you have ,

(1) office or branch sales managers? .
(2) regional sales managers?

(3) national sales managers? )

(4) "other vsales managers- that. I haven't mentioned?

Xy _ .
9. Before Phone Power, did you have any sales support
 people such as: '
'(l) order processors )
(2) custamer serv1ce people
(3) expedltors A
- (4) data inputers . . '
A . (?).any other 'support? . N - “ o ‘




S .

Fdr the next series of questions, 1'd like you to forgef about
how you currently think about.Phone Power and put yourself
back ‘to the time before -trying Phone Power.

. We'll use a 7 901nt scale for these questlons. For these

7 point scales, its useful to thlnk that 1 is generally negative, 7 is

\,9651t1ve.

© 10. At the time before trying Phone Power, how efficient

* did you think your old ways.of selling were?
Could you give me a number on a scale from 1 to 7, where 1 is very
1neff1c1ent and 7 is very efficient.

VERY INEFFICIENT VERY.EFFICIENT
1 2 3 4 . 5 6 7

_ . . . ‘ -
11. Before t;ying,Phone Power, what number best describes the heed
_-you had-for-a change in selling procedures? 1l-is very weak need
for change and 7 is very strong need for change.
’ /

VERY WEAK. .VERY STRONG : S
NEED NEED ‘
FOR CHANGE FOR - CHANGE

1.2 3. 4 '5 6 7 DON'TKNOW . .

3 ./' ‘

et T et

T,

0’



. . . - ' N
) 412 what number best descrlbes the need - sales people had - for a
. . - change. in personal selling procedures before your campany tried
- o Phone Power? . . i ‘ P

VERY WEAK VERY STRONG ~ °~ ° .
. NEED FOR. NEED FOR - - ;o '
CHANGE .  CHANGE _ .

102 3 4 5 9.7
13 Before you’ trled Phone Power, from an overall cost/beneflt ,

point of v1ew, how attractive did you think Phone Power ‘was going-
to be? 7 is very attractive' gnd l is very unattractlve‘

o rVERY UNATTRACTIVE VERY ATTRACTIVE
x 1203 4 5 6.7

r e . . N °

- ’ 14. Before trying PhoneePerr, what'overall effect did you think
. - it would have on custamer relationshipsZz Using a scale fram
1l to 7 7 is a véry‘positive effecgJ 1 Is‘a very negative effect.
- . . 5
s VERY NEGATIVE VERY POSITIVE
e 1.2 '3 -4 56 7 '

P ) .

- ] s

people think Phone Power would have on customer relatlonshlps°
U51ng a scale from 1 to 7 7 is a very p051t1ve effect and 1
is a very negatlve effect.. : : :

VERY NEGATIVE ° VERY POSITIVE R
123 4. 5 6 7  DON'T KNOW.

‘157 ‘Before trying Phone Power, what overall effect -did .the sales

e
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"16. What number best described your thoughts about how well
Phone ‘Power could answer your overall needs for change at
the tlme you adopted it? :

.

. VERY NEGATIVE VERY POSITIVE
1 2 3 4.5 0‘5 7
17, what number best described the sales people feellngs about

Phone Power being able to answer their overall needs for change at
the _time you tried Phone Power’ N

VERY\NEGATIXEi 'VERY POSITIVE
1 2 3 4 5 .6 7 DON'T KNOW

-

. : : 18, Who. in the canpany made . the flnal decision to adopt o
: "' Phone Power? ‘ , o
(L) RESPONDENT . - , . ‘ .
(2) PRESIDRENT ' - '

1

19 Dld any others have 51gn1flcant 1nput to the flnal dec151on°
1) NO (2) YES

How many? -

\_ oo ‘ ° : . - . .o
. . oot . . [ L

hd -

20, Using a scale from 1 to 7, where 1 is very low su rt

and,7 very high support, what number - -best destribes the suppofE
g1ven by the sales managenent people to the develognent of

)//. Phone Power° '

", ,LOW SUPPORT - HIGH SUPPORT-
o 1L 2 3 4 5 67

L
&



I1'11 read a short’series of statements, oould-you'tell me whether:
each statement was true or false in your campany.

21, We set specific goals for Phone Power at the very beginning. - o .

R S
,o ?

22. We-encountered some re51stance to Phone Power from customers t. . ) ‘
that we’didn't expect once we actually started u51ng it. ‘4pF

/

-23. We encountered some internal resistance to Phone Power, that
we didn’t expect once we-actually started using it.

\
v

24, Before startlng Phone Power, we planned methads: of overcanlng - N e
p0531b1e resistance to Phone Power by custamers. -

R .
/.

T F

25, Before startlng Phone Power, we planned methods of overcaning weoo .
p0551b1e-re51stanCe to’ Phone Power, by sales people. . g\ A

. - toae s LN
. : 30

-.‘,-'1
"

3’!

.\.

¢




N

0

L9 s v € 71

Y04 LI 350 AJIL ASWL

Howd HOJ DISY . £XXX 10J ST
aamod auoud Aes nok prnom
In3SS3000s Moy ’ [NJSS00S -
Azan sT.( pue [n7sSsSadOOSUN
K19n ST [ 918UyMm 3[EIS ©
pursn ‘xxx I10J I1amog duolyd
' asn nox @@ym.gg; nox e

‘ oxxx uou ST I1aM0d, w:ocaw Zes :o> E:Q,»

[

N . . #06ua cmm&a\am uaouon XXX Op nok PIp MO ISV ..Qu.:cz

o - - : AW ITMIO ONY MOTAD NO
£31 bursn uel 3s113 noA c@.._x 103 Jawmog auoyg pesn :o> mmﬁu

e

14¥DIT3aNY HOVE “68%:.

YA1aDF e v..s

L dats

;Enmw@o: 30: h&%

xa:r_.hi,: w

.a.n-

:_zm_,muséz ,_‘zmamg. q%_wsc

N -
CIRYS
oA

iy

5 S INnoooy mZa

0

d \
.88@% oz_mﬁﬁd
3

\.yzc_é. xmamoa i

w./\myvuwmum 1M F 00k uaym

%nmﬁuﬁﬂm%.mqﬂwwg (v)
‘GIWYN. KLIATION HOVE HOd ().

J P

ﬁ mxc::mu

e, g .

e




2

1 ~' v a . - T * ° ) - - . - . .-A/ )
o FOR THOSE WHO HAVE DISCON'I"INUED - USE PAST TENSE BELOW o '
- ASK: ALL: RESPONDE:NTS SRR A T
{ ., L] . a N . -
29 When you hrst began uSJ.ng Phone Power, were:you using it w1th
your exlstmg custcmers or did you target dafferent new ones"‘ )
1) EXISTING CUS’I‘OMERS . (2) NEW CUS’IOMERS " L ' .
| COMMENTS . . s L -
- n % Y - ‘,}]‘. A ‘ - . o . .
IF NEW CUS‘IOMERS - : : PR
‘ . What new customers "did you use.. Phone Power for” N
5 : - — ’ °
i - , ‘ K : . . q . b : o
“you use Phone Power for all your product line of .- sk
a2 ‘ v .- ., ' ¢ f b . O
: . T
_{{l Usmg ‘a scale ‘of l,d;o 7 where~~1' is no- change o o
and 7 is” very hlgh changé\y what numbe:; best descrlbes the .




Y ' v " v
T ) - . : .
> > 7

32 it you count all anployees who spend one—-tblrd\ or more; of thelr R
tlme on Phone, Power as telemarketmg sales teps, when you B
first. b_egan Phone Power , how rnany telemarketmg sales reps

dld you. havé"

P - . - _:_‘_. ! .o - N o
- v - oo : ‘ i et . EN ‘. K
LR Rk - , . T ~ . T . . L o
. . .. . VL s o E . Sk
~ . . . . Tt : % . . - [N
o * Rt R . o, e L . ;

-+, (WRITE IN APPROPRIATE.NUMBER)

” I

Y

LT ! . lo . & ‘ St s 1. : . -
.0‘ : N \

4.\

(WRITE IN APPROPRIATE NUMBER) R \ .

-—~—:—- nF zERO REPS Now: N o . )
BN IORRRIEAY Why 'did .you dlscontmue telemarketmg" o
» A 1’ ) S . . "A vy -
«";\ ',‘ L4 X L3 o
‘ ' Y 1’ . .o . . ¢
. rL b- ‘2 . ¢
v ! ¢ ‘e " ! -".. a ’
A " {F FEWER REPS Now:  C nI
. '_ ‘ Why did Jyou cut back on the mmber of telemarketmg
' “ reps smce you first- began telem‘arketmg?
3 . . .. 1 S e s < r
T .- R ..':,,:1':‘ ‘ "/:“, R A.'.A'
, L AN R T
L e , “ -i\.,_I
. IF FORE REDS. NOWE RO S AP RO & ‘

smce you flrst began telemarketmg” iy RSN ETR
- . . . ) a N -~ Ty - L v
ot +
A . .\';f K
: K : i
. ,
\, B . ) . -
. -— <.
B f

;] .

. B .- - . _.____ AN ) ‘ - ‘ \ | : ‘-" | . \ ..
“|For fmosE HHO- STILL HAVE PHONE. I%wm(’ - Us E\s_ 10N A Qi TIONS —
E v "\ - . .

‘FOR THOSE WHO HAVE DISCONTINUED PHONE PGWER - USE SECTION B QUESTIONS g

Why did you ‘increase ‘the nunber of telemarketmggsreps .'2 N ,







e

(3) st__ayed-‘a‘boi.lt_ the same

{3) o_ther T ‘ . ', '

"37 On what basns do you measure thelr jOb performance" -

’ ;-(b) How -are. they pald (salary, ccmn'lsslons, bonus or
canbmatlon)" .

228

.

: 34 Overall, would you say that- your salesforce s use of

-Phone Power since flrst unplementmg it has.

(1)1pcreased ;". LT
(2) decreased « )

35.,&]?{: type of't,elenarketihg» training do you'give'_? -

B
_'PROBE as NB:ESSARY . e S
. ,_(1) -ON"THE" JOB ONLY . _;, ' : e L
i (2) ‘PHONE. POWER szmrnﬁ% - ' - ‘ - L
- (3) SEMINARS CONDUCTED BY OUTSIDE SPECIALISTS 4 L ‘
- 7(4) COMPANY' PROVIDED SEMINARS? - . o ¢ T L

z‘%‘

£

‘ 36. In descnbmg the jOb of your telemarketlng sales people, would

-you say that:. S

. .o
. .

(1) telanarketmg respons1b111t1es,,,are only a small part - of
thelt jobs - .

(2) telemarketmg respon51b111t1es are a major part of
‘their jobs . °

.'.('

A

et L

(1) FOR TELEMARKETING SALES" '2.; ; T

i (2) FOR CCMPLETING ASSIGNED TELEMARKETING ACTIVITIES - NOT

NECESSARILY SALES. .

..(3) FOR OTHER ACTIVITIES; UNRELATED TO TELEMARKETING
,(4) OTHER




RN
-
-

'

38 What offlce arrangenents have been made for the telenarketmg staff” .

2 e
e ) S

PROBE IF NECESSARY SO '_,«ﬁ,-f¢¢,<~:j' | A

1) SPR'.IIAL TELEMARKETING E‘ACILITIES HAVE BEEN ARRANGED
(2) TELEMARKETING REPS CALL FROM REGULAR DESKS WHERE THEY
- DO OTHER JOBS SUCH ASe SALES OR CQ,ERICAL : .
- (3) OTHER \
' ' * - i RIS B .
39, Are there any wntten mstructlons for how telemarketing- - ...
L or Phone Power reps should do thelr jobs? : RO
(1) NO GO 0 Q40 (2) yES -f;*; e ‘
COMMENTS ",-u'f ‘fi SIS
— ® - ) , . . L “_ ’I , -, ~ ~

-3

(.<“ P
. ‘IF YES, L
On a scale from l to 1, J._f l is con51dered very general .

gu1delmes, and 7 very specific guidelines, what number -
best descrlbes these gmdelmes for telemarketmg reps’ s

VERY GENERAL VERY SPECIE‘IC

.
'
R . . .
- 1 3
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. Kl
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~ 3
a
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1
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A

,40‘ In your opinion, has there been re51stance of
any sort by department personnel in using

Phone: Power? -

(1) NO- - 2) YES :

' IF YES, what sort of're51stance"'{ '

\\,
What we:e:the,sﬁeps taken to counter this resisfanee?
41. (a) Is there any type of campany sales manual to help
out51de sales reps do thelr jobs? . N 5
LN @ YES R -

(b) If we use a scale where 7 1s very complete,

and-l is very vague, how detalled would you say
thlS manual is? - -0
VERY VAGJE . VERY CCMPLETE
Y. 2 3 4 \ 5- 6. - 7 -+ .
. : ) . Voo
!
. ‘_/
x_.’-' . / i ¢
“ -




N . 42 Do any written gu1de11nes ex1st for outs1de sales reps for

(1) how to 1dent1fy potentlal custcmers targeted by the danpany S
> {1).NO (2) YES (3) DO\I'T KNOW - ) ' -
.- (2) how often” to call upon CUStaners o
o (1) NO (2) YES - (3) DON'T KNOW - : o .

(3)‘level of Custaner'sérQice to be extended : . '
(1) NO ,' (2) YES (3) DON'T KNOW

(4): preparing and *presenting sales presentations on custamer calls
(1) NO  (2) YES  (3) DON'T KNOW -

rs

. a3, ‘Who makes the decisions about the final pr1ce of  your,
products ‘to your custornex:s’>

PROBE WITH THE EOLLOWING-IF NECESSARY. . . .

(1) THE. SALES PEOPLE. ,
(2) 'DISTRICT OR BRANCH SALES MANAGER .
(3) REGIONAL SALES MANAGER , '
, - (4) “THE NATIONAL SALES MANAGER ‘ ~ ‘ _
A . (5) THE.MARKETING VICE PRESIDENT S ‘ . ‘ .
(6) HEAD OFFICE , -
(7)"ITS- FLEXIBLE? S , T

P NOTES IF APPROPRIATE

44. Who makes deciéions about hiring‘neT 6ﬁtside{sales staff?

.
PROBE IF NECESSARY

(1) THE SALES PEOPLE , Do
(2) DISTRICT OR BRANCH SALES ‘MANAGER s N :
(3) REGIONAL SALES’ MANAGER \ A :
. . (4) THE NATIONAL.SALES MANAGER
~ -~ (5) THE MARKETING VICE PRESIDENT T \ A
(6] OR SOMEONE ELSE? " T ;\\ SR
: . ~ : \ - ¥

NOTES IF APPROPRIATE - . . R




45.

who makes ‘décisions about the proportion of outside sales

people s time to be spent on active accounts, new account
' development and marginal accounts?

(1)

(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)

. (8)

THE. SALES PEOPLE
DISTRICT -OR BRANCH SALES MANAGER

-REGIONAL SALES MANAGER

THE NATIONAL SALES MANAGER » ' - -
THE, MARKETING VICE PRESIDENT ~
OR SOMEONE ELSE?

" NOTES IF APPROPRIATE

L4

46.
(1)

. (3)

(4)
(5)
(6)

Who establlshes out51de sales people s quotas°

,THE SALES PEOPLE-

DISTRICT OR BRANCH -SALES MANAGER
REGIONAL SALES MANAGER

NATIONAL SALES MANAGER
MARKETING VICE PRESIDENT
SOMEONE ELSE?

NOTES IF APPROPRIATE _ .

b

47

(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)
(6)

Who establlshes the pefformance crlterla that out51de sales

ple are evaluated upon?

THE SALES PEOPLE- e R
DISTRICT OR B NCH:SALES MANAGER '
REGIONAL SALES MANAGER

NATIONAL SALES MANAGER

MARKETING VICE PRESIDENT .

SOMEONE ELSE '

NOTES IF APPROPRIATE

N

239
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285

1

'48 How would you descrlbe your sales depart:nent S past

practices of trying new Selling approaches? If we use a scale ‘

from 1-7, where 7 means you have a history of belng a leader in Tl
adopting new sales approaches , and 1 means you're. vety cautious -
and seldom adopt new sales’ approaches, what number best
describes your canpany? . . .

- SELDOM ADOPTS - A LFADER

) 3. 4 5. 6-.- 7

oy

PO . ~
,\ .

49, Overall, if. 7 is very shccessful, and 1 is not successful
at all, how successful would you say ‘that telemarketing or Phone
Power has been in your cdmpany? :

' VERY UNSUCCESSE‘UL VERY SUCCESSEUL

1234567

NOTE TIME: . %y




. NAME

o

AT - 7/

. 1'd llke to conclude the questlonnalre by askmg what your
present title or p051t10n is:

2

How long have you been with campany B .2

This wraps 'dp all the specific questions I wanted to ask you
about telemarketing. Do you have some comments you'd. llke to
add or any questlons’»’

3

I'd 1like to thank you very much for your help and cooperatlon

and before concludmg would like to ask if you could recammend

1-or 2 others in your d1v151on/company knowledgable about . Phone Power
that' I could also interview. ¢
An implementation perspective to compelement your strateglc
managempent one would be really helpful.

" NUMBER' ONE RECOMMENDED
|

- POSTTION : — : .
TELEPHONE . ) . - -y

QUALIFY THIS PERSON BY ASKING:
Was he/she w1th .your company when the Phone Power decision was made?

o

(1) ,NO' (2) YES- ASK: Can you recarmend another?.

I—) IF NO, ASK Can you thlnk of somecne else who was
- with your campany' when the Phone Power decision -
was made that you could recomnend" g

POSITION. - /
TELEPHONE g I e




a
[

,7?

Coul,d‘ you recammend -another? - e ‘ ) RS
POSITION _ S . ‘ s
' TELEPHONE ____ - TS
. i i - - -~ f .
QUALIFY THIS PERSON BY ASKING: S
Was he/she with your company when the Phone Power dec1510n
. was made? . - A - '
-~ (1) MO (2) YES I
IR NO, ASK: Can you think of: someone else who was .
_ “with your canpany when the Phone Power dec1510n $
“was, made? : . 3 o
S POSITION - - : e 5
o TELEPHONE R e s I oo
R ' . _ ‘,ﬁ -7.":... :,: _”, .. . . . ‘-:-":y . ,'_' “.
i Thank-you very much fok your help in canpletmg thls study. .
. We really apprec1ate your ccmnents. «Good—-bye o
. , s /</ . - \(J . e - T
5 i -4 ’ a
' . '\ \
- g ¢ .
s e
T r
- : ,' ‘ \‘
. © T ‘
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34, when ¢id your company di-sccjhtlinue Phone Power? T L Qe

o

35. What type of telemarkKeting training did you‘give2

PROBE AS NECESSARY

(1). ON THE JOB ONLY

(2) PHONE POWER SEMINAR -

(3) SEMINARS CONDUCTED BY OUTSIDE SPECIALISTS
(4) COMPANY PROVIDED SEMINARS?

36. In describing the job of your telemarketlng sales people, would
you say that:. :

(l) telanarketlng respon51b111t1es were only a small Dart of
their jobs
(2) telemarketing respon51b111t1es were 'a major part of

- the'ir Jjobs -
(3) other - -

TN - ' ‘ ‘ ' B . vo- ' .,‘
‘,* 37 On what ba51s did you measure thelr Jjob performance’

~(l) FOR TELEMARKETING SALES

(2) FOR'COMPLETING ASSIGNED TELEMARKETING ACTIVITIES VOT
NECESSARILY SALES.

(3) FOR OTHER ACTIVITIES UNRELATED TO TELEMARKETING

(4) OTHER oo s

- (b) How were they pald (salary, cqnn1551ons, oonus or,
comblnatlon)7- oo . . f*
By . R . " -

e e bt e



A . N
r

£

58 what officé arranganents were mad_e for the telemarketing staff?

PROBE - IF NEEESSARY ,
’ 4"
(l) SPECIAL TELEMARKETH@G FACILITIES WERE ARRANGED
(2) TELEMARKETING REPS CALLED FROM REGULAR DESKS WHERE THEY
DID OTHER JOBS SUCH AS SALES OR CLERICAL i
(3) OTHER.

e

- 39, Were there any written instructions. for how telemarketlng
or Phone Power reps should do thelr jobs"

. A
Vi

(1) NO - GO TO Q40 (2) YES ..

'comzNTs

" IF YES;
On a scale from.1 to 7, if 1 is considered very general

;- guidelines, and 7. very specific quidelines, what number
‘ ’ best describes these gmdelmes for telemarketmg reps’>

VERY GENERAL VERY SPECIFIC

123 45 6 7

T e
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\
4'0 In your opinion,” was there re51stance of‘ S
_any sort by department personnel "in using ' i
* Phone. Power?. -
(1) NO - (2) YES \
IF YES, what sort of resistance?
- ‘What were the steps téken-ﬂq counter th;s resistance?
. CoeL ) ,
'41-}( ) -Is there any type of ccmpany sales manual to help
outside sales reps do their jobs? -
(1) NO (2 YES
(b) .If we use a scale where 7 is very camplete, ,A‘““ o
and 1 is-very vagle, how detalled would you say
’chls 'nanual is? , , .
S ;VERY VAGZJE  VERY COMPLETE -
Tl 20 3.4 05 6 7
. v -
¢ = . 4 ¢ ’ R ) ! ' - —- A
K T ) L. . s ) B o
: ; , . .
Id ’VN‘.....-“’“, o
: e 1.
¢ 3 1 (,_1 R " k"“‘ ,‘
. ce® A!
. ‘ oo !
. . o




42,

(1)
@)
(2)

(1)

'3y
(1) N
(4).
(1)

43.

(
Do+ any wrltten gu1de11nes ex1st for out51de sales reps for:

how to 1dent1fy potentlal custamers targeted by the company
NO (2) YES (3) DON T KNOW -

how often to call upon custamers
NO (2) YES  (3) DON'T KNOW

level of custamer serv1ce to be extended
(2)“ -, (3) DON'T" KNOW

N.O_.‘QZr)YE‘S‘G)DONTKNOW" s i -

Who makes the decisions about the fihaI.priee«of your

N

.products to your cusﬁémers" o Lo

ts

PROBE WITH THE FOLL(WVING IF NECESSARY

1

'I'HE SALE‘S PEOPLE .

(2’) \DISTRICI‘ 'OR BRANCH SALES 'MANAGER A

(3)
(4)
(5)
(6)

44

REGIONAL, SALES MANAGER . ~ -

THE NATIONAL SALES MANAGER N

THE MARKETING VICE'-PRESIDENT ) |
IS FEEXIBLE? - L, ST

14

»

who makes dec1slons about hiring, dew out51de sales staff?.

PROBE IF NECE‘SSARY

. (1)
@)
.(3)
(4)
(5)
'(6

THE MARKETING VICE PRESIDENT :

THE SALES PEOPLE ., - .

DISTRICT OR BRANCH SALES MANAGER .
REGIONAL SALES MANAGER T L%

THE NATIOMAL -SALES MANAGER

OR- SOMEONE EISE"

: NéTEs IF APPROPRIATE, .

\J

prepaflng and’ presentlng sales presentatlons on custamer calls

240

e
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' 45, .Who makes dec151ons about the proportlon of out51de sales
people's time tod:be spent on active accounts, new account -
. development and Qarglnal accounts? o o . o
f (1) THE SALES PEORLE - , -
" (2) DISTRICT OR BRANCH SALES MANAGER '
(3) REGIONAL SALES .
(4) THE NATIONAL .SA
(5), THE MARKETING VI
(6) OR SOMEONE ELSE?

NOTEsziF‘APPROPRIATE

MANAGER N o » -

46, Who establishes outside sales people's quotas?
Lo Y .
(1) THE SALES' PEOPLE g . .
© . .(2) DISTRICT OR BRANCH SALES MANAGER ' -
- . (3) REGIONAL SALES MANAGER '
- _ {4) NATIONAL SALES MANAGER
* (5) MARKETING VICE PRESIDENT
(6) SOMEONE ELSE?

N

NOTES: IF APPROPRIATE - '

kN
o e
" .

-

47, Who establlshes the performance criteria that outside sales
people are- evaluated upon° ',
. (1) THE SALES PEOBLE
'(2) DISTRICT OR BRANCH SALES MANAGER
(3) REGIONAL SALES MANAGER L
(4) NATIONAL SALES MANAGER o
" . (5) MARKETING VICE PRESIDENT
_(6) .SOMEONE ELSE

i L ., N P —




o , 48  How would you descnbe your saies department‘s past ’
N - practlces of trying new. sefllmg approaches?"If we use a scale
from-1-7, where 7 means you have a history of bemg a leader in .
adopting new sales approaches, and 1 means you'reé very cautlous )
and seldam adopt new approaches ' what number best. descrlbes your
-, campany?. . . .. : : ,
_ \SELDOM ADOPTS A LEADER . : . SR o
. 1 2 .3 4 5 6 7 ‘ Ax' EE o : .
49. OSeral , 1f- 7 is very successful and 1 is not successful . '
at all,.how successful would you say that telemarketmg or Phone
Power has been in your ‘campany?
k5 - VERY UNSUCCESSFUL VERY SUOCESSFUL
1.2'3 456 7 -
% N . .
- NOTE TIME:
2 ‘ ¢
4 w_ / , )
.’\
‘ B ‘ . -




¢ El

,x; nfjn'tJ1t“" | : f215e‘

I'd. like ‘to conclude the questlonnalre by asklng what your

present title or p051tlon 1s. .

T e

A
e - . . R

How'long have you been_with: company?

-add or any questions?

P
This wraps up all the speéi ic questions I wanted to ask you
about telemarketing. Do yoa have some camnents you'd like to

- NAME
'POSITION

1'd like. to thank you very much for your help and cooperatlon

"ard before concludlng would like to ask if you could recammend
" 1 or 2 others in your dlvlslon/canpany knowledgable about telemarketlng
T that I tould also. interview. . .

An- unplementatlon perspective to cqnplenent your strateglc s
managenent one wonld be really helpful. .

NUMBER ONE RECOMMENDED . .

TELEPHONE

, QUALIFY THIS PERSON BY ASKING'

Was he/she with your campany- when the Phone Power declslon was made°

(1) NO (2) YES-.ASK: Can you recamend arother? e

IF NO; ASK: Can you think of someone else who was’
with your campany when the Phone -Power dec131on '
‘was made that yon could reccnmend7 - .

NAME". _ 4
POSITION. .~ .
TELEPHONE ____ -~ . 9

PSRRI 2 e et empalna d e
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o 44
. Could ‘you recoimend anpther? .
NAME

'POSITION
TELEPHONE .

@
- .

QUALIFY THIS PERSON BY_ ASKING. ’ -0
Was' he/she with your campany when the Phone Power dec1510n ’
was made?

(1) NO (2) YES

[

IF NO, ASK: Can you think of someone else who was
. with your campany when the Phone Power declsmn
.. 7. was made? : ,

NAME
POSITION _
TELEPHONE '

. - - . o

. Thank-you very much for _your help in campleting thls study.
We really appreciate your catments. Godd-bye

v
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APPENDIX C - Guides For Potential Problems For Interviewers
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. B e
GUIDES TO OBJECTIONS OR COMMENTS .THAT MIGHT ARISE .

1. .THE INTRODUCTION TO THE INTERVIEW IS - A GUIDE ONLY — BE

FLEXIBLE 1IN TALKING TO THE CONTACT AND  HANDLE QUERIES AS
THEY COME UP. MOST IMPORTANTLY THE INRRODLCTION TO THE

_INTERVIEW  SHOULD. IDENTIFY SELF AND PROJECT AND GET
COOPERATION OF THE -CONTACT TO PARTICIPATE IN THE INTERVIEW.

2 USE DISCRETION IN HANDLING CQ'NEN‘I‘S OR OBJECTIONS AS THEY

-COME UP BUT USE THE E‘OLL(MING "GUIDES.

3, CONVENTIONS USED IN THE INTERVIEW GUIDE ARE:

(L) CAPS FOR YOUR INS'I‘R[DTIONS - YOU DON T SAY ANYTHING IN
CAPS UNLESS PROBING. . o

(2) QUESTIONS TO ASK RESPONDENTS ARE IN LOWERCASE LETTERS.,

POSSIBLE OBJECTIONS -

l. WE DON'T USE TELEMARKETING ANYMORE. WE FOUND IT DIDN'T
mRK. ' ’ ‘

Actually, weé want to talk with you especially - we belleve
that we can learn as' much fram - talking with you’as with
campanies who still wuse it. Its important for us to know
what your exper:lences w1tb telanarketmg were, °

2_. TOO BUSY.

. This should only take about 20-30 minutés.( Sorry to have

caught you at a bad time. When would be a more convenient
time forme to call back ‘ : o . :

FILL IN THE RESPONSE SHEET ON THE INTERVIEW GUIDE WITH TIME
TO CALL BACK.

‘3 NOT INTERESTED -

Since. the research" is mtended o belp improve thew

productivity of selll_ng methods, Vits extranely m\portant

that we -get the opinions ‘of everyone .m the sample,.so. I'd

really llke to talk with you.' ’ %
OR-IF RESPONDENT GIVES SPECIFIC REASON FOR NO"J—INTEREBT - GO
TO APPROPRIATE _RESPONSE,. .

NI




4. NO ONE BLSE'S BUSTNESS, ‘*‘A -
I can certamly understand,‘ 'chats why Jall of our 1nterv1ews .
are confidential. Protecting a 'fimm's privacy 1s one of our
major concerns. All the results are released. in a.way.that -

- ne smgle fn:mwor individual ‘can ever bé 1dent1f1ed.

. 5. OBJECTS TO SURVEYS. '~ _ - ' L

‘We think that this 'particular survey is very important
because most sales managers have been troubled by the high
costs of dire¢t sales efforts. This. survey is seeking

. answers to questions about one way to solve those problems.
It should really help businesses such as yours make more
effective use of telemarketing. We would be happy to serd .
you a smmary of the results if you would like? .

6. WHERE GET MY NAME. y s
We are contactmg ‘a sample of campanies who have .
part1c1pated in Phone Power Programs with Bell Canada over :

past few years.

R I VE RECENTLY PARTICIPATED IN A BELL CANADA STUDY AND AaM
NOT IN'I‘ERESTED IN ANOTHER.

IN THIS CASE THE AGREEMENT WITH BELL IS NOT _TO ATTEMPT 'I‘O
OVERCOME RESISTAI‘CE. N

I can understand 'your feelings  about "too many survéys. g
Thanks for your help. Goodbye.

v




1

e
Y .
A -
N
P .
ot
. I
»
v
£ ..
a
1y
BN
<«
»
.
'
-
.
4
AR

. ° ) '
> .
e - .
. »
oo
v - !
. .
. o ' B
a :
_
. y
CR
. * ’
. o ~ S
\ PN "
, .
N
. !
. . . v
. . " N '

[

. s
. -
. 4
. .
4
-
. e
d .
” .
e ’
AR
© ‘o
U | '
>
. f
. "

. .
. o
. ¢
- 2
L4
Y : .
.
‘--_,Iv W
, -
‘ )
. .
. .
. . .
[ " ’ ks
. & ‘ »
. .
) B '24 8 - '
.
) .
L s
. . . ’ ’
’ L
, o :
o .

e




étr'ategic Group ‘Implementér Group

L , . Manhgement Support _Management Support
NN " - T " - of ‘Telemarketing . of Tglemai:keting;
v - .+ (Question 20) (Question 20)
a8 -~ . .
\ . | R
: Strategic Group . . . . : y
" Management Attitudes ‘
L -7~ to Telemarketing r = .136 .~ r = ,146
.. (Questions 13,14,16) P =408 - p = ,07
S  Implementer Group o : : , : :
) Management Attitudes L : : : .
to Telemarketing. N r = .162 -, r = .287
" (Questions 13,14,16) - - p = .05 _ p = .00,
g . ". “
B . .
N .
A . ‘. )
» ._1, ? ~
.
N
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APEENDIX E - Lisrel Estimates For The Revised- Model
. Usmg the Covarlance Matrlx, as Input




DA

LISREL Estimates For the Revised Model
Using the Covariance Matrix as Input
The Y Measurement Model
g - ' LISREL . Standard  T-value
: - ) 3 ESstimate Errors ’
SMST Cp000 < - -
. IMST < 1.45%* Y © 2,34
| SRI ©1.00 - . )
2, - .+ TIRI 1.01** . .21 o ~4.90
SRST 1,00 : - -
~ S0S : 1.00 . - - -
108 - : L 96%* S W14 16.97
SMS : - L L ‘ .08 | _ 8.84 -~ . s
- IMS -t JT3**. - W10 ' - 7.10 :
SCT - J45%* .07 g - 6.85 : e
ICT - 38%* o .06 5.87 7o ' !
SAC L49** ) .07 ' 6.99 i
IaC - LA8** ‘ .07 ) 7.28
SRN - . 52%* .07 Q 7.13 .
IRN e LATE* .08 . 6,04 c T e 2"
- 1 4
S ‘;,
1 ! «
¢




= S a5
‘ The X Measurement Model . '

: . " LISREL Standard T-Value
Estimate Errors

SCE 1.00 - . - - L -

SFO 1.00 - L = .
IF0 L7 17 © 4,66

SDIF  L.00- - . -
IDIF L80%* .10 7.83"

SOIV. . 1.00 - -
IDIV LS s L 7.51

IRCH 1,00 . _ -
SRCH 4B C3 . - 3,50
IACT o L28%x .10 2,79

SMST 1.00 0 L - .
IMSI L75%% .28 2.67

SRSI - 1.00 L -

IRST - .49%- 22 2,27

scoMP . 1.00 - -

ICMP -+ x .95% - .l - 2.8, o

o



. T . RA3-

' ' - The Structural Model - : . .‘."i ;.

. Lo 7’ . ) - ‘ . :'

P \ LISREL " Standard ~ T-Value
- Estimate Errors -

82 1 l'c 57* ’ ’ g . 69 2 ] 22
B L 43% ~.10 3,98
Bus L05% 03, 1,65

N Y B 29% 0 L ..09 1.86

. ' Y23 Jlo% . .05 2.14

Y 2u ’ 0‘]75* . '07 1.72

Y 37 1.13%* . .48 ) 2.33

Y 38 YA C.19 2.35 ,
Y s L07* : . W04 ‘ 2.05 ’
Y u2 -.12% .06 -1.92

Y us 6% - 13 2.83

* p <. ,05 (one-tail test)
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