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The relati~ely unique socio-politi~l and economic environment in South Africa frequently leads to the assertion that 
South Afnc~ managers are very different when compared to their overseas counterparts. As far 15 could be ascertain­
ed, no studies have been conducted to test this pr~umption in_ the sales management area. In a recent study of two 
randomly selected groups of sales managers, one m South Africa and the other in the USA it was established that 
there was substantial similarity between the two groups with respect to a number of areas of ma'nagerial behaviour. 

Op grond v~ die _relatief unieke sosi<>J>?litiese en ekonomi.ese opset in Suid-Afrika, word die aanname dikwels ge­
m~ dat Su1d-Afrikaans~ ~tuu_rdt:1s b~1e ~an hulle ewekme! oorsee verskil. Sover vasgestel kan word, is nog geen 
studies onderneem om h1erd1e s1emng m die verkoopbestuursomgewing te toets nie. In 'n onlangse studie, waarby 
t~ee ge~lekteerd~ ~oepe verkoopsbestuurders - 'n Suid-Afrikaanse groep en 'n groep van die VSA - op 'n toeval­
lige b~1s betrek 1s, 1s vasgestel dat daar wel groot ooreenkomste ten opsigte van 'n hele aantal bestuursgedragsken­
merke JS. 

Introduction 
Sales managers have the very important task of ensuring 
that their firms' marketing strategy is effectively imple­
mented at the operational level. The sales force is a very 
costly marketing resource that requires skillful management. 
According to research conducted in South Africa, personal 
selling dominates the promotion mix in all five principal 
product sectors, i.e., fast moving consumer goods; consumer 
durables; services; capital goods and industrial goods 
(Abratt & Van der Westhuizen, 1985). Due to the relatively 
sophisticated level of development of the American market, 
it is reasonable to assume that sales management practice in 
that country could be used as a model for South African 
sales managers to follow. In order to establish whether or 
not there was any similarity between South African and 
American sales managers, a research study was conducted in 
the two countries. 

Problem definition 
The role and task of the sales manager is indeed a multi­
faceted one, and it would be difficult to obtain consensus on 
the variables that combine to influence the behaviour of 
sales managers. It was therefore decided to investigate four 
independent variables which were thought to significantly 
affect the behaviour (and hence influence the effectiveness) 
of sales managers. In addition, a very important outcome of 
sales management behaviour, namely sales force product­
ivity, was also measured and compared. The four independ­
ent variables chosen were: corporate ethical values; 
organizational commitment, management decision style, and 
Machiavellianism. 

Interest in business ethics in general has risen dramatic­
ally since the early 1980s and much concern for the subject 
has been shown by corporate managers (Cooke, 1986). As 
much as there has been a concern about business ethics in 
general, considerable attention has been given to ethics in 
marketing. Indeed, Laczniak & Murphy (1985) claimed that 
marketing was the functional area of business most closely 
related to the abuse of ethics. Corporate ethical values were 

defined by Hunt, Wood & Chonko (1989) as: ' ... a com­
posite of the individual ethical values of managers and bolh 
the formal and informal policies on ethics of the organi­
zation.' 

Numerous scholarly works suggest that organizational 
commiunent is positively associated with organizational per­
formance (e.g., Buchanan, 1974; Mowday & McDade. 
1979). No doubt contributing to the interest in the relation­
ship between organizational commiunent and productivity is 
the apparent ability of the Japanese to maintain a highly 
committed workforce (Lincoln & Kalleberg, 1985). One of 
the common conclusions drawn from this observation is that 
Japanese workers are more committed to the organizations 
they work for than their American counterparts and this ex­
plains the greater productivity of the Japanese workforce 
(Luthans, McCaul & Dodd, 1985). There are many other 
manifestations of the assumption that the more organi­
zational commiunent the better (e.g., Bateman & Strasser, 
1984; Logan, 1984). Organizational commitment was de­
fined by Hunt, Chonko & Wood (1985) as: ' ... a sttong 
desire to remain a member of the particular organization, 
given opportunities to change jobs.' 

One of a manager's key functions is decision making. In 
the narrow sense, managerial decision making can be de­
fined as making a choice between two or more alternative 
courses of action. More broadly, decision making can be 
said to include all the actions necessary before a final choice 
is made. Many of these actions will be managerial in nature, 
for example situation analysis, which was probably the 
reason Simon (1965) suggested that it might be as well to 
treat: • ... decision-making as synonymous with managing'. 
Hence it can be inferred that management style and manage­
ment decision style are synonymous. While there has been 
much written about management and management style, not 

many empirical studies on the topic have been conducted 
(Van der Westhuizen, 1991). A study was undertaken by 
Slater (1989) to test the universal and contingency theories 
relating managerial style to performance and to test the 
importance of the relationships among the three components 
of: (i) managerial style (personality traits, background 
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characteristics and managerial behaviours); (ii) business unit 
strategy; and (iii) business unit perfonnance. The results 
provided suppon for the theory that some managerial style 
characteristics are universally desirable and for the com­
plementary theory that the importance of others is con­
tingent upon the strategy of the business unit He also found 
that representatives from all three categories of managerial 
style were found to be related to business unit performance. 
In other words, no particular style was found to produce 
superior perfonnance compared to others. 

Many present-day studies of business issues such as lead­
ership and success are based on early writings. One such 
notable work is that of Niccolo Machiavelli, a Florentine 
nobleman who held numerous diplomatic appointments in 
the late fifteenth and early sixteenth centuries, before 
turning to writing. His best known work, The Prince,' was 
published in 1513 and essentially he concluded that success 
or failure of states depended directly on the qualities of the 
leader. His work inspired a number of researchers to investi­
gate his theories and the concept of Machiavellianism was 
evolved. An important development was a scale to measure 
Machiavellianism, known as the Mach IV Scale, by Christie 
and Geis ( 1970). The twentieth century Machiavellian is de­
fined by Calhoon as: 

• ... one who employs aggressive, manipulative, ex­
ploiting, and devious moves in order to achieve per­
sonal and organizational objectives' (1969). 

Sales force productivity has interested researchers in the 
marketing discipline for some considerable time, one of the 
earliest recorded mentions of the topic being that of Hoyt 
(1913). Much empirical research aimed at identifying ex­
planatory variables related to the performance of salespeople 
has been carried out over the past eight decades. Yet, as 
concluded in extensive reviews of empirical research, the 
cumulative results of all this research indicate that un­
equivocal predictors of sales force productivity have not yet 
been identified (Churchill et al., 1985; Szymanski, 1988). 
The need to address this issue is hardly open to dispute. A 
report in the December 1988 edition of Sales & Marketing 
Manageme111 analyzed the productivity results in 19 key 
industries in the USA over the ten year period 1977-1987 
and found that the average real compound annual growth 
rate was -0.9% with selling costs having increased almost 
twice as fast as average sales volume per salesperson 
(O'Connell, 1988). There do not appear to have been any 
similar studies undertaken in South Africa, but given the 
fact of double-digit inflation since 1974, the situation might 
be much worse than in the USA. 

Having regard to the factors discussed above, five null 
hypotheses were developed and then tested. The hypotheses 
are: 
Hol There is no difference between the perception of the 

corporate ethical values of their employer organiza­
tions by South African and American sales man­
agers. 
There is no difference between the degree of organi­
zational commitment indicated by South African and 
American sales managers. 
There is no difference between the management de­
cision styles of South African and American sales 
managers. 
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Hc,4 There is no difference between the level or 
Machiavellianism indicated by South African and 
American sales managers. 

Hc,5 There is no difference between the sales fClte 
productivity scores reported by South African and 
American sales managers. 

Research methodology 

Samples 
Having specified the objectives of this research study and 
developed appropriate hypotheses to be tested, two survey 
populations were selected - one in South Africa and me in 
the United States of America. Appropriate sample frames 
were identified and samples specified. 

The South African sample frame used was the latest cor­
porate member list of the Institute of Marketing Manage­
ment. Service industries were excluded and 264 randomly 
selected sales managers in manufacturing and dislribution 
firms were targeted, of whom 87 responded. 

The American sample frame used was the latest list of 
manufacturing and distribution firms registered with the 
career centre of a prominent Southern California university 
as potential employers of graduates, and 245 randomly 
selected sales managers were targeted, of whom 81 respond­
ed. 

As can be seen in Table l, there was fairly good corres­
pondence between the two samples. 

Questionnaire and research instruments 
The questionnaire used comprised five different research in­
struments, although the first two were combined in Se.ctioo 
One of the questionnaire. These two instruments were devel­
oped by Hunt, Wood & Chonko (1989) and Hunt, Chonko 
& Wood (1985). The first instrument, consisting of five 
statements, dealt with corporate ethical values. This 
measure incorporated three broad-based perceptions: 
- The extent to which employees perceive that managers 

are acting ethically in their organization. 
- The extent to which employees perceive that managers 

are concerned about ethical issues in their organization. 
- The extent to which employees perceive that ethical be­

haviour is rewarded or that unethical behaviour is 
punished in their organization. 

The five statements Hunt, Wood & Chonko (1989) develop­
ed were: 
I. Managers in my company often engage in behaviours 

that I consider to be unethical (coded ETHl in Table 2). 

Table 1 Comparison of samples by prin­
cipal activity 

Principal SA sample USA sample 
activity II .. II .. 
Manufacturing 43 49.43 38 46.91 
Distribution 44 50.51 43 53.()1) 

Totals ff7 100.00 81 100.00 
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2. In order to succeed in my company, it is often neces­
sary to compromise one's ethics (coded ETH2 in Table 
2). 

3. Top management in my company has let it be known in 
no uncertain terms that unethical behaviours will not be 
tolerated (coded ETH3 in Table 2). 

4. If a manager in my company is discovered to have en­
gaged in unethical behaviour that results primarily in 
personal gain (rather than corporate gain), he or she 
will be promptly reprimanded (coded ETH4 in Table 2). 

5. If a manager in my company is discovered to have en­
gaged in unethical behaviour that results primarily in 
corporate gain (rather than personal gain), he or she 
will be promptly reprimanded (coded ETH5 in Table 2). 

(Note that, due to the wording, statements I and 2 are 
reverse scored.) 

Respondents were asked to respond to each statement 
using a seven-point Likert format, where: 
I = Strongly disagree 
2 = Generally disagree 
3 = Moderately disagree 
4 = Neither agree nor disagree 
5 = Moderately agree 
6 = Generally agree 
7 = Strongly agree 

The second instrument, consisting of four statements, 
dealt with organizational commitment. This measure in­
corporated the degree of loyalty marketers would have to an 
organization, given four attractive incentives to change com­
panies. The four incentives are: 
-Higher pay 
- More creative freedom 
- More job status 
- Friendlier working environment 
The four statements Hunt, Chonko & Wood (1985) develop­
ed were: 
I. I would be willing to change companies if the new job 

offered a 25% pay increase (coded OCI in Table 3). 
2. I would be willing to change companies if the new job 

offered more creative freedom (coded OC2 in Table 3). 
3. I would be willing to change companies if the new job 

offered more status (coded OC3 in Table 3). 
4. I would be willing to change companies if the new job 

was with people who were more friendly (coded OC4 in 
Table 3). 

Respondents were asked to respond to each statement 
using the same seven-point Likert format detailed above. 

The third instrument used was the Mach IV scale de­
veloped by Christie & Geis (1970). It consists of twenty 
statements and was scored according to the method 
established by Christie & Geis. This involves adding a 
constant of 20 to all scores in order that the total score be at 
the neutral point of 100. Theoretically, this implies a median 
rating of four on all 20 statements plus the constant (four 
times 20 items plus 20). The minimum score is 40 (one 
times 20 items plus 20) and the maximum score is 160 
(seven times 20 items plus 20). 

The fourth instrument used was the Decision Styles In­
ventory (DSI) of Rowe, Mason & Dickel (1987). The de­
cision style model they developed is based on two dimen­
sions - the manager's cognitive complexity and values 
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orienJation. It incorporates the task/people dimension as part 
of the values orientation and develops a distinction between 
the manager and the leader based on cognitive complexity. 
The right and left halves of the model correspond with the 
results of research on the right and left hemispheres of the 
brain. The four basic management decision styles were de­
scribed as directive, analytic, conceptual and behavioural. 
(These are coded DIR, ANA, CON, and BEH respectively 
in Table 5.) The DSI consists of twenty statements with four 
alternative responses to each statement Respondents are re­
quired to score each alternative response as follows: 
8 = When the response is most like you. 
4 = When the response is moderately like you. 
2 = When the response is slightly like you. 
1 = When the response is least like you. 

The scores from each respondent are entered into the 
computer program developed by Rowe, Mason & Dickel 
(1987) which then calculates the scores on each dimension 
and prints out a summary of the individual's management 
decision style. 

The fifth instrument used was the Sales Force Product­
ivity·Score (SFPS), specifically developed for this research 
study. The approach taken was to construct a multi-attribute 
linear compensatory instrument combining the inpw and 
output factors considered important to the achievement of 
sales force productivity, in a modified version of the general 
productivity equation. It was decided to use the weighted 
sum of the input and output factors as the numerator and the 
weights only in the denominator as a normalizing factor. 
Therefore, the instrument developed is basically a normal­
ired weighted sum of inputs and outputs. 

A number of multi-attribute approaches have been devel­
oped by researchers, all of them being offshoots of the 
model formulated by Fishbein in the 1960s. Originally ap­
plied to consumer research, Fishbein' s model suggests that 
an attitude toward something is a function of the strength of 
belief about it and what Fishbein called: ' ... the evaluative 
aspect of those beliefs' (Fishbein, 1967: 394). In straight­
forward terms one would call the 'strength of belief the 
weight and the 'evaluative aspect of the belief the score. 

Algebraically, this may be expressed as follows: 

n 
Ao = I 

i = 1 

where: 
Ao = the attitude toward object 0 
B; = the strength of belief (weight) i about o 
a; = the evaluative aspect of B; (score) 
n = the number of beliefs about 0 

Since Fishbein's model became widely known in market­
ing, researchers have formulated alternative mu~ti-attribute 
models to develop measures that are more specifically re­
lated to their needs. These models are typically compens­
atory in nature, that is, the weakness on one attribute can be 
compensated for by the strength on another. The products of 
the individual scores and weights of each attribute are then 
summed to determine the overall score. 
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Turning now to the development of the SFPS, a study of 
the relevant literablre indicated that a fairly substantial 
number of inpul and OUlpul factors appeared to be 
comidered imp<Xtant by various authors. It was difficult to 
establish any consensus on those considered most important, 
heoce the decisioo was talcen to limit the number of input 
and oMlput factors to five each. The five were chosen on the 
basis of their presumed universal applicability to most sales 

<qaniz.ations. 
The five input factors chosen were: 
-Sales call planning 

- Time planning 
-Prospecting 
- Sales presenlalions 
-Closing 
The five output factors chosen were: 
-Achievement of sales volume targets 
-Achievement of pufitability targets 

-Achievement of market share targets 

-Conversioo rate (orders/calls) 
-Customer satisfaction 
Each of the five inpUl and oMlput factors were ascribed a 
weight (by the sales managers polled) from 1 to 5 where: 

1 = Not at all important 
2 = Not very important 
3 = Quite important 
4 = Very imp<Xtant 
5 = Extremely important 
Next, the sales managers were asked to score the perform­
ance of their sales forces on each of the five input and oUl­
P"' factors from 1 to 5 where: 
1 = Unacceptable 
2 = Below average 
3 = Average 
4 = Above average 

5 = Outstanding 
Once having weighted and scored each factor, the SFPS can 
be computed., using the formula developed for the instru­
ment, which is: 

SFPS = 

where: 

n=lO 
I (a;~ 
i=l 

n=lO 
I ~ 
i=l 

SFPS = Sales Force Productivity Score 
a; = The score of factor i 
b; = The weight of factor i 
n = The number of factors 

It will be apparent that the equation is easily adaptable to 
any number of factors. This is one of the inherent advant­
ages of SFPS, since it offers the individual sales manager 
the flexibility of being able to choose the particular factors 
he or she deems applicable in a given situation. 
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Data collection 
The primary data was collected by means of a mailed ques. 
tionnaire which incorporated the five research instruments 
described above. The only incentive offered was a copy <t 
the respondent's management decision style printout The 
number of usable questionnaires reblmed by the Soulb 
African sales managers was 87, a response rate of 32.951. 
The number of usable questionnaires returned by the Ameri­
can sales managers was 81, a response rate of 33.~I. 
Given the length and relative complexity of the questioo­
naire (it was eight pages long and required response to 69 
statements or items), the response received is considered 
very good if compared to the response obtained f<x' similar 
research studies. In an industrial mail survey done in 1988, 
the highest response obtained was 24.07% when a financial 
reward was offered for responding (London & Dommeyer, 
1990). 

Data processing 
The primary data was processed using SPSS Release 4.0 ., 
perform the multiple regression procedures and the paired 
t-tests. The objective was to look for any significant differ­
ences between the South African and American samples on 
the variables measured. 

Research findings 
The values obtained from the first statistical analysis, ., 

establish the differences between the mean scores of the in­
dependent and dependent variables, are summari7.ed in 
Tables 2 to 6. 

It will be noted that there were significant differences be­
tween the means of only the first two ethical value items. 
This suggests that the American sales managers generally 
agreed that managers in their companies often engaged in 
behaviours that they considered to be unethical and weie 

personally prepared to compromise their ethics in order IO 

succeed in their companies. The South African sales man­
agers, on the other hand, only moderately agreed on too 
same two points. The inference, therefore, is that the Ameri­
can sales managers perceived that managers in their organi­
utions were slightly less ethical than managers in the South 
African sales managers' organizations. 

Table 2 Differences in mean scores for ethical values 

Vari-
able 

Ellll 

E1ll2 
E1ll3 
Elll4 

E11l5 

• p < 0.05 
•• p < 0.10 

• 
87 

87 

87 

87 

87 

SA sample 

Mean S.D. • 
5.471 1.810 81 
S.159 1.562 81 
S.965 1.551 81 
6.414 1.427 81 
5.230 1.891 81 

USA sample 2-llil 

Mean S.D. value pob. 

6.025 1.369 -2.22 o.mr 
6.148 1.295 -1.75 0.0&2•• 

6.136 1.339 -0.76 0.449 

6.370 1.167 0.22 0.830 

S.605 1.678 -1.177 

(E'Ill 1, Elll2. Elll3, Elll4, and Ellis are lhe five 11ata11CD1 ofdle• 
search inllnllllent used.) 
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There was no significant difference between the third 
ethical values statement, both samples generally agreeing 
that top management in their companies has let it be known 
in no uncertain terms that unethical behaviour will not be 
tolerated. What appears to be of particular note is that, in 
both samples, the highest mean score was for ETH4 which 
concerned personal gain. (There was no significant differ­
ence between the two samples.) This would seem to suggest 
that the employer organizations take a very strong position 
on unethical behaviour on the part of employees. Converse­
ly, however, the lowest mean score for both samples was for 
ETH5 which concerned corporate gain. (Again, there was no 
significant difference between the two samples.) This would 
se.em to suggest that employer organizations are somewhat 
Jess concerned about unethical behaviour which results in 
corporate gain. One is led to observe that this is a rather 
unfortunate state of affairs (see Table 3). 

Table 3 Differences in mean scores for organizational 
commitment 

Vari- SA sample USA sample 2-tail 

able ,. Mean S.D. ,. Mean S.D. value prob. 

OCl ~ 3.782 1.845 81 4.420 l.~7 -2.22 0.028• 

OC2 ~ 4.103 1.971 81 4.123 1.887 -0.07 0.947 

OC3 ~ 3.402 1.852 81 3.653 1.726 -0.91 0.364 

OC4 ~ 3.069 1.879 81 3.049 1.635 0.07 0.943 

• p < 0.05 

(OCl, OC2, OC3, and OC4 are the four statemenu of the research 

instnunent used.) 

It will be noted that there was a significant difference be­
tween the means of only the first organizational commit­
ment item. This suggests that the American sales managers 
indicated somewhat more willingness to change companies 
than the South African sales managers if the new job offered 
a 25% pay increase. Perhaps the reason for this is the 
perception on the part of the American sales managers that a 
25% increase would represent a substantial real increase, 
given the much lower rate of inflation and personal income 
tax in America compared to South Africa. 

Both groups were neutral to the second statement regard­
ing their willingness to change companies if the new job 
offered more creative freedom and there was no significant 
difference between the mean scores of the two groups. Pre­
sumably this means that they do not value creative freedom 
that highly. 

Both groups tended to moderately disagree that they 
would be willing to change companies if the new job offer­
ed more status. Similarly, both groups were virtually equal 
in scoring 'moderately disagree' to the proposition that they 
would be willing to change jobs if they could work with 
people who were more friendly. In both cases there was no 
significant difference between the mean scores of both 
groups. Presumably this means that they are unconcerned 
about status or the friendliness of their co-workers (see 
Table4). 
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Table 4 Differences in mean scores for Machiavellian­
ism 

Vari­
able 

MAC 

,. 
SA sample 

Mean S.D. n 

99.41 10.00 81 

USA sample 

Mean S.D. value 

101.1 8.361 -1.21 

(MAC is the research insuument used - the MACH IV scale.) 

0.226 

It will be noted that there was no significant difference 
between the means for the Machiavellianism score of bolh 
samples. This would suggest that there is no significant 
difference in the level of Machiavellianism indicated by 
both the South African and American sales managers polled 
in this study. What is of significance, however, is the high 
scores registered when compared to other research findings. 
The Mach IV scores registered by the South African and 
American sales managers are amongst the highest recorded 
in a variety of studies (Van der Westhui7.en, 1991). Of 
particular interest is the study of Chonko (1982) of 
purchasing managers which produced a mean score of 99.6 
which is fractionally higher than the mean score for the 
South African sales managers and just slightly less than the 
mean score of the American sales managers. Intuitively, one 
would expect purchasing managers and sales managers to be 
rather Machiavellian. The findings of this research study 
therefore tend to support intuitive judgement (se.e Table 5). 

It will be noted that there were no significant differences 
between the means for the management decision styles of 
both samples (see Table 6). 

It will be noted that there was no significant difference 
between the means for the sales force productivity scores for 
both samples. No specific inferences can be drawn from this 
finding, however, since much more development work on 
the SFPS instrument is needed in order to establish its valid­
ity and reliability. 

Multiple regression procedures were performed to estab­
lish whether or not there was a relationship between any of 
the independent variables and the dependent variable, the 
sales force productivity score (SFPS). The values obtained 
are summarized in Tables 7a to 10d. 

Shown in Tables 7a and 7b are the results of the linear re­
gression analysis with sales force productivity score as the 

Table 5 Differences in mean scores for management 
decision styles 

Vari- SA sample USA amnple 2-llil 

able ,. Mean S.D. II Mean S.D. value pal>. 

DIR 87 81.70 14.83 81 80.30 12.41 0.66 0.508 

ANA 87 83.83 13.95 81 85.96 14.97 -0.96 0.340 

CON 87 77.13 13.95 81 7S.43 14.lS 0.78 0.436 

BEH 87 S7.34 14.76 81 S8.31 lS.33 -0.42 0.679 

(DIR = Directive; ANA • Analytic:; CON • Cmczplual: and BEIi • 

Behavioural management decision styles.) 
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Table 6 Differences in mean scores for sales force pro­
ductivity scores 

Vari- SA sample USA sample t 2-tail 

able II Mean S.D. 11 Mean S.D. value prob. 

SFPS 87 3.443 0.533 81 3.511 O.S1S -0.80 0.423 

(SFPS = Sales Fon:e Pn>dlactiYity SccR.) 

Table 7a Ethical values & sales force productivity 
score: estimated regression coefficients, t-test values & 
coefficient of multiple determination - South African 
sample 

Variable Coeff. Stem,r I-value Prob (>l) 

Canstlnl 3.747311 0.32<i07S 11.492 0.0000 

ETHl 0.227918 0.044091 1.523 0.1316 

ETH2 -0.040765 0.047985 -0.290 0.7726 

ETH3 -0.1Sl464 0.040533 -l.28S 0.2026 

El114 -0.205908 0.04S964 -1.674 0.0980 

ETHS 0.143776 0.0364S9 1.112 0.2693 

Table 7b Analysis of variance for the full regression -
South African sample 

Soml:C Sum sq. Deg.free. Mean sq. P.ratio Prob. > F 

Model 2.S<,070 

Error 21.89194 
s 

81 
O.S1214 

0.27027 

1.89491 0.1042 

R2 • 0.10472; Adjulled R2 • 0.04946; Sllndard error of estimate = 
O.S1988 

Table 7c Ethical values & sales force productivity 
score: estimated regression coefficients, t-test values & 
coefficient of multiple determination - American 
sample 

Ccnstant Coeff. Stenor I-value Prob.> t 

Can1tant 3.6876S9 0.496499 7.4XT 0.0000 
E1111 0.16217S 0.059796 1.138 0.2586 
ETH2 0.015604 0.06129S 0.113 0.9104 
ETH3 -0.137052 0.05Sl41 -1.066 0.2896 
ETH4 -0.096086 0.01SSS4 -0.626 0.5329 
ETHS 0.01724S 0.059269 0.100 0.9200 

Table 7d Analysis of variance for the full regression -
American sample 

Soml:C Sum sq. Deg. fnle. Man sq. F-ratio Prob. > F 

Model 0.95850 
Error 25.46150 

5 

75 
0.19170 

0.33949 
0.56467 0.7267 

R2 = 0.03628; Adjusted R2 = -OJYJ:197; Standard error of e1tim11e = 
0.58265. 
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dependent variable and corporate ethical values as the in­
dependent variables for the South African sample. None ci 
the i-values for the corporate ethical values ilems • 
significant. This finding suggests that there is no re1a1a, 
ship between corporate ethical values and sales force JIO, 
ductivity score in the South African sample. The analysis ci 
variance (ANOV A) for the full regression is not significaa 
either. with an overall F-ratio of 1.89491 at p > 0.1042. 

Shown in Tables 7c and 7d are the results of the lines 
multiple regression analysis with sales force productivity 
score as the dependent variable and corporate ethical value, 
as the independent variables for the American sample. Nme 

Table 8a Organizational commitment & sales force pro, 
ductivity score: estimated regression coefficients, T-test 
values & coefficient of multiple determination - Souti 
African sample 

Variable Codi. SLenor I-value Ptob. >I 

Constant 3.649S36 0.147708 24.708 0.0000 

OCl -0.146201 0.038239 -l.10S 0.2725 

OC2 -0.294SlS 0.041321 -1.928 0.0573 

OC3 0.1S9484 0.0436Sl 1.052 0.2959 

OC4 0.141765 0.042432 0.948 0.34S8 

Table 8b Analysis of variable for the full regression -
South African sample 

Soml:C Sum sq. J>ea.free. Mean sq. P.ratio Prob. > F 

Model l. 70761 

Enor 22.74S03 

4 
82 

0.42690 

0.27738 

l.S3906 0.1916 

R2 = 0.06983; Adjusted R2 = 0.02446; Standard enor of estillllle • 

O.S2661. 

Table 8c Organizational commitment & sales force pro-
ductivity score: estimated regression coefficients, ,-test 
values & coefficient of multiple determination -
American sample 

Variable Coeff. SLenor t-YallU! Prob.> t 

Constant 3.829804 0.190986 20-053 0.0000 

OCl -0.171891 0.039138 -l.34S 0.1826 

OC2 -0.006753 0.050780 -0.041 0.9678 

OC3 -0.054227 0.058536 -0.308 0.7S86 

OC4 -0.010806 0.051472 -0.074 0.9414 

Table 8d Analysis of variance for the full regression -
American sample 

"'-- Sum "" n... f M F--•:o Prob. > F ~ ., .....,.. ree. ean sq. • ... 

Model 1.13403 

Error 2S.28S97 
4 

76 

0.28351 

0.33Xll 

0.85211 0.4967 

R2 = 0.04292; Adjusted R2 • -0.0074S; Standard error of eati!lllle • 
O.S7681. 
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of the 1-values f<X" the corpnle ethical values items were 
significant This finding suggests that there is no relation­
ship between corpnte ethical values and sales force pro­
ductivity in the American sample. The analysis of variance 
(ANOV A) for the full regression is not significant either, 
with an overall F-ratio of 0.56467 at p > 0.7267. 

Shown in Tables 8a and 8b are the results of the linear 
multiple regression analysis with sales force productivity 
score as the dependent variable and organizational commit­
ment items as the independent variables for the South 
African sample. None of the ,-values for the organizational 
commitment items were significant at the 0.05 level. How­
ever, only one item (COMMIT2) was significant at the 0.10 
level (I = -1.928; p > 0.0573). This finding suggests that 
there is a Mg<JIWe relationship between this item and sales 
force productivity sc<re f<X" the South African sample. The 
analysis of variance (ANOV A) for the full regression, how­
ever, is not significant. with an overall F-ratio of 1.53906 at 
p > 0.1986. It is therefore concluded that there is no signi­
ficant relatiooship between organizational commitment and 
the sales force productivity score for the South African 
sample. 

Shown in Tables 8c and 8d are the results of the linear 
multiple regression analysis with sales force productivity 
score as the dependent variable and organizational commit­
ment items as the independent variables for the American 
sample. None of the I-values for the organizational 
commitment items were significant 1be analysis of variance 
(ANOV A) for the full regression is not significant either, 
with an overall F-ntio of 0.85211 at p > 0.4967. This find­
ing suggests that there is no significant relationship between 
organizational commilJDellt and the sales force productivity 
score f<X" the American sample. 

Shown in Tables 9a and 9b are the results of the linear 
multiple regressioo analysis with sales force productivity 
score as the depeuden1 variable and the four management 
decision styles as the independent variables for the South 
African sample. Nooe of the t-values are significant. The 
analysis of variance (ANOV A) for the full regression is not 
significant eilber. widl an overall F-ratio of 0.66711 at p > 
0.5746. This finding suggests that there is no significant 
relatiooship between management decision styles and the 
sales f<xte prodaaivily JCOre for the South African sample. 

Shown in Tables lfla and l(l) are the results of the linear 
multiple regression analysis with sales force productivity 
score as lhe depa..te.11 variable and Machiavellianh1m 1111 lho 
independent variable for the Soulh African 11umple. The I· 

value is not signif"JCIDL The analysil of variance (ANOVA) 
for the full regression ii not signiflcanl eilher, wilh Aft 

overall F-ntio of 0.37326 at p > 0.5429. Thi• l'indin,i 
suggests that ~ ii no ,,gmf.can, relauom1hip ~IWffft 

Machiavelliaoism and die uJa force produclivily •cm\' fur 
the South Africa ample, 

In Tables Uk and lOd die result# #ltt rd1own of llw linMr 
multiple rcgrcHioa malyui w,d, ••~ f&ftl pmd"vuviJY 
score as lhe dqadaM .-aruMe i,,a M,u;hi#v$llli1mi~m it~ m~ 
independent variable flJr me Ame,u;111 •itmp~, Th$l #·Viti"~ 
is not signifrcw The MaJt~ Qf v1~ (ANOV A) fAf m~ 
full regrasioa is_.~~- e,dw, wil-h ,m ,w~rnll F­
ratio of 0..2S4JS a p > OJ,f §6. Thi• timtiR- liltJUI~~~ «l~t 
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Table 9a Management decision styles & sales force 
productivity score: estimated regression coefficienla, ,_ 
test values & coefficient of multiple determination -
South African sample 

Variable Coeff. SL error I-value Pwal,. >I 

Consiant 2.427287 0.9()1)207 2.670 O.oo91 
DIR 1.000000 0.000000 
ANA 0.19()1)30 0.005612 1.300 0.1972 
CON 0.03.5220 0.0047.53 0.213 O.TTT1 
BEH 0.144766 0.0048 1.072 0.2161 

Table 9b Analysis of variance for the full regression -
South African sample 

Source Sum rq. Dea- free. Mem rq. F-nlio Pwab. > F 

Model 0 . .57.573 3 
Error 23.87691 83 

0.19191 
0.28767 

0.66711 o.5746 

R2 = 0.023S4; Adjusred R2 • -0.0117.5; S&andanl - ol ...... • 
0 . .5363.5. 

Table 9c Management decision styles & sales force 
productivity score: estimated regression coefficinets, ,. 
test values & coefficient of multiple determination -
American sal'll)le 

Variable Coeff. SLenor I-value Pwab. >' 
--~----~. -

Conslant 4.64744.5 0.977713 4.7.53 0.0000 
DIR -0.02.5821 0.006444 .0.115 0.1.533 
ANA 1.000000 0.000000 

CON -0.283013 0.005212 -2.20$ 0.0305 
BEH ,0.079387 0.00492$ .o.~ o.w, 

Table 9d Analysis of varibalt tor the full reg,tNjon -
American sal'll)le 

-·-- - --~- -~-
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