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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

In a Proctor & Gamble (P&G) recmiting brochure, sales careers at P&G are 

described as follows (Anderson, Hair, & Bush 1999, p. 2.6): 

The challenge you face in sales is to become the knowledge expert on your 
brands, categories, customers, and the marketplace. Your responsibility is to 
develop and execute selling strategies needed to drive the business ahead. You 
must analyze the business, identify opportunities, and then develop specific plans 
to capitalize on them. Sometimes you work alone, but more often you must 
skillfully manage others to achieve your goals. As a member of P&G Sales, you 
also must be an "entrepreneur," and your own boss. 

Obviously, as a member of P&G's Sales Team, you're no mere order-taker. You 
must be creative merchandiser with business-building ideas. As your knowledge 
increases, you'll develop creative solutions for the day-to-day problems and 
challenges that are an inevitable part ofthe business: a newspaper advertising 
theme tying in your brands; a unique promotion relating your brands with a topic 
in the national or local spotlight; an innovative selling idea specifically aimed at 
the demographics of your are; or a tailored solution to a warehouse-to-store 
distribution problem. This kind of creativity and results-oriented thinking are the 
hallmark ofthe P&G salesperson. 

Highlighting the creative nature of a sales job, the above is a typical description of 

a sales career in customer-oriented firms. Surviving and excelling in an era of increasing 

competition requires the salesperson to continuously leam and engage in creative 

activities. The importance of salesperson creativity is evidenced in numerous successful 

businesses. An examination ofthe 25 best sales forces selected by Sales & Marketing 

Management (July 1998) revealed a common characteristic of successful salespeople: 

they all emphasize creative, problem-solving approaches to selling. For the sales 

organization, finding and solving problems for the customer is a fundamental goal. 
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Markets evolve, customers change, and technology advances, making it impossible to 

foresee all the problems customers might face. Even for the experienced salesperson, 

tasks, such as finding new prospects, locating the decision-maker in a buyer organization, 

identifying the real needs for a customer or prospect, and seeking tailored solutions to 

customer problems require creative thinking and novel solutions (Bmning & Ledingham, 

1998). Thus, creativity is an inherent requirement in the sales job; to ignore salesperson 

creativity is to leave out a vital part ofthe sales process. 

The purpose of this thesis is to examine the portrayal of salesperson creativity, 

self-efficacy, trait competitiveness, and selling experience as an important determinant of 

the sales performance in the observation ofthe television the Apprentice. An individual 

coding scheme of sales performance is proposed that posits salesperson creativity, and 

selling experience as direct predictors of performance. The coding scheme further 

demonstrates that a salesperson's self-efficacy is a primary predictor of creativity and 

effort. The salesperson's trait competitiveness and selling experience affect self-efficacy. 

The remainder of this introductory chapter first provides an overview of this thesis, 

followed by the methodology for the coding scheme. 

The Apprentice 

The Apprentice is a unique opportunity to study human interactions in the 

business context. The Apprentice provides an entertaining fomm to view the actions of 

specific salespeople in a business environment. The viewing audience gets to see a 



business challenge proposed and witness how several characters perform the challenge. 

Some of whom have M.B.As and/or real world experience fi*om a variety of backgrounds. 

The Apprentice is a television show, which aired every Thursday night on the 

NBC Television Network from January 8, 2004 to April 15, 2004. The purpose ofthe 

show was for the sixteen people to compete against one another in order to win a job as 

President of a Donald Trump company for a year with a salary of $250,000. Out of 

215,000 applicants, these sixteen people are hand picked to participate in what Tmmp 

calls a "13-week job interview" (Bamett, 2004). Each week, there is a selling task for 

each team to accomplish, and the team selects a project manager for that week to lead the 

team. The project manager is held partly responsible for that team's success or failure. 

The losing team meets with Tmmp after completion of each task, and one member of that 

team is fired. 

Given that there are only 42 minutes of airtime, the time divided amongst the 

sixteen characters allows roughly two and a half minutes to leam about each character. 

As Tmmp fires more characters firom the show, there is much more time, up to seven 

minutes, to watch each character. Only the last four episodes containing six competing 

characters will be studied. This allows more time to view each character's actions. 

The Apprentice quickly became a valuable asset and average viewer-ship was 28 

million with a 13.6 rating (Rodger, 2004). The Apprentice's finale numbers ranked as the 

third largest entertainment telecast ofthe 2003-04 seasons, behind only the Academy 

Awards and the post-Super Bowl episode of Survivor: All-Stars. The performance 

marked NBC's highest Adults 18-49 rating on any night or in any time period since 



October 3, 2002. There are several aspects that make the television show interesting to 

watch. In The Apprentice, this can be applied as: which team will win the next challenge, 

what will the team have to sell in the next challenge, what will Donald Tmmp say about 

the contestants, and who will Donald Tramp fire? 

The challenges are not like any other television show. For example, the 

challenges range from selling lemonade in New York, to miming Hard Rock Cafe on 

Time Square for a night, to managing a fleet of pedicabs for a day, and to creating and 

mnning a promotion for one of Mr. Tmmp's casinos. The challenges are jobs that the 

viewing audience may have done themselves. Viewers may relate to one or more ofthe 

challenges or have stronger feelings about the characters, because it was something the 

viewer has experienced personally. 

It is not easy to predict which team will be better at accomplishing the task; when 

one team fails who will get the blame for failing the challenge? Some challenges seem 

more suited for certain participants than others. For example, there was a challenge to 

renovate and rent a New York apartment in a few days. It would seem that the team, 

which had a real estate agent in the top 3% ofthe country, Katrina, would win the 

challenge. However, the team led by the high school graduate fi'om Idaho, Troy, won 

that challenge. 

At the end of episode 14, Donald Tramp states, "This is a 13-week job interview. 

This is not a game. This is a business. This is real Ufe stuff. People can really relate to 

this, because everyone at some point has been fired. Somebody's going to be working 

for me for a period of at least a year. And I want to make sure I pick the right person. 



They're all winners. They're all smart. Which one's the best? Who knows? I'm doing 

my best to figure it out." 

It is important to note that The Apprentice is edited for television. This means 

that it is edited to show, only the interesting moments of a day or days that fit within 42 

minutes. As a television show the producers, camera crew, and other staff members 

strive to make The Apprentice entertaining. So, events like interpersonal conflicts will 

receive more attention than events like quiet, continuous work. The show is edited to be 

exciting to watch and to allow viewers to relate to the character; that is why some 

characters receive more camera time than others. 

The entertainment aspect affects this study in several ways. Not only is the time 

ofthe television show compressed, but the character's actions are edited down to a few 

minutes. The television time is likely not divided evenly among the characters, but 

allotted to the most entertaining characters. Many ofthe characters' actions will not be 

seen at all. The television show producers are not objective observers. It is possible that 

they add something to the show that is later removed. 

The Apprentice is recent enough that there are not any joumal articles published 

about it; however, there is interest in the academic community about The Apprentice. It 

is receiving attention fi*om a few colleges around the country. The University of 

Washington in Seattle devoted an entire management class to the show, including an 

hour-long question and answer session with one of Tramp's assistants (Talcott, 2004). At 

Boston College's Carroll School of Management, Professor Gregory StoUer discussed an 

episode in which two characters negotiated over an apartment. Katrina offered a price 



and Troy stated simply that he wanted what Katrina wanted. The question he asked was, 

"Is that unethical? Or is that just good business?" Later in the discussion. Professor 

StoUer said there's a "fine line" between aggressiveness and illegality. 

77ze Apprentice characters will be studied according to the four determinants of 

salesperson performance predictors: creativity, self-efficacy, trait competitiveness, and 

selling experience. For the characters to be in the television show they must have at least 

three ofthe four predictors. Sixteen out of 215,000 candidates were chosen. This impUes 

that the sixteen successful characters had believed they could win, were willing to 

compete against others, and were able to sell themselves to the television show 

producers. These properties define self-efficacy, trait competitiveness, and selling 

experience. Creativity is also probably a factor, though less apparent. It is likely that the 

sixteen characters did something creative to get the attention ofthe producers to stand out 

fi'om the other candidates. 

Salesperson Creativity 

Contemporary creativity research suggests that creativity can be expressed by 

anyone, though to different degrees and in different fashions (Amabile, 1983; Gardner, 

1993; Graber, TerreU, & Wertheimer 1982; Nickerson, 1999; WiUiams & Yang 1999). 

Further, creativity should be treated as a subjective judgment about one's behavior as 

being both novel and useful within a specific domain. In line with the behavioral 

emphasis in this literature, salesperson creativity is defined as new ideas generated and/or 

novel behaviors exhibited by the salesperson in performing his or her sales job activities. 



The salesperson's creativity can be exhibited in many aspects ofthe sales job. 

Creativity is evidenced when the salesperson generates new, better solutions for old 

problems, provides solutions for novel problems, sees old problems firom a different 

perspective, defines a new problem, detects a neglected problem, and/ or makes 

innovative sales presentations (Fatt, 1999). Transferring knowledge and skills to sales 

problems firom other domains can also be creative. These new idea and behaviors are 

necessary and useful in solving unstractured, unexpected problems for the customer and 

the sales organization alike. They should contribute to the performance on the sales job 

and, in aggregate, should benefit organizational performance. 



CHAPTER II 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

This chapter reviews the literature relevant to this thesis, based on which an 

coding scheme of sales performance is proposed. The chapter is organized in three 

sections. The literature pertaining to antecedents of individual salesperson performance 

is reviewed in the first section. The second section is devoted to the conceptualization of 

salesperson creativity. Finally, the third section proposed the coding scheme and 

develops research questions. 

In this section, the literature on sales performance is reviewed. Specifically, the 

review will focus on three sets of individual level antecedents of sales performance, 

namely, personality, skills, motivation, and exertion. These three groups of variables 

have been consistently viewed as important determinants of performance (Churchill et 

al., 1997; Weitz, Sujan, and Sujan 1986). Controlling and manipulating these variables 

effectively in the processes of selecting, recmiting, training, and organizing is an 

important on-going issue in sales force management. 

Sales Performance 

The importance of salesperson performance cannot be overstressed. The success 

of any sales organization ultimately depends on the success of individual salespeople, for 

their performance directly affects the firm's bottom line, not just in the short ran, but in 

the long ran as weU (Reinsch & Shelby, 1997). In the process of buyer-seller interaction 
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and communication, salespeople, develop new business, build customer tmst, nurture 

long-term relationships, create added value for customers, and provide market 

information to management. With changing and more diverse buyer behavior, the 

salespeople's role as relationship managers in the marketing organization has never been 

more critical (Anderson et al. 1999; Petrison & Wang 1993; Weitz, Castleberry, & 

Tarmer 1998). Advances in technology are not replacing the salesperson (Keenan, 1994); 

instead, the demand for salespeople has been increasing and continues to increase. By 

2005, total sales jobs are projected to increase by 18% from 1992 to 16,400,000 (Bureau 

of Labor Statistics, 1997). Soaring cost are associated with salespeople recmiting, 

selection, and training. Therefore, knowledge of how to achieve superior salesperson 

performance is of fundamental and enduring interest to sales managers and organizations, 

as well as salespeople themselves (Ledingham, Braning, & Wilson 1999). 

Salesperson performance is the central concem ofall sales organizations; in 

general, salesperson performance has been defined and measured from either objective or 

subjective perspectives, or both (Behrman & Perreault, 1982). Objective performance is 

defined as measured in terms of unit sale volume, dollar sales volume, contribution to 

profit, number of new accounts, and the like. Subjective performance, on the other hand, 

is measured through evaluations by supervisors, customers, coworkers, or salespeople 

themselves on such aspect as communication effectiveness, sales volume, customer 

relations, controlling expensed, territory management, mastering selling skills, teamwork, 

providing information to management, and so forth. 



A controversy exists as to whether salesperson performance should be measured 

subjectively or objectively and, if subjective measures were to be used, whose 

evaluations would be the most reUable. It has been suggested that a choice can be made 

on the basis ofthe aspects of performance in which the researcher is most interested 

(Landy & Farr, 1980). A number of researchers have argued for the validity and 

appropriateness of self-evaluation in assessing the performance of boundary-sparming 

employees such as salespeople (Behrman & Perreault 1982). 

Antecedents of Salesperson Performance 

Given the critical importance of sale performance, numerous studies have been 

conducted over the decades in searching for the most powerful determinants of 

salesperson performance. While predictive power of these variables varies widely across 

situations and studies, the overall explained variance in sales performance has not been 

high (cf Churchill et al. 1985), Churchill et al. (1985) meta-analysis grouped 

performance antecedents into six categories: role perceptions, aptitude, skill level, 

motivation level, demographics, and organizational and environmental variables. More 

effort is needed to identify the most importance determinants of variation in salesperson 

performance. 

Among the entire variable, individual-level antecedents of sales performance have 

probably been examined most frequently. These variables remain of interest for a 

number of reasons. First, many of these variables are relevant to the recmiting and 

selection of salespeople and the costs associated with hiring wrong salespeople are 
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becoming prohibitively high. Second, variables at the organizational and environmental 

levels are likely to affect sales performance via the mediation and/or moderation of 

individual-level factors. Third, consistent and strong results for these individual-level 

variables are lacking despite the persistent research effort. For these reasons, this thesis 

will focus on individual level antecedents related to personality, skills, and motivation. 

Personality Variables 

Extensive research has produced inconsistent results as to the predictive validity 

of personality variables for sales performance (e.g., Hunter and Hunter 1984; Schmitt et 

al. 1984). The Big Five model suggests five dimensions of personality: Extraversion (or 

Surgency), Emotional Stability (or Neuroticism), Agreeableness (or Likability), 

Conscientiousness (or Will to Achieve), and Openness to Experience (or Intellect) 

(Barrick and Mount 1991; Costa and Mc Crae 1985; Vinchur et al. 1998). The 

altemative Hough model suggests nine personality dimensions (Hough 1992; Hough et 

al. 1990). The Hough model shares three common dimensions with the Big Five model: 

Adjustment (Emotional Stability), Agreeableness, and Intellectance (Openness to 

Experience). The Big Five dimension of Extraversion is divided into two sub-dimensions 

of Affihation (sociabiUty) and Potency (impact, influence, and energy). 

Conscientiousness is split into Achievement (striving for competence in one's work) and 

Dependability (reliability, organization, and respect for authority). Two other dimensions 

that do not have their equivalents in the Big Five model are Rugged Individualism 
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(decisiveness, action-orientation, and lack of sentimentality) and Locus of Control (one's 

belief in the amount of control one has over rewards and punishment). 

A couple of meta-analyses have been conducted to assess the abiUty ofthe 

personality dimensions and sub-dimensions to predict sales performance (Barrick & 

Mount 1991; Mount & Barrick 1995; Hough 1992; Hough et al. 1990). Predictor-

performance correlation across these studies have ranged considerably from 0.2 for 

Opeimess to Experience (Barrick and Mount 1991) to .51 for Conscientiousness (Mounts 

and Barrick 1995). The limited number of sales studies examined by Hough (1992) 

suggests Potency is a modest predictor of performance with a mean uncorrected 

correlation of .25 with sales effectiveness, whereas Dependability showed an uncorrected 

correlation of only .06. 

In a more recent meta-analysis, Vinchur et al. (1998) have found that while the 

personality dimensions and sub-dimensions have differential correlations with sales 

performance, the dimension of Conscientiousness and the sub-dimension of Potency and 

Achievement are particularly strong predictors of sales performance. Potency had mean 

correlation (corrected for criterion unreliability and range restrictions) of .28 and .26 with 

subjective performance ratings and objective measures, respectively, whereas 

Achievements had coefficients of .25 and .41 respectively. 

Vinchur et al. (1998) study indicated that personality variables that appear to be 

strong predictors of sales performance tend to reflect the salesperson's motivational and 

skill levels. Both Achievement and Potency seem to be related to motivation and skills. 

Consistent with this observation, recent sales research has examined the effect of two 
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constmcts: the salesperson's trait competitiveness and self-efficacy. Trait 

competitiveness is a personality trait related to both Achievement and Potency, and has 

been conceptualizes as an aspect of personality that involves "the enjoyment of 

interpersonal competition and the desire to win and be better than other" (Spence and 

Helmreich 1983, p.41). Although the effect of competitiveness has not been extensively 

investigated, the variable has shown promising association with performance in sales 

(Brown, Cron, & Slocum 1998; Brown & Peterson 1994). Self-efficacy, a central 

constmct in Bandura's (1986) social cognitive theory, refers to people's judgments about 

their capability to organize and execute courses of action required to attain particular 

designated types of performance. It "is concemed not with the skills one has but with the 

judgments of what one can do with whatever skills one possesses" (Bandura 1986, p. 

391). Sales research has documented empirical evidence that self-efficacy is positively 

related to adaptive selling (Spiro and Weitz 1990; Sujan, Weitz, and Kumar 1994) and 

selling effort (Sujan, Weitz, and Kumar 1994). 

Skill Levels 

Researchers have long noticed the importance of job-related skills and abilities as 

predictors of sales performance. Consistent results regarding the predictive power of 

cognitive ability are lacking. Hunter and Hunter (1984) found corrected mean 

correlations of .61, .40, and .29 between salesperson performance and cognitive ability, 

perceptual ability, and psychomotor abiUty, respectively. Vinchur et al. (1998) meta

analysis also indicated the strong predictive power of sales ability and interest in sales. 
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Schmitt et al (1984), however, revealed poor validity of cognitive ability test for 

predicting sales performance. Also, cognitive ability appears to predict managerial rating 

of performance relatively well, but it does not predict objective sales volume measures 

(Vinchur, et al., 1998). 

Sales-related skills, on the other hand, seem to be more promising antecedents to 

sale performance. Skills are the salesperson's leamed proficiency at performing the 

necessary tasks (Leong, Bush, & Roedder, 1989). The skills related to sales performance 

are thought to include vocational skills, presentation skills, interpersonal skills, general 

management skills (Grunig, 1977), and information collection and analysis skills (Weitz, 

etal., 1986). 

Skills and knowledge are inseparable. They tend to reinforce each other in that 

knowledge faciUtates the development and applications of skills, and skills improve 

knowledge acquisition and utiUzation (Churchill et al., 1997). Salespeople need an 

elaborate knowledge base of sales-related situations, behaviors, and contingencies that 

link behaviors to situations (Weitz et al., 1986). Research has examined the salesperson's 

knowledge developmental stages. Anderson (1982) posits a three-stage model of 

knowledge development. The first stage is referred to as the declarative stage where 

knowledge is represented propositionally as facts. Declarative knowledge (or schema-

based knowledge) is attribute information organized in categories pertaining to cUents 

(Szymanski, 1988). It is the set of situational cues that enables a salesperson to recognize 

or classify a particular selling situation as an instance of a more general category (Leigh 

& McGraw, 1989). The second development stage is a gradual compilation process by 
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which knowledge is converted fi-om declarative to procedural form so that it can be 

applied directly to generating behavior. In the final stage, fine-tuned procedural 

knowledge is developed so that it will be applied more appropriately and efficiently. 

Procedural knowledge, also called "script" knowledge, is essentially "a.., set of leamed 

behavioral routines that fit various selling situations. Once activated from memory in a 

sales context, procedural knowledge guides the implementation of an intended selling 

approach" (Leigh & McGraw 1989, p. 17). 

Based on the three stages of knowledge development, Weitz et al. (1986) 

proposed that procedural knowledge is the key feature distinguishing an expert's 

knowledge stracture from that of a non-expert, and that procedural knowledge should be 

positively related to the effectiveness of adaptive selling. Adaptive selling refers to 

altering sales behavior during a customer interaction or across customer interactions 

based on the perception ofthe selling situation (Weitz et al., 1986). Thus, adaptive selling 

has an emphasis on customer interaction and the message communicated from the 

salesperson to the customer. As Weitz et al. (1986) put it; an extreme example of non-

adaptive selling is delivering the same "canned" presentation to all customers. When the 

salesperson uses unique sales presentation for each customer and also alters his or her 

behavior during an interaction, he or she is said to be extremely adaptive. With an 

elaborated knowledge stracture, especially a rich inventory of procedural knowledge, the 

salesperson can practice adaptive selling by choosing the most effective presentation 

from the existing memory (Petrison & Wang, 1993). 
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While most recent research attention has been devoted to salespeople's practice of 

adaptive selling, a direct link between adaptive behavior and sales performance has not 

been demonstrated conclusively. Significant positive relationships have been reported in 

research by Predmore and Bonnice (1994), Spiro and Weitz (1990), and Sujan et al. 

(1994), whereas less convincing results are suggested in Goolsby, Lagace, and Boorom 

(1992) and Marks, Vorhies, and Badovick (1996). A direct link across situations seems 

unlikely because the effectiveness of adaptive selling may be contingent on a number of 

situational factors (Weitz et al., 1986). 

The above review of sales skills and adaptive selling points to an important gap in 

this stream of research. As noted, adaptive selling behavior is typically manifested 

through the alteration ofthe sales presentation based on the understanding that customers 

have different beliefs and needs (Sujan et al., 1994; Weitz et al., 1986). When the 

differences among the customers are small and within expectations, adaptation in sales 

presentation is possible and may be sufficient. The salesperson with a rich knowledge 

stracture should have ready scripts stored in his or her memory in the form of procedural 

and declarative knowledge to deal with the different situations. But what if the selling 

situation is a novel one that has not been encountered before and there is no satisfactory 

solution existing in the salesperson's memory? This can occur when the market 

conditions are rapidly changing and customer requirements differ dramatically in various 

aspects of product and service. Scripts in memoir become inadequate, and simple 

adaptation in presentations may no longer be sufficient. In this case, the effective 
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salesperson may have to use existing knowledge to generate new ideas and approaches. 

This process is what is termed "salesperson creativity" or "creative behavior". 

An exemplar process in which creativity plays a role can be described as follows. 

When encountering a selling situation or sales problem, the salesperson will first search 

his or her memory for the most appropriate approaches or solutions. If the salesperson 

fails to find a suitable solution from the inventory, he or she may have to generate an idea 

or solution that is betted suited than existing solutions for the particular problem at hand, 

or the customer may become unsatisfied and tum away from the salesperson (Fatt, 1999). 

Once the idea or solution is generated and proved to be a useful one, it becomes part of 

the inventory and can be used later for more effective adaptation. This is consistent with 

the following discussion by Weitz et al., (1998): 

When [salespeople] encounter a customer with needs different than those they 
have dealt with previously - a customer who does not fit into an existing category 
- they add a new category to their repertoire. Salespeople with more categories, 
or customer types, have more selling approaches to use and thus have a greater 
opportunity to practice adaptive selling - to adjust their sales presentation to 
specific customer needs, (p. 164) 

It should be noted that a concept similar to salesperson creativity has been studied 

in the literature. Churchill, Ford, and Orville (1976) noticed that the sales job often 

requires the salesperson to produce innovative solutions to nonroutine problems, and 

some sales jobs demand more irmovativeness than others. They proposed that trae 

innovativeness is required ofthe salesperson "only when: (1) he faces a unique, 

nomroutine situation, and (2) the company has not provided him with sufficient 

guidelines, information, support, or training to know how to cope with i f (p. 325). 
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Based on this, they argued that the degree of innovativeness required ofthe salesperson 

might have a negative impact on overall job satisfaction. Their survey results showed 

that an innovativeness demand was negatively related to the salesperson's satisfaction 

with supervision, company support, and promotion. Building on Church et al. (1976) 

argument, Behrman and Perreault (1984) proposed a role stress model of sales 

performance and job satisfaction, where an innovativeness requirement was posited as 

positively related to role conflict. The proposition was supported by their empirical 

results. While neither ofthe studies was looking at the innovativeness-performance link, 

Behrman and Perreault (1984) reported a positive correlation (.257, p<.01) between the 

two. 

I would like to take a different perspective to the issue of irmovativeness. Sales 

performance can be affected by the effectiveness and efficiency in carrying out these 

problem-solving activities. Therefore, to generate creative ideas in the face of novel 

situations and problems appears to be an important skill for the salesperson. 

Consequently, I attempt to understand the concept of salesperson creativity by examining 

its potential positive effect on sales performance. 

An important factor related to sales knowledge and skill is selling experience. 

One major purpose of sales training and mentoring has been to transfer the knowledge 

and skills from the experienced to the inexperienced. However, much ofthe sales skill is 

tacit and action-centered, and remains unarticulated and known only to the person who 

possesses the skill (Polanyi, 1967). Tacit knowledge is knowledge that cannot be 

explicated fully even by an expert and, thus, can be transferred from one person to 
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another only through a long process of apprenticeship. In other words, one caimot easily 

transfer one's tacit knowledge and skills to another without substantial loss of relevant 

information. Experience, therefore, plays an important role in achieving a high level of 

sales-related knowledge and skills. In addition, experience has also been found to 

influence a number of important variables such as motivation, role perceptions, customer 

orientation, and performance (Maes, Weldy, and Icenogle 1997; O'Hara, Boles, and 

Johnston, 1991). Experienced salespeople tend to have a better understanding of their 

jobs, customers, and company poUcies (Churchill, Ford, and Orville, 1976). Selling 

experience has been posited as another important predictor of job performance (Behrman 

and Perreault, 1984). 

Motivation and Effort 

Much sales research has assumed that performance is a function of motivation. In 

ChurchiU et al. (1985) meta-analysis, motivation has a positive correlation coefficient of 

.258 with sales performance. The overall pattem ofthe results for the motivational 

variables suggests that, on average, motivation is a better predictor of performance than 

aptitude, but not as good a predictor as skill level (Churchill et al., 1985). Motivation has 

been defined as "the amount of effort the salesperson desires to expend on each activity 

or task associated with the job" (ChurchiU et al. 1997, p. 332). A few motivation theories 

(Herzberg, Maurer, & Snyderman 1959; McClelland) have are relevant to sales 

management. 
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Two types of motivation have been distinguished: intrinsic motivation and 

extrinsic motivation. Extrinsic motivation is present when an individual is energized by 

some extemal incentives (e.g. financial rewards, recognition, and promotions) that are 

derived from the environment surrounding the task or work and have to be provided by 

sources other than the individual (Dyer and Parker, 1975). Intrinsic motivation refers to 

the motivational state in which an individual is attracted to and energized by the task 

itself instead of some extemal outcomes that might be obtained through doing the task. 

Intrinsic rewards derived directly from or inherent in the task or job itself- associated 

with the content of task or job. In other words, when the salesperson is intrinsically 

motivated, he or she enjoys doing sales and sees the process of doing the sales task as an 

end in itself beyond the perception of the job as a means to an end (Deci & Ryan, 1985). 

Intrinsic motivation tends to be associated with higher order needs such as self-

actuaUzation (Maslow, 1954) and achievement (Herzberg et al., 1959). While both 

common sense and research acknowledge monetary compensation (an extrinsic 

motivator), the importance of intrinsic motivation to salespeople's effectiveness and 

success is also documented (Weitz et al., 1986). 

What links motivation to performance is effort, which has been recognized in 

sales and organizational behavior literature for its importance in determining sales 

performance (Ledingham and Braning, 1998). Effort can be defined as the total amount 

of energy spent on the sales activities, reflected in both the duration of time spent in 

working and the intensity of work activities (i.e., energy spent in working per unit of 

time) (Brown & Peterson 1994; Campbell & Pritchard, 1976). Effort is typically 
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considered as the mechanism by which motivation is translated into accomplished work. 

A motivated salesperson is intensively involved in the sales activities and is persistent at 

reaching the goal (Campbell & Pritchard, 1976). Moreover, intrinsically motivated 

salespeople also tend to be flexible in the ways they choose to carry out the sales tasks 

(Weitz et al., 1986). The difference between effort and motivation is that effort 

represents the force, energy, or activity by which work is completed, whereas motivation 

is the individual's psychological state or predisposition with respect to choices involving 

the direction, intensity, and persistence of behavior (Brown & Peterson, 1994). The 

limited number of studies that investigated the direct effect of effort on sales performance 

have shown promising results (Beatty & Payne 1985; Bartkus, Peterson, & Bellenger 

1994; Brown and Peterson, 1994). 

Theories of Creativity 

Despite its potential importance at the individual, organizational, and societal 

levels, creativity has been a neglected research area even in psychology until fairly 

recently (Guilford, 1950). While many roadblocks are responsible for this lack of 

attention, one ofthe problems involves the difficulty in defining the constmct "creativity" 

and in determining the criteria forjudging creativity (Sternberg & Lubart, 1999). Diverse 

approaches have been employed to study the subject, with each approach having its own 

definition of creativity. Nevertheless, in contemporary social psychological literature, it 

is generally agreed upon that creativity refers to something that is both novel and 

valuable. Further, definitions of creativity often focus on the attributes of creative 
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products and designate attributes of people, processes, and places as contributors to these 

creative products (Ford 1996), As a conceptual base, I adopt Amabile's (1983) widely 

cited definition: 

"A product or response will be judged as creative to the extent that (a) it is both a novel 

and appropriate, useful, correct, or valuable response to the task at hand and (b) the task 

is heuristic rather than algorithmic" (p. 360). 

Amabile (1983) suggested, "creativity is best conceptualized not as a personality 

trait or as a general ability, but as a behavior resulting from particular constellations of 

personal characteristics, cognitive abilities, and social environmenf (p. 358). In other 

words, creativity is viewed as a behavior resulting from the interaction between the 

person (e.g., personality characteristics and cognitive abilities) and the 

social/environment factors. The creative behaviors are evidenced in products or other 

observable outcomes/response. She argued that creativity is something novel (i.e., 

original, unexpected) and appropriate (i.e., useful, adaptive conceming task constraints) 

that people can recognize and often agree on, even when they are not given a guiding 

definition. 

Further, Amabile's (1983) definition specified that the task must be heuristic 

rather than algorithmic. Algorithmic tasks have a clearly identified goal, and the path to 

the goal is clear and straightforward - tasks for which an algorithm exists. By contrast, 

heuristic tasks are those not having a clear and readily identifiable path to the solution -

tasks for which algorithms must be developed, and in many cases the problem solver 

must define the goal itself The determination ofthe label "algorithmic" or "heuristic" in 
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many cases may not be clear-cut and may depend on the individual performer's 

knowledge about the task. If an algorithm for a task solution exists but the individual has 

no knowledge about it, the task can be considered heuristic for that individual. 

Earlier theory and research on creativity focused almost exclusively on a 

personality approach and, to a lesser extent, on a cognitive-abilities approach (Williams 

& Yang, 1999). Recent theoretical and empirical developments, however, have 

witnessed an emergence of systems theories of creativity, represented by several 

confluence approaches. These theories generally emphasize the interaction between the 

individual and the environment and maintain that multiple components must converge for 

creativity to occur (Sternberg & Lubart 1999; WiUiams & Yang, 1999). 

Amabile's (1983) social psychology of creativity is one ofthe most representative 

of such systems theories. She views creativity as the production of responses or works 

that can be reliably assessed as creative by appropriate judges. Creativity results from the 

confluence of three main components, namely, task motivation, domain-relevant skills, 

and creativity-relevant skills. Task motivation accounts for motivational variables that 

determine an individual's approach to a given task. Domain-relevant skills, which 

include factual knowledge, technical skills, and special talents in the domain in question, 

can be considered the basis from which any performance must proceed. Creativity-

relevant skills include: (a) a cognitive style that involves coping with complexities and 

breaking one's mental set during problem solving, (b) knowledge of heuristics for 

generating novel ideas, such as trying a counterintuitive approach, and (c) a work style 

characterized by concentrated effort, an ability to set aside problems, and high energy. 
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The three components are proposed to operate at different levels of specificity. 

Creativity-relevant skills operate at the most general level, domain-levels skills at an 

intermediate level, and task motivation at the most specific level. 

Salesperson Creativity 

In today's dynamic, competitive, and global economy, creativity and innovation 

are an essential requirement for organizational success. Organizational creativity and 

innovation ultimately lie in the individual members working in and for the organization. 

Therefore, enhancing employees' creative performance represents an imperative step if 

organizations are to achieve a competitive advantage (Fat, 1999). Although the 

traditional view would suggest that work is associated with conformity and has little in 

common with creativity (Whyte, 1956), people do create at work. People spend more 

than half of their waking hours at work, and it is on their jobs that people confront some 

ofthe most challenging problems of their lives (Mumford, Whetzel, & Reiter-Palmon, 

1997). Employees' creativity can be observed in various aspects ofthe workplace, 

although the degree of creativity may vary from person to person, from job to job, from 

firm to firm. 

Theorists maintain that creativity at work should be studied with respect to the job 

characteristics and the specific work situation that call for creative problem solving 

(Mumford, Whetzel, & Reiter-Palmon, 1997). Whether creative thinking and behaviors 

are required depends on the nature ofthe problem that the employee is trying to solve, 

which in tum depends on his/her job responsibilities. Amabile (1983) argued that 
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creative behavior occurs only when the task is to some degree heuristic. In other words, 

only ill-defined or poorly stractured problems to which many potential solutions are 

possible would require a creative attempt (Mumford et al., 1997). In some production 

jobs, for example, people's responsibilities tend to be highly circumscribed. The 

problems presented to them tend to be well defined and solutions to these problems are 

likely to have been specified by the organization or the production process (Katz & Kahn, 

1978). Such employees may have relatively few opportunities for creative problem 

solving, and as a consequence, creativity may be discouraged by the organization. 

Boundary spanning positions, on the other hand, represent a quite different 

scenario from that of a typical production worker. Boundary role positions such as sales 

and marketing positions are explicitly tasked with guiding the organization's responses to 

changes in technology, markets, or production process (Katz and Kahn, 1978). 

Occupants of these positions (e.g., salespeople) are presented with the kinds of novel, ill-

defined problems that call for creative thought. Hence, creative problem solving is 

required in these boundary roles. The sales job is a typical boundary spanning position 

where the occupant (i.e., the salesperson) is typically presented with challenging tasks 

that are ill defined, poorly stractured, and thus heuristic in nature. This is especially trae 

in today's dynamic market environment. 

Salesperson creativity appears cracial for job performance: customer interaction 

and problem solving. Creativity in customer interactions may be a result of 

improvisation or planning (Tanner, 1994), for virtually every contact a salesperson has 

involves different sales situations. This can be reflected in innovative presentations, 
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handling objections in creative ways, persuading with novel approaches, building 

customer rapport in unusual ways, and so forth. This aspect appears similar to the 

concept to adaptive behavior, which has an emphasis in tailored sales messages. The 

difference is whether the approach used is invented by the salesperson or adopted from 

the inventory. 

While customer interactions provide ample opportunities for the salesperson to act 

creatively, it is important to note that salesperson creativity is not limited to the domain 

of customer interaction, for salespeople perform a variety of activities besides interacting 

with customers (Moncrief, 1986). However, all activities do not require an equally high 

level of creativity. As noted, for creativity to occur, the task must be poorly stractured, ill 

defined, and thus heuristic to some degree (Amabile, 1983). Some ofthe sales activities 

may require more creativity than others, because the problems represented by various 

activities differ on the algorithmic/ heuristic dimension. For example, among the 

activities documented by Moncrief (1986), those related to the primary selling function 

(e.g., selecting products, overcoming objections, planning selling activities, searching out 

leads) seem to involve problems that are less clearly defined, and thus require more 

creativity than do activities such as correcting orders, writing up orders, and traveUng, 

The second important aspect of salesperson creativity revealed in the interviews is 

creativity in problem solving, which requires the salesperson to detect new problems, see 

old problems from new or different perspectives, and generate and evaluate multiple 

ahematives for the problems. The problem-solving approach to selling is the foundation 

of building long-term relationships with customers and other partners (Weitz et al., 
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1998). Customers are satisfied only when their problems are correctly understood and 

tailored solutions are successfully generated and implemented. Creativity in this regard 

increased the perceived value ofthe salesperson's service and gives the salesperson and 

the selling firm a competitive edge. 

In Ught ofthe proceeding discussions, salesperson creativity is defined as new 

ideas generated, and novel behaviors exhibited, by the salesperson in performing his or 

her job activities. These new ideas and behaviors are generated and performed because 

the salesperson thinks they are necessary and useful in solving the unstractured, 

unexpected problems for the salesperson him or her, the customer, and the sales 

organization alike. They should contribute to the performance to the sales job and, in 

aggregate, should benefit organizational performance. 

In summary, it is proposed that salespeople need to behave creatively and 

generate novel and useful ideas in order to perform some of their job activities 

effectively. Salesperson creativity is expected to be characterized by small deviations 

from established routines. Creativity in customer interaction and in problem solving 

seems to be particularly important to the salesperson's performance. In the next section, I 

propose a coding scheme of salesperson performance incorporating creativity as an 

important antecedent and develop research questions. 

Effect of Salesperson Creativity on Performance 

Performance is of ultimate interest in any business related research including sales 

research. Although sale performance has been conceptualized and measured in many 
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ways (Behrman & Perreault, 1982), this study is concemed with the salespersons role in 

job performance. Specifically, performance is operationalized as the salesperson's 

perception of his or her overall achievement in sales, especially in the quantity of sales 

achieved, which is on central concemed to management. Since salesperson creativity has 

received no attention in the academic research, its effect on overall sales performance is 

speculative at best. Conceptually, the salesperson's creativity is likely to improve his or 

her job performance for at least three reasons. First, the effectiveness and efficiency of 

performing many of the job activities are likely to increase when the salesperson comes 

up v^ith creative ideas on how better carry out the activities. As discussed earlier, the 

salesperson performs a variety of task activities (Moncrief, 1986), some of which are 

more stractured than other (Amabile, 1983). The more heuristic or unstractured the task 

activity, the more room for creative improvement in the job processes. Second, creative 

identification of potential customers and their problems may lead to more successful 

development of new accounts. Prospecting has been viewed as one ofthe most important 

steps in the personal selling process (Weitz et al., 1998). While there are popular 

prospecting methods used in each trade and industry, it may prove finitful if the 

salesperson is able to detect prospects neglected by common methods. Further, when 

problems are not obvious for the prospect or the salesperson, or both, the salesperson's 

ability to discern the prospect's needs from perspectives different from what is generally 

prescribed will help consummate the sale. Finally, given that customer problems are 

more diverse and require a more customized solution, a creative solution may deUght 

customers and increase their satisfaction, which leads to higher levels of customer 
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retention, repeat business, and word of moth referral. Therefore, in absence of empirical 

evidence, the following question is proposed: 

QI: Did the portrayal of character's creativity correspond with his/her sales 

performance? 

Self-Efficacy 

Self-efficacy refers to people's judgments about their capability to organize and 

execute courses of action required to attain particular designated types of performance 

(Bandura, 1986). It "is concemed not with the skiUs one has but with the judgments of 

what one can do with whatever skills one possesses" (Bandura, 1986, p. 391). Social 

cognitive theory posits that an individual's self-efficacy beUef in performing a particular 

task should predict the individual's actual level of performance. The theory further 

suggests that the effect of self-efficacy on task performance is primarily "though 

enlistment of effort and creative use of capabilities and resources" (Wood & Bandura, 

1989, p. 374). A self-regulatory process is enacted that influences the individual's initial 

choice of activities and tasks as well as his or her coping efforts (Gist & Mitchell, 1992; 

Lent, 1987). As employees' levels of self-efficacy increase, they exert more effort, 

become more persistent, and leam to cope with task related obstacles (Bandura, 1977). 

Empirical research has shown that employees who feel efficacious in performing 

particular tasks will perform them better (Barling & Beattie, 1983), persist at them in the 

face of adversity and cope more effectively with change (Hill, Smith, & Mann, 1987). 

Self-efficacy is thus an important motivational constmct that "influences individual 
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choices, goals, emotional reactions, efforts, coping, and persistence" (Gist & Mitchell 

1992,p.l86). 

While creativity research has identified many personal characteristics, including 

persistence, energy, need for autonomy, and broad interests, that affect creativity 

(Woodman, Sawyer, & Griffin, 1993), self-efficacy is one critical determinant of 

workplace creativity. Measures intended to tap feeling of self-efficacy, self esteem, or 

self confidence has been found to be effective predictors of creativity (Mumford & 

Gustafson, 1988). Indeed, self efficacy has been viewed as having generative capability 

in that it influences thought pattems, emotional reaction, and the orchestration of 

performance through the adroit use of sub-skills, ingenuity, and resourcefulness (Bandura 

1984, 1986; Gist & Mitchell, 1992). This would be particularly trae in the sales context, 

since salesperson creativity is conceptualized as different from scientific and artistic 

creativity in that the former represents smaller deviations from daily routines while the 

latter tends to be greater in scope and degree. 

Research in marketing has demonstrated the importance ofthe self-efficacy 

constract. Empirical evidence shows that self-efficacy is positively related to adaptive 

selling (Spiro & Weitz, 1990; Sujan, Weitz, & Kumar, 1994) and selling effort (Sujan, 

Weitz & Kumar, 1994). Redmond, Mumford, and Teach (1993) documented in an 

experimental setting the positive effect of self-efficacy on the quality and originality of 

marketing problem solving. In the Ught ofthe proceeding discussion, the following 

research question is advanced: 
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Q2: Did the portrayal ofthe character's self-efficacy correspond with his/her 

creativity? 

Trait Competitiveness 

The coding scheme incorporates two exogenous constracts, selling experience and 

trait competitiveness, as predictors of self-efficacy. These two constracts have been 

consistently regarded as extremely important determinants of sales performance (Brown, 

Cron, & Slocum, 1998; Churchill, Ford, & OrviUe, 1997), and their role as individual 

level determinants ofthe salesperson's self-efficacy cannot be overstated. Trait 

competitiveness is a personality variable relating to the "enjoyment of interpersonal 

competition and the desire to win and be better than other" (Spence & Helmreich, 1983, 

p. 41). It is synonymous of Kohn's (1992) intentional competitiveness, which "concem 

the desire on the part ofthe individual to be number one" (p. 4). EarUer research has 

documented a positive relationship between competitiveness and job performance in 

domains other than sales (Helmreich et al., 1980). As dispositional characteristic of 

individual salespeople, trait competitiveness has received attention from only a handful of 

researchers, but positive associations between competitiveness and sales performance 

have been reported (Brown & Peterson, 1994). 

The mechanism by which this trait affects performance is not totally clear. 

However, it has been suggested that trait competitiveness may only have indirect impacts 

through the salesperson's behaviors. Brown, Cron, and Slocum (1998) found that goal-

setting behavior meditates the competitiveness performance relationship. Locke (1968), 

on the other hand, suggested that the effect of competitiveness on sales performance is 
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likely to occur through higher levels of work effort. Motivation theory and social 

cognitive theory suggests that trait competitiveness can have both direct and indirect 

effects on sales behaviors. First, motivational theorists suggest individuals have innate, 

dispositional needs and motives that drive them to behave in certain ways (Hechhausen, 

Schmalt, & Schneider, 1985). For highly competitive salespeople the inherent desire to 

be number one and the importance they attach to exceeding the performance of others 

motivate them to set high goals, exert a high effort level, and act meaningfully in the 

expectation that the chosen behaviors will lead to winning performance (Brown et al., 

1998; Locke, 1968). In other words, highly competitive salespeople tend to exert greater 

amount of time and energy than their less competitive counterparts. Barktus, Peterson, 

and Bellenger (1989) found that Type A behavior pattem, of which competitiveness is a 

component, affects sales performance through the meditation of work effort. Therefore, 

it is proposed here that competitiveness is likely to affect performance indirectly through 

its effect on work effort. 

Second, competitiveness may also affect behavior and performance through self-

efficacy. Social cognitive theory suggests individuals make judgments about anticipated 

performance (i.e., self-efficacy beUefs) based on the state of arousal (Gist & MitcheU, 

1992). Positive state of arousal (e.g., excited, enthusiastic) may increase the level of self-

efficacy, whereas negative state of arousal (e.g., fearful, anxious) may decrease it. 

Certain personality variables influence the individual's physiological and/or psychology 

states of arousal, which in tum affect self-efficacy (Bandura, 1986; Gist & MitcheU, 

1992). Research has shown that Type A personalities have higher levels of psychological 
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arousal, self-efficacy, and performance than Type B's (Friedman & Rosenman, 1974; 

Taylor et al., 1984). Given that trait competitiveness is one important component of type 

A personality, more competitive individuals are expected to have higher levels of arousal 

and higher levels of self-efficacy. The proceeding discussion leads to the following 

research question: 

Q3: Did the portrayal ofthe character's trait competitiveness correspond with 

his/her self-efficacy? 

Selling Experience 

The second exogenous constract in the coding scheme is selling experience, 

posited as directly affecting both self-efficacy and performance. This variable is 

important to both managers and academic researchers. From managerial standpoint, it is 

intuitively appealing to suggest that experienced salespeople perform better. However, 

managers are often faced with a dilemma of choosing between a less experienced but 

hard working salesperson and a more experienced one who is more costly to hire, harder 

to control, and my be less diligent (Behrman & Perreault, 1984). Academic research has 

also recognized the effect of experience on sales performance (Behrman & Perreault, 

1984). In a coding scheme of sales performance, Behrman and Perreault (1984) propose 

experience as a direct predictor of sales performance. Using a sample of 196 sales 

representatives from five different industrial firms, they found sales experience to be 

significantly and positively related to sales performance. They further noticed that effort 

and experience had virtually independent, and therefore, compensatory effects of 
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identical magnitude on performance. Bartkus, Peterson, and BeUenger (1989) also found 

the number of years in real estate sales has a direct and positive effect on the real agent's 

sales performance. 

However, experience may also have indirect effect on performance. As a 

salesperson becomes more experienced in the routines and complexities in the sales job, 

he or her gains a clearer understanding ofthe different role expectations. It is therefore 

not surprising that experience was found to be negatively related to role ambiguity 

(Behrman & Perreault, 1984) and positively related to role clarity (Bartkus et al., 1989). 

Relationships between experience and other sales related constracts seem more 

ambiguous. For instance, O'Hara, Boles, and Johnston (1991) found job tenure to be 

negatively correlated with job involvement, organizational commitment, and customer 

orientation for a sample of industrial salespeople but not for a group of advertising 

salespeople. In Tanner's (1994) trade show study, experience, as measured byjob title 

and trade show experience, was not found to be related to the salesperson's adaptive 

behavior. Experience has been found to be related to job satisfaction in somewhat 

curvilinear fashion (Churchill, Ford, & Walker, 1976). Given the importance of sales 

experience of performance, it seems more research is needed to investigate the 

mechanism through with experience infiuences sales behaviors and performance. 

In this thesis, it is suggested that experience affects performance not only directly 

but also indirectly through its impact on the salesperson's self-efficacy beUefs. The 

effect of experience on self-efficacy is grounded in social cognitive theory. The theory 

identified four categories of experience that infiuence self-efficacy: enactive mastery (i.e. 
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personal attainments), vicarious experience (i.e. modeUng), verbal persuasion, and 

emotional arousal. Enactive mastery, defined as repeated performance accomplishments, 

has been found to enhance self-efficacy more effectively (Bandura, 1982, 1986; Bandura, 

Adams, & Beyer, 1977). On average, experienced salespeople tend to have more 

accomplishments. These past accompUshments instill a sense of self-confidence into the 

salesperson and create a high level of self-efficacy in sales activities. Moreover, it has 

been proposed that four types of experience influence the self-efficacy belief through 

three types of assessment processes: analysis of task requirements, attributional analysis 

of experience, and assessment of personal and situational resources and constraints (Gist 

& Mitchell, 1992). Selling experience appears to have an impact on each of these 

assessment processes. First, when the salesperson has performed the task personally and 

frequently in the past, understanding ofthe task requirements is enhanced. Second, 

attributional analysis involves the salesperson's judgment about why a particular 

performance level occurred. A wide range of personal experience provides the strongest 

information of attributional analysis, leading to more accurate understanding ofthe 

causes of performance and more effective self-management and environmental 

management (KeUey, 1971). Finally, experience helps the salesperson examine the 

availability of specific resource and constraints for performing the task at various levels. 

The understanding of various selling situations and customer characteristics, the 

knowledge of company poUcies and role expectations, and the accurate self-assessment 

of skill and effort requirements provide the seasoned salesperson with the intemal and 

extemal resources that often are not available to rookies. The availability of more 
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resources enhances the seasoned salesperson's ability and self-efficacy to deal with 

different sales problems. In sum, selling experience should have positive effect on the 

salesperson's self-efficacy belief Experience associated with performance 

accomplishments is particularly important in that it not only builds up the knowledge and 

skills, coping abilities, and exposure needed for superior performance in different selling 

environment, but also helps the salesperson assess task requirements, performance 

attributions, and the availability of resource and constraints. Based on the above 

discussion, the following research questions are proposed: 

Q4: Did the portrayal of selling experience correspond with the character's self-

efficacy? 

Q5: Did the portrayal of selling experience correspond with the character's 

performance? 

Summary 

To summarize, the coding scheme incorporates three direct performance 

antecedents (creativity and selling experience) and three indirect predictors (trait 

competitiveness, self-efficacy, and experience). The unique effect of salesperson 

creativity is highlighted. Five research questions are proposed based on the creativity 

literature, motivational theory, and social cognitive theory, and the extant sales literature. 
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CHAPTER III 

METHODS 

Participants 

Sixteen candidates out of 215,000 applicants arrived on the treacherous island of 

Manhattan to face the challenge of their lives, with the hopes of winning a six-figure 

salary for up to one year as on Apprentice. The eight men and eight women had never 

met each other before arriving at their new lodgings. Their boss over the next 15 weeks 

was one ofthe biggest real estate developers in New York, Donald Tramp. The 

participants were from aU walks of Ufe, from a P.h.D, a M.B.A., a high school graduate to 

millionaires. 

Coding Scheme 

An analysis was performed by observing the last four episodes and evaluating 

player actions in relation to the coding scheme. During the viewing of an episode, an 

observer recorded when each one ofthe players exhibited a behavior that answers one of 

the questions of each ofthe four main topics. These actions were recorded numerically in 

the tables below. If a character did not perform an action corresponding to one ofthe 

questions then that table element is zero. The fmal row ofthe table contains a sum ofthe 

number of questions. 

Only the last four episodes were analyzed, due to the fact that this thesis is 

focused on the characteristics that are demonstrated by the winning character. The 
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characters that have managed to stay in the game by the 12̂ '̂ episode demonstrated the 

four determinants of influences on sales performance. However, the winning character 

demonstrated the four determinants more than any ofthe other character. 

This analysis was performed for each ofthe last four episodes. There will be four 

sets of four tables with numbers ascribing the quaUties that each character demonstrated 

per episode. There will be a one final table, which contains the sum ofall the episode 

tables. It consists of four rows, one for each question summed up from aU four episode 

tables, and one summation row. The last summation row will sum all the observed 

behaviors of each character. 
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CHAPTER IV 

RESULTS 

The application ofthe coding scheme with regard to the last four challenges 

showed strong indications about the character's creativity skills and, overall, the winner 

ofthe television show. The characters were measured by watching the last four episodes 

of The Apprentice and determining how well the characters performed with regard to the 

four main questions relating to creativity, self efficacy, trait competitiveness, and selling 

experience. Each ofthe four questions consisted of five or six questions. In each 

episode, the characters were evaluated by twenty-one measures and were observed 

whenever they acted in a way that answered one ofthe questions, which was recorded as 

a score of one. Once the character was fired by Trump, no further observations were 

recorded for that particular person. This is important, due to the fact that on the final two 

episodes Tramp brought back six ofthe previous characters who had been fired to help 

the two remaining characters with their fmal challenge. The observations were summed 

up in a table and a detailed graph was made of each table. Finally, the tables were 

summed up in a final set of tables that contained the recorded observations ofall 

episodes; a second set of tables and graphs were created which show the percentages. 

The last four episodes of The Apprentice were reviewed and results ofthe summation 

tables will be discussed. 
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The Apprentice: Episode 12 

The challenge in episode 12 ordered the two teams to compete against each other 

in the lobby of Tramp Taj Mahal Casino to register gamblers with their electronic key 

card. The team that registered gamblers to spend the most money in the casino would 

win the challenge. This particular challenge consisted of Katrina, Troy, Amy, Nick, 

Kwame, and Bill. Troy, Bill, and Kwame were known as Versacorp and Katrina, Nick, 

and Amy were known as Protege {The Apprentice: Circus, Circus 3/25/2004). 

The Versacorp team illustrated more energy than Protege from the very beginning 

ofthe challenge. On the bus ride to Atlantic City, Versacorp not only held a 

brainstorming session, made several phone calls to possible clients, but they also planned 

their strategy. Protege, on the other hand slept through the entire bus ride. Therefore, 

Versacorp earned scores for Creativity, Selling Experience, and Trait Competitiveness 

and Protege didn't earn any points. As soon as the two teams arrived Versacorp 

implemented their strategy by finding and obtaining the circus wheel prop from the head 

carpenter, met with the local circus show to borrow a tiger, and made arrangements to the 

necessary equipment. Troy, Kwame, and Bill got several points conceming Creativity, 

Selling Experience, and Trait Competitiveness. When Protege arrived, they started 

planning and strategizing eaming a few points {The Apprentice: Circus, Circus 

3/25/2004). 

As the day ofthe challenge began it was obvious that Versacorp was far more 

prepared. A small stage was setup with the prize wheel and Troy was using the 

microphone to lure people over to their area. Bill staked out the VIP area to register VIPs 
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quickly and to secure that area exclusively for Versacorp. Troy and Bill demonstrated 

their Selling Experience and Creativity. Later in the day, a tiger was borrowed from the 

local circus attraction and attracted many more people to the Versacorp registration area. 

Protege seemed to copy several of Versacorp ideas by using a microphone and attempting 

to target the VIP checkout area. These actions can be attributed to Amy who eamed 

some points for Selling Experience. They generated some creative ideas of their own. 

Amy hired three models to help bring people over to their registration area. Amy and 

Katrina negotiated with an auto dealership for a prize of a $300 weekend car rental. It 

did not seem like Nick and Katrina demonstrated many ofthe traits this thesis measured. 

During the episode each ofthe characters gave personal interviews which allowed them 

to express the characteristics measured by this thesis {The Apprentice: Circus, Circus 

3/25/2004). 

Although Protege registered more gamblers with their electronic key card, 

Versacorp won this challenge due to the fact that their gamblers spent more money. 

There were several factors that lead Versacorp to its victory; for example. Bill generated 

a creative sales idea by targeting the VIP check-in area and securing the area for 

Versacorp exclusively. Versacorp creatively attracted customers by obtaining a 

microphone system, creating a game show atmosphere, and a spinning game wheel from 

one ofthe casino's previous events. Protege imitated several of Versacorp's ideas by 

using a microphone system, targeting the VIP guests, and creating a game show 

atmosphere {The Apprentice: Circus, Circus 3/25/2004). 
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When examining the data, it is apparent that Versacorp won the challenge. Each 

character of Versacorp scored higher on salesperson creativity, self-efficacy, trait 

competitiveness, and seUing experience then the characters of Protege, Katrina, Nick, 

and Amy performed abysmally with low scores on all the measures. As a team. Protege's 

score was one third of Versacorp's score. Bill and Troy performed almost equally with 

scores of 61 and 59; while Kwame came in third place with a total score of 40 in this 

particular challenge. Although Troy and Bill performed equally well on Trait 

Competitiveness, Troy scored the highest on Salesperson Creativity, and Bill scored the 

highest on SelfEfficacy and Selling Experience. In addition, 71% of Troy's ideas came 

from Q1:C, (Did the character generate new ideas for satisfying the customer's needs?) it 

is higher than the other characters which were typically 20%)-30% from each Salesperson 

Creativity question. 

Due to Protege's defeat Amy, Nick, and Katrina went to the boardroom and 

Katrina was fired by Tmmp. Therefore, no further score will be recorded for Katrina. It 

is interesting to note that although Nick received the lowest overall score he was not 

fired. Amy, the project manager for this challenge, chose to take Katrina with her in the 

boardroom. For this challenge the only characters that Tramp could fire were Amy or 

Katrina and of those two characters Katrina had a lower score than Amy in all areas. The 

manager ofthe Tramp Taj Mahal said Katrina was, "blase, floating around, and didn't 

know what to do." Tramp chose to fire Katrina due to the fact that she did not 

demonstrate as much creativity, self-efficacy and trait competitiveness than the other 
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characters. Trump said, "Katrina just wasn't as outstanding as Amy through the various 

events" {The Apprentice: Circus, Circus 3/25/2004). 

Table 4.1. The Apprentice: Episode 12 
Summation 

Ql 
Q2 
Q3 
Q4 
Sum 

Katrina 
2 
1 
1 
1 
5 

Troy 
23 
12 
17 
7 

59 

Amy 
8 
6 
5 
3 

22 

Nick 
0 
4 
0 
0 
4 

Kwame 
14 
13 
8 
5 

40 

Bill 
20 
14 
17 
10 
61 

Katrina Troy Amy Nick Kwame Bill 

Figure 4.1. The Apprentice: Episode 12 

The Apprentice: Episode 13 

On episode 13, Versacorp and Protege had ten hours to rent out, for one night, a 

90* floor Penthouse Apartment of Trump Towers for a minimum of $20,000. The 

winning team was the one that rents out the apartment for the most money. The two 

43 



teams consisted of Troy, Kwame and Bill (Versacorp) while the other team included 

Amy and Nick (Protege) {The Apprentice: The Price is Height 4/1/2004). 

Protege won the challenge by renting out an apartment for $40,000 whereas 

Versacorp only rented it for $37,001. Nick and Amy showed the apartment to various 

event planners. Only one event planner seemed interested in the apartment, but after 

reviewing the terms ofthe lease she believed it was suitable for the event that she wanted 

to plan. Neither Nick nor Amy tried to convince the customer about the benefits ofthe 

apartment; however, just minutes before the deadline this renter retumed and offered 

Nick and Amy $40,000 for the apartment {The Apprentice: The Price is Height 4/1/2004). 

Troy was the project manager of Versacorp and chose to use a strategy that is 

used by car dealerships. Versacorp's strategy was for one character to show the 

apartment to the customers and then hand the buyer to another character who discusses 

the financing. This character would then try to sell the apartment with the highest price 

possible; in the end this strategy failed because Versacorp did not set the initial price of 

the apartment high enough to negotiate {The Apprentice: The Price is Height 4/1/2004). 

In a private interview. Bill expressed doubt that this strategy would succeed. He 

seemed to be proved correct. Troy was working out the financing with one buyer when 

another buyer arrived. Then Troy handed that buyer over to Kwame and began talking 

with the second buyer. While Troy told the second buyer about the first and tried to raise 

the price by lying about what the first buyer was willing to pay. The second buyer had 

the pen in his hand to sign the agreement, when he said, "I can't do it, I feel like I'm 

getting taken." So Versacorp immediately switched focus back to the first buyer who 
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rented the apartment. Troy, Bill, and Kwame eamed points in Creativity, Selling 

Experience, and SelfEfficacy in their various roles for dealing directly with the 

customers. Troy eamed points for Creativity and Selling Experience, because he 

implemented a selling strategy. Kwame had a creative idea of adding one dollar to their 

rental price, reminiscent of "The Price Is Right". If the other team had bid that same 

price, Versacorp would have won by one dollar {The Apprentice: The Price is Height 

4/1/2004). 

Protege did not demonstrate many measurable characteristics in this challenge. 

They made some phone calls to event planners in the area and showed the apartment to 

some of them. Amy and Nick had two different strategies to showing the apartment. 

Amy chose to remain quiet and let the size, view, and locations ofthe apartment speak 

for itself Nick chose to discuss how the planner might use the apartment. Thus, Nick 

demonstrated Creativity in his statements and eamed points for them. Protege had only 

one interested buyer and the negotiation ofthe price was conducted off camera, Nick 

negotiated the price very quickly in order to make the challenge deadline {The 

Apprentice: The Price is Height 4/1/2004). 

Due to the fact that Versacorp lost the challenge the results of this episode directly 

contradict the coding scheme, because the highest scoring team lost the challenge and the 

highest scoring player for this challenge was fired. The sum ofthe measures for Troy, 

Bill, Kwame, Nick, and Amy are 59, 51, 50, 25, and 19, respectively. Troy, the project 

manager chose to take Kwame into the boardroom. Tmmp's choice was to fire Troy, a 

high school graduate or Kwame a Harvard MBA with a Wall Street employment record. 
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Kwame scored the highest of Salesperson Creativity with Bill and Troy coming in 

second. The majority of Kwame's score came from Salesperson Creativity that he used 

when selling to the customers. Although Troy's overall score was higher that Kwame's, it 

was suggested by comments made by Tramp and his advisors in the boardroom after 

Troy was fired that it was due to his lack of education, which is not measured in this 

coding scheme {The Apprentice: The Price is Height 4/1/2004), 

Table 4.2. The Apprentice: Episode 13 
Summation 

Ql 
Q2 
Q3 
Q4 
Sum 

Katrina 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

Troy 
18 
15 
12 
14 
59 

Amy 
6 
5 
6 
2 

19 

Nick 
12 
5 
4 
4 

25 

Kwame 
22 
10 
10 
8 

50 

Bill 
18 
15 
7 

11 
51 

Katrina Troy Amy Nick Kwame Bill 

Figure 4.2. The Apprentice: Episode 13 
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The Apprentice: Episode 14 

On episode 14 the characters were interviewed by four of Tmmp's advisors and 

based upon their recommendations two characters were fired. This challenge involved 

the four remaining players (Amy, Nick, Kwame, and Bill) to be interviewed. At this 

point ofthe competition the characters were no longer divided into teams, each competed 

individually in one-on-one interviews with four of Tramp's advisors {The Apprentice: 

Down to the Wire 4/8/2004). 

Bill, Kwame, and Nick seemed confident of their performance in the interviews. 

Amy did not perform as well. Tramp commented in the boardroom that everybody has 

bad days and this was one of hers. Amy performed well in the other challenges and in 

one challenge was picked over Katrina due to her winning record. It was mentioned that 

Nick's statements that he's a good salesperson are not enough and that he needed to 

prove he was a good salesperson. One ofthe Tramp's advisors said Nick would be a 

good salesperson, but not president of a Tramp company. The advisors could see Bill 

and Kwame as president of a Tramp company. The characters were scored on the 

comments they made in the interviews, how the interviewer responded to them, and the 

comments made in the personal interviews that the characters provide routinely {The 

Apprentice: Down to the Wire 4/8/2004). 

According to the data, Bill and Kwame performed better in the interviews with 

overaU score of 52 and 33, respectively; with their highest scores in Salesperson 

Creativity. Nick had a low overall score of 14 and Amy came in last with lowest overaU 

score of four. The general consensus amongst the advisors was that although Amy and 
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Nick presented themselves well, they did not sell themselves as well as Bill and Kwame. 

In the end, Nick and Amy were fired {The Apprentice: Down to the Wire 4/8/2004). 

Table 4.3. The Apprentice: Episode 14 
Summation 

Ql 
Q2 
Q3 
Q4 
Sum 

Katrina 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

Troy 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

Amy 
3 
0 
1 
0 
4 

Nick 
6 
3 
3 
2 

14 

Kwame 
16 
5 
4 
8 

33 

Bill 
20 
16 
8 
8 

52 

Katrina Troy Amy Nick Kwame 

Figure 4.3. The Apprentice: Episode 14 

The Apprentice: Episode 15 

On episode 15 both Bill and Kwame had to oversee the details involved in two 

huge events. Bill's challenge was to run the Chrysler Trump Golf Tournament at 

Briarcliff manor at Trump National Golf Club. Kwame's challenge was to oversee a 
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Jessica Simpson concert located at the Taj Mahal in Atlantic City. Jn a surprise twist. 

Bill and Kwame were each allowed to choose three ofthe six previous characters that 

were fired by Trump earlier in the competition. However, only the performance of 

Kwame and Bill were considered, since they are the only characters, which had not been 

fired. The six previously fired characters included Heidi, Omarosa, Katrina, Troy, Amy, 

and Nick. Bill's team consisted of Katrina, Nick, and Amy; whereas Kwame's team 

included Heidi, Omarosa, and Troy {The Apprentice: The Apprentice 4/15/2004). 

During Kwame's task there appears to have been several problems with his event. 

The most troubling factors are when Omarosa mishandled the scheduling ofthe Jessica 

Simpson's arrival. Omarosa also lied several times throughout this episode about 

problems that she caused or did not resolve. For example, there was some 

miscommunication about the time breakfast was supposed to be ready for Jessica 

Simpson. Also, hotel staff did not fully understand certain details ofthe meet and greet 

with Jessica Simpson. When Tmmp arrived to review Kwame's performance, Kwame 

had difficulty finding Jessica Simpson, who was being entertained by Omarosa. Tramp 

felt that Kwame should have fired Omarosa for her misconduct in the challenge {The 

Apprentice: The Apprentice 4/15/2004). 

Tramp confronted Kwame for accepting Omarosa's lies and problems and for not 

firing her. Kwame did not realize that he could fire Omarosa and said in a personal 

interview that if she worked for him in real life he would have fired her. For example, 

Omarosa's misconduct proved very damaging to Kwame when Tramp arrived to meet 

Jessica Simpson and Kwame couldn't find her. Omarosa had escorted Jessica Simpson 
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back to her suite, did not inform anyone of where she was going, and did not answer her 

phone. Kwame demonstrated SelfEfficacy and Trait Competitiveness in his 

management ofthe problems that arose from the unscheduled breakfast, the 

misunderstood meet and greet, and in losing Jessica Simpson when Tramp arrived. 

When problems arose with Omarosa early in the challenge he attempted to solve them 

creatively by reassigning some tasks to Troy. However, he did not confront Omarosa or 

attempt to resolve her behavior {The Apprentice: The Apprentice 4/15/2004). 

It appeared that Bill ran the golf tournament with very few problems. There was a 

frost waming, which held up the toumament for approximately an hour and a few 

advertising signs were temporarily misplaced, but Bill kept busy and overcame all of his 

obstacles. 

Bill demonstrated Trait Competitiveness and SelfEfficacy in the way that he deaU 

with the management staff of the golf course. The office manager confronted Bill about a 

large of amount of supplies that were being stored in inappropriate places around the golf 

course. Bill thought she was overreacting and she didn't realize that Bill could 

accompUsh the task. It was BiU's creative idea to look for one ofthe lost advertising 

signs in the trash bin where he found it {The Apprentice: The Apprentice 4/15/2004) 

In the end Bill won the final challenge and thus the title as The Apprentice. He 

scored higher than Kwame in all areas, ha the areas of Salesperson Creativity and Self 

Efficacy Bill's score was approximately 38% higher than Kwame's. fri the areas of Trait 

Competitiveness and Selling Experience Bill's score was over 39% higher than 

Kwame's. Bill's and Kwame's scores were 118 and 72, respectively. 
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Table 4.4. The Apprentice: Episode 15 
Summation 

Ql 
Q2 
Q3 
Q4 
Sum 

Katrina 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

Troy 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

Amy 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

Nick 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

Kwame 
31 
15 
13 
13 
72 

Bill 
44 
35 
20 
19 

118 

Katrina Troy Amy Nick Kwame Bill 

Figure 4.4. The Apprentice: Episode 15 

The Apprentice: Overall Scores 

The sum ofall the scores for all the characters are as follows; Bill, Kwame, Troy, 

Amy, Nick, and Katrina; 315, 223, 159, 58, 56 and 5, respectively. According to the data 

Bill is the apparent winner of The Apprentice. It is interesting to note that although Troy 

lacks a score from episode 14, his overall score is still more than twice as large as Nick 

and Amy. 
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As for the percentage scores, there were mixed results due to the fact that much of 

a character's points came from certain questions. As for Salesperson Creativity, the 

points came from each question about evenly. This implies that one a character 

performed a creative action it touched on each one ofthe questions. However, the results 

for Trait Competitiveness and SelfEfficacy are different. Most character's SelfEfficacy 

scores came from a mix of questions. The top three players showed a consistent pattem 

in the importance ofthe questions for SelfEfficacy. The Trait Competitiveness questions 

that were important for the top three characters are ranked highest to lowest; admission to 

taking a risk to win, did the character have autonomy, did the character admit to the 

importance of performing better than the other players, did the character admit to the 

enjoyment of working in a situation involving competition, and did the character admit 

that winning is important. A considerable percentage, 28%) or higher, ofthe scores for 

the top three players came from Q3:E "Did the character admit to taking a risk to win the 

challenge?" The second highest percentage, 22%o or higher, for the top three characters 

came from Q3:B "Did the character admit to having significant autonomy in performing 

the task?" 

The percentages for Selling Experience are not consistent for each player. There 

is a pattem for the top two players. The Selling Experience questions for the top two 

characters are ranked from highest to lowest; presentation skills, interpersonal skills, 

experience in the challenge area, general management skills, and vocational skills. A 

considerable percentage, 30% or higher, ofthe scores for the top two players came from 

Q4:B "Did the character have presentation skills?" The second highest percentage, 26% 
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or higher, for the top two characters came from Q4:C "Did the character have 

interpersonal skills?" 

The percentage scores for the main questions describe how important each ofthe 

four questions are in relation to each other. For the top character, Bill, Salesperson 

Creativity is most important, Ql. Then for characters two, three, and four the order is 

Selling Experience, Q4, and Salesperson Creativity, Ql. 

4.1. Table 4.5. The Apprenl ice: Overall Scores 
Summation 

Ql 
Q2 
Q3 
Q4 

Katrina 
40.00% 
20.00% 
20.00% 
20.00% 

Troy 
23.90% 
15.09% 
19.50% 
41.51% 

Amy 
27.59% 
20.69% 
13.79% 
37.93% 

Nick 
19.64% 
19.64% 
12.50% 
48.21% 

Kwame 
31.84% 
19.28% 
14.80% 
34.08% 

Bill 
31.43% 
22.86% 
17.78% 
27.94% 

60.00% 

50.00% 

40.00% 

30.00% 

20.00% 

io.oo%y 
0.00% 

Katrina Troy Amy Nick Kwame Bill 

Figure 4.5. The Apprentice: Overall Scores 
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CHAPTER V 

DISCUSSION 

This thesis offers important contributions to the literature. First, it reviews for the 

sales literature the construct of salesperson creativity, and proposes that salesperson 

creativity has a unique, direct effect on performance that is above and beyond the effects 

of work effort and selling experience. The significant and consistent results obtained 

from this study should alert sales researchers of this potentially important constract. 

Second, a coding scheme of sales performance is proposed and observed by watching 

Tramp's hit show The Apprentice. The coding scheme integrates the sales research with 

two bodies of Uterature, namely, motivation theory and social psychology of creativity. 

More specifically, the coding scheme incorporates four performance antecedents: trait 

competitiveness, selling experience, self-efficacy, and creativity. With a focus on 

salesperson creativity, the research highhghts the critical importance of self-efficacy 

beliefs affecting creativity. Overall, the direct effects of creativity, self-efficacy, and 

selling experience on performance were consistently demonstrated. The effects of self-

efficacy on creativity, selling experience on self-efficacy, and trait competitiveness on 

self-efficacy were also significant. 

Based on the social psychological research on creativity, this thesis 

conceptualizes salesperson creativity as the salesperson's new ideas or behaviors used to 

carry out his or her sales-related activities. It was proven that the portrayal ofthe 

character's creativity should have a direct and positive impact on the character's 
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performance given the diverse and competitive challenges that Tramp assigned. The 

observations provided encouraging evidence for the validity of this effect. In The 

Apprentice, salesperson creativity, overall, was the strongest determinant of character 

success. The study supported the literature and conventional wisdom with regard to the 

strong and positive associations between performance and experience, and showed self-

efficacy as having a strong impact on performance among three direct antecedents. In 

this study, there was a direct effect of creativity on performance and significant in the 

presence ofthe effects of self-efficacy and selling experience. In other words, the 

incremental explanatory power of salesperson creativity was clearly demonstrated. 

The consistent resuhs regarding the creativity-performance relationships have 

important implications for sales research. Although much anecdotal evidence suggests 

salespeople should be creative for achieving a high level of sales success, little support 

can be found in the extant academic literature. Some researchers even viewed sales jobs 

that require the salesperson to generate innovative solutions as having a negative impact 

on job satisfaction (e.g., ChurchiU et al. 1976) and role perception (e.g., Behrman and 

Perreauh 1984). However, selling today, especially in the business-to-business setting, is 

becoming increasingly complicated given the unique customer problems and high level 

of buyer sophistication. As a result, we have witnessed an increased emphasis on system 

selling; team selling, and product customization (ChurchiU et al 1997; Weitz et al. 1998). 

A problem-solving approach to selling in compUcated buyer-seller interaction clearly 

requires the salesperson to have the ability to creatively identify and solve customer 

problems. Naturally, academic research should study the creative aspects of selling, 
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especially those related to problem identification and solution generation on the part of 

the salesperson. As such, this thesis will open a new avenue for sales research to explore 

critical sales behaviors that contribute to performance. 

The significance ofthe salesperson creativity constmct Ues even beyond its 

relation to performance. Contemporary organizational theory maintains that 

organizations need to develop individuals to perform in new and more complex ways and 

to exhibits personal initiatives (Ledingham, Bmning, & Wilson, 1999). From the 

perspective of job enrichment, job enlargement, and employee empowerment, the 

creativity required to successfully perform one's job should lead to higher levels of feU 

meaningfulness, intrinsic motivation, and job satisfaction. Literature on leadership 

substitutes would also suggest that jobs requiring some creative ideas and independent 

thinking provide stronger feelings of fulfillment and intrinsic satisfaction, depending on 

the characteristics of job incumbent and organizational environment (Amabile 1983, 

1997). With the increased levels of selling situation complexity and buyer sophistication, 

salespeople are better educated, more knowledgeable, and more professional. These 

characteristics of professional salespeople represent the type of leadership substitutes that 

correspondingly require high levels of job autonomy and work creativity. These human 

and job factors in combination will contribute to salespeople's better performance in 

addition to higher motivation and job satisfaction. Sales organizations that incorporate 

salespeople's creative potential into their job design and employee empowerment may 

find their salespeople having more favorable job attitudes and performance. Therefore, 

salespeople's creative behavior may well be related to other important job aspects. 
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Although self-efficacy is conceptuaUy related to variety of jobs outcomes and 

workplace attitudes, only a Umited number of authors have studied self-efficacy in sales 

research (e.g., Brown et al. 1998; Spiro and Weitz 1990). Their studies, demonstrated a 

clear relevance ofthe constract to salespeople's behavior and performance. Extant sales 

research, however, has not yet investigated self-efficacy in relation to the creativity that 

salespeople exhibit in performing their jobs. I proved that the portrayal ofthe characters' 

self-efficacy belief is a determinant of his or her creative behavior. The results supported 

this research question; the association between self-efficacy and creativity was 

consistently strong in each episode of The Apprentice. 

Research in social psychology suggests that creativity stems from the confluence 

of task motivation and relevant task and creative skills (Amabile 1983, 1997). Given the 

product and organizational constraints imposed on the salesperson, salesperson creativity 

is likely to be small, minor deviation from daily routines; its degree, therefore, is 

manifested by the frequency of occurrence rather than the amount of deviation from 

known soluti6n or existing routines. Self-efficacy reflects the salesperson's perception of 

what he or she can do with the selling skills, knowledge, and motivation he or she brings 

to the job. Felt competency in performing a task may increase the likelihood to try out 

new ways of doing things, the courage and initiative needed to risk doing things 

differently, and the probability of looking at a problem from different perspectives. 

As an important motivational constract, self-efficacy has been suggested to have a 

generative capacity in influencing human behaviors, and, therefore, to affect performance 

primarily through expanded work effort and creative use of available resource (Bandura 

57 



1986; Gist and Mitchell 1992; Wood and Bandura 1989). Accordingly, it was 

demonstrated that self-efficacy affects sales performance through creativity. The results 

highUghted the critical role of self-efficacy in determining the degree to which the 

salesperson would exhibit creative ideas and behaviors. Overall, the notion of two routes 

by which self-efficacy affects individual salesperson's performance was supported. The 

two routes to sales performance are analogous to Sujan, Weitz, and Kumar's (1994) 

distinction of two work behaviors and that sales performance depends on both working 

hard and working smart. A general conclusion to be inferred from this is that sales 

performance is depending not only on the amount of work (e.g., time and number of 

calls) but also on the salesperson's creative ideas and behaviors that provide appropriated 

solutions to sales-related problems. The salesperson's self-efficacy behef is related 

creativity. 

Trait competitiveness has recently been recognized as one ofthe most important 

personality traits of successful salespeople, but the mechanism by which the trait affects 

performance is not clear. In this thesis, the constract was demonstrated as having both 

direct and indirect effects on sales behaviors. Its effect on self-efficacy was based on 

social cognitive theory, which suggests that a positive state of arousal may increase the 

level of self-efficacy (Gist and MitcheU 1992). The resuUs from the study strongly 

supported the expected positive effect, suggesting that trait competitiveness tends to 

affect sales performance through self-efficacy, which in tum affects sales behaviors such 

as effort and creative behavior. 
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Overall, the resuUs seem to support social cognitive theory for an indirect effect 

of trait competitiveness on sales behavior. Although a number of studies have been 

conducted investigating the competitiveness-performance relationship in personal selUng 

contexts (Brown et al. 1998; Brown and Peterson 1994), no research has specifically 

related the constract to self-efficacy. Brown et al. (1998) did report a positive correlation 

between the two, but that was not the focus of their study. The findings from this study 

confirm the idea that certain personality variables may influence the individual's state of 

arousal, which in tum affects self-efficacy (Gist and Mitchell 1992). The findings aid our 

understanding of how a personality trait influences one's job performance. 

Despite the intuitive appeal of experience as a performance predictor, the 

mechanism by which experience affects performance has not been adequately studied. 

Past research revealed ambiguous relationships between experience and other sales 

related constmcts (Behrman and Perreault 1984; O'Hara et al. 1991). Social cognitive 

theory suggests a positive impact of selling experience on self-efficacy. According to the 

theory, selling experience may influence self-efficacy by way of more accurately 

analyzing task requirements, attribution, and situational resources and constraints (Gist 

and Mitchell 1992). In keeping with social cognitive theory, the findings from both 

studies suggest the heightened self-efficacy may represent a major tunnel through which 

experience feeds into better performance. 

Besides its impact on self-efficacy, selling experience also demonstrated strong 

direct effect on sales performance. While self-evident and consistent with the literature 

(Behrman and Perreauh 1984), this direct effect suggests that experience not only 
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increases the salesperson's efficacy perception, but may also affect performance through 

other factors that are not included in the coding scheme. Previous years in the field may 

have a carry over effect on current period performance due to the reputation, word-of-

mouth referral, and long-term customer relationship, more apparent when the salesperson 

has sold in the same territory for a prolonged period. These factors as a resuh of years of 

selling may all contribute to the better performance enjoyed by the more experience 

salespeople. 

In sum, this research finds that experience has both direct and indirect, positive 

effects on performance. The indirect effect through self-efficacy is interesting because of 

the critical role of self-efficacy in affecting salesperson creativity. Conceptually, the 

relationship between experience and creativity can be either negative or positive. Self-

efficacy as a mediator makes a lot of sense for understanding their relationship. 

Experience builds up confidence, and confidence leads to creativity. 

Limitations 

Like any research, the thesis has limitations, and when interpreting the findings 

one should always take the limitations into account. It is important to remember that The 

Apprentice was an edited television show for entertainment. In some cases, the producers 

ofthe show may have portrayed the characters in a way that may not have been reahstic. 

Also, the editing process of The Apprentice reduces one or many days down to just a few 

minutes of television time. Furthermore, there is no way to know what events were 

edited out ofthe show or whether they were important aspects for this thesis. 
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There was only one person who watched the episodes and their judgment was 

used for all ofthe scoring, ft is important to note that an observer naturally induces a bias 

into his or her own observations, whereas, another observer may score the characters 

differently. 

The next limitation is that only the last four challenges of The Apprentice were 

observed. Due to the fact that four ofthe 15 episodes were examined one could argue 

that a very small number of samples were observed. Also, the difficuUy of studying the 

14*̂  episode highlights a limitation since there was no physical challenge and consisted of 

a day of interviews between the final four characters and four of Tramp's assistants, 

which was edited down to only 24 minutes. The scores on the interviewing episode are 

far smaller than any other challenge; considering the small number of challenges studied, 

the editing on this episode may have unduly infiuenced the study. 

The challenges for each character were equal and balanced up to the fmal 

challenge that Bill and Kwame experienced. The final challenge for Bill was to ran a 

charity golf toumament and Kwame was in charge of a charity concert with Jessica 

Simpson. The settings for each character were very different; Bill was surrounded by a 

quiet, scenic, golf course and Kwame worked from an Atlantic City casino. It could be 

argued that the scores would come out different if both challenges were equal. 

Another limitation seen with the process of The Apprentice is not conducive to 

firing the worst performing character each week. If a team loses, then the project 

manager of that team selects one person to stay in the boardroom with the project 

manager. The selected character and the project manager are the only characters that 
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Tramp can fire. This limitation was evident in the 13̂ *" episode. The scores for the 

Versacorp team are much better than Protege, but the Protege team won the challenge 

and could not be fired, ft is also important to note that in this episode no merit was given 

to a character's prior education level. Tramp was forced to make a choice between a 

character, Troy, with a high school education and another character, Kwame, with a 

Harvard MBA and a Wall Street employment history. Troy had a higher score than 

Kwame, but was fired due to his educational level. There was no education level 

included in this study that may have predicted this outcome. 

Implications for Future Research 

This thesis demonstrated a unique effect of creativity on sales performance with 

characters from The Apprentice. Since this is the first attempt to observe the constract of 

salesperson creativity, more research is needed in other sales settings. In order to 

estabhsh the causal effect of creativity on sales productivity, experimental designs should 

be used. Saxe and Wetiz's (1982) findings indicate a positive relationship exists between 

customer orientation and sales performance when the customer-salesperson relationship 

is long-term and cooperative and the salesperson's abiUty to help satisfy customer need is 

high. Likewise, the effect of creativity may vary depending on such factors as the nature 

ofthe specific sales activities, the characteristics ofthe product market, and the customer 

relationships. The problem-solving approach to selling is probably more productive in 

compUcated, large sales, therefore, future research could focus on more complicated 

business to business sales settings, such as team selling, system selling, and sales 

involving product customization. Organizational culture and working environment may 
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also be relevant factors. Supervisory behaviors related to high initiation of stracture, for 

instance, may potentially prevent subordinate's discretionary behaviors from happening. 

Consequently, creativity is not likely to be related to sales performance. Future research 

should identify the moderating factors that strengthen, weaken, or nullify the creativity-

performance relationship. 

Having realized salesperson creativity as an important antecedent to sales 

performance, the next step naturally would be to identify the factors that possibly 

enhance or impede creativity. At the individual level, it has been suggested that 

creativity is most likely to occur when people's skills overlap with their strongest 

intrinsic interests (Amabile 1983). At the organizational level, social or work 

environment can influence both the level and frequency of creative behavior (Amabile 

1997). The two studies reported here demonstrate self-efficacy as a critical determinant 

of salesperson creativity. Future research should investigate not only the main effects of 

personal and situational factors but also how personal characteristics (e.g., 

competitiveness, self-efficacy, experience, intrinsic and extrinsic motivation, knowledge, 

and skills) and environmental factors (e.g., job characteristics, supervisory behaviors, 

team selUng, and organizational culture) interactively affect salesperson creativity. 

Self-efficacy is a dynamic constract that changes over time and across tasks 

(Wood and Bandura 1989). More specifically, social cognitive theory suggests self-

efficacy can be changed through four categories of experience: enactive mastery, 

modeUng, verbal persuasion, and physiological/ psychological arousal state (Bandura 

1986). These experiences are integrated with other information such as task factors (e.g., 
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autonomy, complexity, and controllability), personal factors (e.g., skills and motivation), 

and situational factors (e.g., noise, distraction, organizational culture, and supervisory 

behavior) to give rise to a self-efficacy judgment (Wood and Bandura 1989). 

Unfortunately, little research has been conducted in the personal selling context with 

respect to the determinants of self-efficacy. Given the critical role of self-efficacy in 

affecting salespeople, more factors (i.e., effort and creativity) and performance as 

indicated in this research, more factors that contribute to enhancing the salesperson's 

self-efficacy beUefs, especially those factors that can be controlled and/or influenced by 

management, should be identified. 

An area for future research would be the interaction between trait competitiveness 

and situational competitiveness. More specifically, the degree of direct competition 

among the salespeople may play a role. Brown et al. (1998) demonstrated an interaction 

between situational competitiveness and trait competitiveness in affecting the level of 

self-set sales goals. How situational and trait competitiveness interacts to affect, 

creativity, and self-efficacy would be of interest to both theory and practice. 

More academic research is needed into reality television shows. This would help 

to determine how the television show aspect ofthe study has affected it. The Apprentice 

was edited for entertainment purposes; therefore, understanding why people watch reality 

television shows would help define in what ways the show was edited. The characters of 

The Apprentice were hand picked by show producers and more information is needed 

about the selection process. For example, what specific qualities that the producers are 

looking for in the characters, and how characters are chosen. 
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Finally, literature on organizational knowledge and competitive advantage 

suggest that individual creativity is the uhimate source of organizational innovation. 

Given the salespeople's boimdary role linking the organization and the extemal cUentele, 

their creativity should be properly cuUivated and utilized. In aggregate, their creative 

ideas and behaviors in interacting with customers and solving customer problems should 

contribute to the development of organizational knowledge. Therefore, another research 

area would be to explore the ways of cultivating and utilizing salespeople's scattered 

creative ideas for organizational knowledge development 
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CHARACTER'S BIOGRAPHY 

Katrina Campins 

Twenty-four year old Katrina Campins graduated with a B.B.A in hitemational 

Finance and Marketing from the University of Miami (4.0 G.P.A.). A licensed Florida 

Real Estate Agent since the age of 18, Campins has established herself as a multimiUion-

doUar producing agent who ranks in the top 3% ofall Realtors nationwide. Campins' 

clientele list is extensive and impressive, many of whom are well-known business 

executives, sports figures, diplomats and celebrities. Campin is actively involved in her 

community through her participation in charitable organizations (Campins, 2004). 

Troy McClain 

Thirty-two year old Troy McClain was not able to pursue any higher education 

because he took on the responsibility of supporting his mother and sister at a very young 

age. McClain ran a health club in Spokane, WA for two years, before he decided to enter 

the field of investing. McClain is currently building an insurance business and working 

as a mortgage lender. McClain is also involved in real estate development and owns 7 

properties (McClain, 2004). 
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Nick Wamock 

Twenty-seven year old Nick Wamock is a copier salesman. Wamock attended 

the University of Richmond for a brief time before finishing up his degree at the 

University of San Diego. During his summers off from college, Wamock launched a 

small Italian ice business known as Nick's Authentic Italian Ice. Wamock currently 

spearheads a sales team for Xerox in Los Angeles, CA where his salary is based 

completely on commission (Wamock, 2004), 

Amy Henry 

Thirty year old Amy Henery graduated Magna Cum Laude from Texas A&M 

University and received her M.B.A at Texas Christian University. Henry began her hi-

tech career at The SABRE Group and then joined as a pre-IPO employee in 1999 at 

Commerce One, one ofthe intemet's highest fliers during the dot.com boom. Henry 

currently works for Between Markets, a hi-tech startup in Austin, TX. Like many in her 

generation, Henry had millions in stock options but lost almost everything in the dot.com 

bust (Henry, 2004), 

Kwame Jackson 

Twenty-nine year old Kwame Jackson has a B.S. in Business Administration from 

the University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill and an M.B.A from Harvard. Tme to his 

entrepreneurial training at Harvard and the bounty of opportunities in the late 1990's, 

Jackson was heavily involved in several "dot-com" start-ups during his time in business 

school. However, his Fortune 500 professional foundation includes sales and marketing 
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roles at Procter & Gamble and, most recently, on Wall Street as an hivestment Manager 

for Goldman Sachs (Jackson, 2004). 

Bill Rancic 

Thirty-two year old Bill Ranic graduated in 1994 with a degree in criminal justice. 

Rancic's founded cigarsaroundtheworld.com eight years ago in a 400 sq. ft. studio 

apartment. Today it is a thriving multi-million dollar national operation. The son of 

educators, he is a trae entrepreneur, paying his way through college by starting a boat 

wash and wax business in the Chicago area. When Rancic is not making business deals 

he enjoys skydiving and scuba diving. In addition to his cigar company, Rancic also 

develops real estate and speaks at universities and businesses around the country (Rancic, 

2004). 
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Questions 

Q1: Salesperson Creativity 
A. Did the character generate creative sales ideas? 
B. Did the character persuade the customer creatively? 

Did the character generate new ideas for satisfying the customer's needs? 
Did the character seek out new ways of conducting selling activities? 
Did the character generate multiple ahematives to novel customer problems? 
Did the character vary in their use of sales styles from one customer to 
another? 

C. 
D. 
E. 
F. 

Table B.l. Salesperson Creativity 

A. 
B. 
C. 
D. 
E. 
F 
Sum 

Katrina Troy Amy Nick Kwame Bill 

Q2: SelfEfficacy 
A. Did the character admit to being confident in their abilities in the challenge? 
B. Did the character admit their belief to deliver the highest level of service 

quality? 
C. Did the character admit to working harder than other characters? 
D. Did the character admit to being experienced at different sales approaches? 
E. Did the character demonstrate their ability to achieve the goal ofthe 

challenge? 

Table B.2. SelfEfficacy 

A. 
B. 
C. 
D. 
E. 
Sum 

Katrina Troy Amy Nick Kwame Bill 
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Q3: Trait Competitiveness 
A. Did the character admit to the enjoyment of working in situation involving 

competition with other characters? 
B. Did the character admit to having significant autonomy in performing the 

task? 
C. Did the character admit that winning is important in both work and games? 
D. Did the character admit to the importance of performing better than other 

characters? 
E. Did the character admit to taking a risk to win the challenge? 

Table 

A. 
B. 
C. 
D. 
E. 
Sum 

B.3. Trait Competitiveness 
Katrina Troy Amy Nick Kwame BiU 

Q4: Selling Experience 
A. Did the character have vocational skills? 
B. Did the character have presentation skills? 
C. Did the character have interpersonal skills? 
D. Did the character have general management skills? 
E. Did the character have experience in the challenge area? 

Table B,4. Selling Experience 

B^ 

D. 

Sum 

Katrina Troy Amy Nick Kwame BiU 
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Table B.5. Summation of Questions 

Ql 
Q2 
Q3 
Q4 
Sum 

Katrina Troy Amy Nick Kwame Bill 
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T a b l e d . The Apprentice: Episode 12 Salesperson Creativity 
Ql: Salesperson Creativity 

A 
B 
C 
D 
E 
F 
Sum 

Katrina 
2 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
2 

Troy 
5 
3 
4 
4 
4 
3 

23 

kmy 
1 
1 
2 
1 
2 
1 
8 

Nick 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

Kwame 
3 
2 
2 
3 
2 
2 

14 

Bill 
5 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 

20 

Table C.2. The Apprentice: Episode 12 SelfEfficacy 
Q2: SelfEfficacy 

A 
B 
C 
D 
E 
Sum 

Katrina 
0 
0 
1 
0 
0 
1 

Troy 
4 
3 
2 
1 
2 

12 

Amy 
1 
1 
3 
0 
1 
6 

Nick 
1 
1 
1 
0 
1 
4 

Kwame 
3 
1 
3 
3 
3 

13 

Bill 
3 
2 
4 
2 
3 

14 

Table C.3. The Apprentice: Episode 12 Trait Competitiveness 
Q3: Trait Competitiveness 

A 
B 
C 
D 
E 
Sum 

Katrina 
0 
0 
0 
1 
0 
1 

Troy 
3 
5 
1 
3 
5 

17 

Amy 

5 

Nick 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

Kwame 
1 
2 
1 
1 
3 
8 

Bill 
3 
5 
1 
3 
5 

17 

82 



Table C.4. The Apprentice: Episode 12 Selling Experience 
Q4: Selling Experience 

A 
B 
C 
D 
E 
Sum 

Katrina 
0 
0 
1 
0 
0 
1 

Troy 
0 
2 
5 
0 
0 
7 

fAmy 
0 
1 
1 
1 
0 
3 

Nick 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

Kwame 
1 
1 
1 
2 
0 
5 

Bill 
1 
3 
3 
2 
1 

10 

Table C.5. The Apprentice: Episode 12 Summation 
Summation 

Ql 
Q2 
Q3 
Q4 
Sum 

Katrina 
2 
1 
1 
1 
5 

Troy 
23 
12 
17 
7 

59 

Amy 
8 
6 
5 
3 

22 

Nick 
0 
4 
0 
0 
4 

Kwame 
14 
13 
8 
5 

40 

Bill 
20 
14 
17 
10 
61 

Table 1.5 

Table C.6. The Apprentice: Episode 13 Salesperson Creativity 
Ql: Salesperson Creativity 

A 
B 
C 
D 
E 
F 
Sum 

Katrina 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

Troy 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 

18 

Amy 

6 

Nick 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 

12 

Kwame 
3 
3 
4 
4 
4 
4 

22 

Bill 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 

18 
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Table C.7. The Apprentice: Episode 13 SelfEfficacy 
Q2: SelfEfficacy 

A 
B 
C 
D 
E 
Sum 

Katrina 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

Troy 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 

15 

Amy 

5 

Nick 

5 

Kwame 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 

10 

Bill 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 

15 

Table C.8. The Apprentice: Episode 13 Trait Competitiveness 
Q3: Trait Competitiveness 

A 
B 
C 
D 
E 
Sum 

Katrina 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

Troy 
2 
2 
1 
3 
4 

12 

Amy 
1 
1 
1 
2 
1 
6 

Nick 
0 
2 
0 
1 
1 
4 

Kwame 
2 
2 
1 
3 
2 

10 

Bill 
1 
2 
0 
2 
2 
7 

Table C.9. The Apprentice: Episode 
Q4: Selling Experience 

A 
B 
C 
D 
E 
Sum 

Katrina 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

Troy 
0 
4 
5 
4 
1 

14 

13 Selling Experience 

Amy 
0 
1 
1 
0 
0 
2 

Nick 
0 
2 
2 
0 
0 
4 

1 

Kwame 
0 
3 
4 
1 
0 
8 

Bill 
0 
4 
5 
2 
0 

11 

Table C 10 The Apprf^^tice: Enisode 13 Sumix] 

Summation 

Ql 
Q2 
Q3 
Q4 
Sum 

Katrina 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

Troy 
18 
15 
12 
14 
59 

Amy 
6 
5 
6 
2 

19 

latic 

Nick 
12 
5 
4 
4 

25 

n 

Kwame 
22 
10 
10 
8 

50 

Bill 
18 
15 
7 

11 
51 

84 



Table C. 11 . The Apprentice: Episode U • Salesp erson Creativity 
Ql: Salesperson Creativity 

A 
B 
C 
D 
E 
F 
Sum 

Katrina 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 

Troy 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 

Amy 
1 
0 
0 
0 
1 
1 
3 

Nick 

6 

Kwame 
3 
2 
3 
2 
3 
3 

16 

Bill 
5 
2 
1 
3 
4 
5 

20 

Table C.12. The Apprentice: Episode 14 SelfEfficacy 
02: SelfEfficacy 

A 
B 
C 
D 
E 
Sum 

Katrina 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

Troy 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

Amy 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

Nick 
1 
1 
0 
0 
1 

0 3 

Kwame 

5 

Bill 
3 
4 
3 
3 
3 

16 

T a b l e d 3 . TheAppr 
Q3: Trait Competitive 

A 
B 
C 
D 
E 
Sum 

Katrina 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

entice: Episode 14 
jness 
Troy 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

Amy 
0 
1 
0 
0 
0 
1 

Trait Com ipetitivene ss 

Nick 
0 
1 
0 
1 
1 
3 

K.wame 
0 
1 
0 
0 
3 
4 

Bill 
0 
2 
0 
2 
4 
8 

85 



Table C.14. The Apprentice: Episode 14 Sellin g Experience 
Q4: Selling Experience 

A 
B 
C 
D 
E 
Sum 

Katrina 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

Troy 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

Amy 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

Nick 
0 
1 
1 
0 
0 
2 

Kwame 
0 
4 
4 
0 
0 
8 

Bill 
0 
4 
4 
0 
0 
8 

Table C.15. The Apprentice: Episode 14 Summation 
Summation 

Ql 
Q2 
Q3 
Q4 
Sum 

Katrina 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

Troy 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

Amy 
3 
0 
1 
0 
4 

Nick 
6 
3 
3 
2 

14 

Kwame 
16 
5 
4 
8 

33 

Bill 
20 
16 
8 
8 

52 

Table C.ie ). The Apprentice Episode 15 Sales]: ) erson Creativity 
Ql: Salesperson Creativity 

A 
B 
C 
D 
E 
F 
Sum 

Katrina 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

Troy 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

Amy 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

Nick 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

Kwame 
7 
8 
4 
4 
5 
3 

31 

Bill 
9 

10 
7 
7 
6 
5 

44 

T a b l e d 7. The Apprentice: Episode 15 SelfEfficacy 
Q2: SelfEfficacy 

A 
B 
C 
D 
E 
Sum 

Katrina 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

Troy 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

Amy 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

Nick 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

Kwame 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 

15 

Bill 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 

35 
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Tah\Q CIS. The App 
Q3: Trait Competitiy( 

A 
B 
C 
D 
E 
Sum 

Katrina 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

rentice:'. 
sness 
Troy 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

Episode 15 Trait 

Amy 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

Competitiveness 

Nick 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

Kwame 
2 
3 
2 
3 
3 

13 

Bill 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 

20 

Table C.19. The Apprentice 
Q4: Selling Experience 

A 
B 
C 
D 
E 
Sum 

Katrina 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

: Episode 

Troy 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

15 Sellin 

Amy 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

igE: 

Nick 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

"cperience 

Kwame 
0 
5 
5 
3 
0 

13 

Bill 
0 
6 
7 
6 
0 

19 

Table C.20. The Apprentice: Episode 15 Summation 
Summation 

Ql 
Q2 
Q3 
Q4 
Sum 

Katrina 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

Troy 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

Amy 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

Nick 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

Kwame 
31 
15 
13 
13 
72 

Bill 
44 
35 
20 
19 

118 

Table C.21. The Apprentice: Sum ofall Questions, Salesperson Creativity 
Ql: Salesperson Creativity 

A 
B 
C 
D 
E 
F 
Sum 

Katrina 
2 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
2 

Troy 
8 
6 
7 
7 
7 
6 

41 

Amy 
3 
2 
3 
2 
4 
3 

17 

Nick 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 

18 

Kwame 
16 
15 
13 
13 
14 
12 
83 

Bill 
22 
18 
14 
16 
16 
16 

102 

87 



Table C.22. The Api 
Q2: SelfEfficacy 

A 
B 
C 
D 
E 
Sum 

Katrina 
0 
0 
1 
0 
0 
1 

^rentice: Sum of 

Troy 
7 
6 
5 
4 
5 

27 

all Questions, SelfEfficacy 

Amy 
2 
2 
4 
1 
2 

11 

Nick 
3 
3 
2 
1 
3 

12 

Kwame 
9 
7 
9 
9 
9 

43 

Bill 
16 
16 
17 
15 
16 
80 

Table C.23, The Apprentice: Sum ofall Questions, Trait Competitiveness 
Q3: Trait Competitiveness 

A 
B 
C 
D 
E 
Sum 

Katrina 
0 
0 
0 
1 
0 
1 

Troy 
5 
7 
2 
6 
9 

29 

Amy 
2 
3 
2 
3 
2 

12 

Nick 
0 
3 
0 
2 
2 
7 

Kwame 
5 
8 
4 
7 

11 
35 

Bill 
8 

13 
5 

11 
15 
52 

Table C.24, The Apprentice: Sum ofall Questions, Selling Experience 
Q4: Selling Experience 

A 
B 
C 
D 
E 
Sum 

Katrina 
0 
0 
1 
0 
0 
1 

Troy 
4 
7 
9 
1 

14 
35 

Amy 
1 
2 
1 
1 
2 
7 

Nick 
2 
3 
1 
0 
4 

10 

Kwame 
4 

14 
11 
5 
8 

42 

pill 
5 

18 
16 
8 

12 
59 

88 



Table c.25. The Apt 
Summation 

Ql 
Q2 
Q3 
Q4 
Sum 

Katrina 
2 
1 
1 
1 
5 

^rentice: Sum of all ( 

Troy 
38 
24 
31 
66 

159 

Amy 
16 
12 
8 

22 
58 

Questions, Summation 

Nick 
11 
11 
7 

27 
56 

Kwame 
71 
43 
33 
76 

223 

Bill 
99 
72 
56 
88 

315 

Table C.26. The Apprentice: Episode 15 Percentages, Salesperson Creativity 
Ql: Salesperson Creativity 

A 
B 

Katrina 

C 
D 

Troy 
100.00% 

0.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% 

Amy Nick Kwame 
19.51% 
14.63% 
17.07% 
17.07% 
17.07% 
14.63% 

17.65% 
11.76% 
17.65% 
11.76% 
23.53% 
17.65% 

16.67% 
16.67% 
16.67% 
16.67% 
16.67% 
16.67% 

Bill 
19.28% 
18.07% 
15.66% 
15.66% 
16.87% 
14.46% 

21.57% 
17.65% 
13.73% 
15.69% 
15.69% 
15.69% 

Table C.27. The Apprentice: Episode 15 Percentag es, SelfEfficacy 
Q2: SelfEfficacy 

A 
B 
C 
D 
E 

Katrina 
0.00% 
0.00% 

100.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% 

Troy 
25.93% 
22.22% 
18.52% 
14.81% 
18.52% 

Amy 
18.18% 
18.18% 
36.36% 

9.09% 
18.18% 

Nick 
25.00% 
25.00% 
16.67% 
8.33% 

25.00% 

Kwame 
20.93% 
16.28% 
20.93% 
20.93% 
20.93% 

Bill 
20.00% 
20.00% 
21.25% 
18.75% 
20.00% 

Table C.28. The Apprentice: Episode 15 Percentages, Trait Competitiveness 
Q3: Trait Compel 

A 
B 
C 
D 
E^ 

Katrina 
0.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% 

100.00% 
0.00% 

itiveness 
Troy 

17.24% 
24.14% 

6.90% 
20.69% 
31.03% 

Amy 
16.67% 
25.00% 
16.67% 
25.00% 
16.67% 

Nick 
0.00% 

42.86% 
0.00% 

28.57% 
28.57% 

Kwame 
14.29% 
22.86% 
11.43% 
20.00% 
31.43% 

Bill 
15.38% 
25.00% 

9.62% 
21.15% 
28.85% 
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Table C.29. The Apprentice: Episode 15 Percentages, Selling Experience 
Q4: Selling Experience 

A 
B 
d 
D 
E 

Katrina 
0.00% 
0.00% 

100.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% 

Troy 
11.43% 
20.00% 
25.71% 

2.86% 
40.00% 

Amy 
14.29% 
28.57% 
14.29% 
14.29% 
28.57% 

Nick 
20.00% 
30.00% 
10.00% 
0.00% 

40.00% 

fCwame 
9.52% 

33.33% 
26.19% 
11.90% 
19.05% 

Bill 
8.47% 

30.51% 
27.12% 
13.56% 
20.34% 

Table C.30. The Apprentice: Episode 15 Percentages, Summation 
Summation 

Ql 
Q2 
Q3 
Q4 

Katrina 
40.00% 
20.00% 
20.00% 
20.00% 

Troy 
23.90% 
15.09% 
19.50% 
41.51% 

Amy 
27.59% 
20.69% 
13.79% 
37.93% 

Nick 
19.64% 
19.64% 
12.50% 
48.21% 

Kwame 
31.84% 
19.28% 
14.80% 
34.08% 

Bill 
31.43% 
22.86% 
17.78% 
27.94% 
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Figure D.l. The Apprentice: Episode 12 Salesperson Creativity 

-•—Katrin^ 
«-~Troy !; 

Amy 
^ N i c k li 
•^t^Kwam^ 
^ B i l l ' 

Figure D.2. The Apprentice: Episode 12 SelfEfficacy 
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Figure D.3. The Apprentice: Episode 12 Trait Competitiveness 
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Figure D.4. The Apprentice: Episode 12 Selling Experience 
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Katrina Troy Amy Nick Kwame Bill 

Figure D.5. The Apprentice: Episode 12 Summation 
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Figure D.6. The Apprentice: Episode 13 Salesperson Creativity 
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Figure D.7. The Apprentice: Episode 13 SelfEfficacy 
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Figure D.8. The Apprentice: Episode 13 Trait Competitiveness 
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Figure D.9. The Apprentice: Episode 13 Selling Experience 
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Figure D.IO. The Apprentice: Episode 13 Summation 
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Figure D.ll . The Apprentice: Episode 14 Salesperson Creativity 
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Figure D.12. The Apprentice: Episode 14 SelfEfficacy 
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Figure D.13. The Apprentice: Episode 14 Trait Competitiveness 
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Figure D.14. The Apprentice: Episode 14 Selling Experience 
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Figure D.15. The Apprentice: Episode 14 Selling Experience 
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Figure D.16. The Apprentice: Episode 15 Salesperson Creativity 
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Figure D.17. The Apprentice: Episode 15 SelfEfficacy 
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Figure D.18. The Apprentice: Episode 15 Trait Competitiveness 
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Figure D.l9. The Apprentice: Episode 15 Selling Experience 
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Figure D.20. The Apprentice: Episode 15 Summation 
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Figure D.21. The Apprentice: Sum ofall Quesfions, Salesperson Creativity 
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Figure D.22. The Apprentice: Sum ofall Questions, SelfEfficacy 
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Figure D.23. The Apprentice: Sum ofall Questions, Trait Competitiveness 
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Figure D.24. The Apprentice: Sum ofall Quesfions, Selling Experience 
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Figure D.25. The Apprentice: Sum ofall Questions, Summation 
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Figure D.26. The Apprentice: Episode 15 Percentages, Salesperson Creativity 
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Figure D.27. The Apprentice: Episode 15 Percentages, SelfEfficacy 
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Figure D.28. The Apprentice: Episode 15 Percentages, Trait Competitiveness 
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Figure D.29. The Apprentice: Episode 15 Percentages, Selling Experience 
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Figure D.30. The Apprentice: Episode 15 Percentages, Summation 
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