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Abstract: 
 
Job satisfaction is a key construct in many models examining salesperson attitudes, intentions, 
and behaviors. Job satisfaction has often been conceptualized and measured as a 
multidimensional construct – often via the INDSALES scale. Yet many researchers have not 
utilized this scale due to its length. Further, extant versions of reduced INDSALES scales are 
lengthy and have been questioned about whether they accurately represent the dimensions 
measured. The current research revisits the INDSALES scale and provides a reduced version 
based on more-advanced techniques than used previously. The proposed reduced scale is of 
benefit to subsequent research using a multidimensional measure of job satisfaction. 
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Article: 
 
Job satisfaction is one of the most studied constructs within the marketing/sales literature and is 
central to understanding sales-force relationships (e.g., Brown and Peterson 1993; Zablah 
et al. 2012). Without satisfied employees, firms see high rates of employee turnover and 
reductions in organizational commitment (Brown and Peterson 1993; Johnston et al. 1990). 
There is also evidence that employee satisfaction is correlated with higher levels of customer 
satisfaction and stronger relationships (Palmatier et al. 2006; Payne and Webber 2006). To better 
understand these relationships, sales management researchers seek to advance our understanding 
of both the antecedents and outcomes of salesperson job satisfaction. 
 
In their seminal study, Churchill, Ford, and Walker (1974, 255) argued that the “unique character 
of the industrial salesman's role makes the need for an occupation-specific satisfaction measure 
and research program even greater” and indicated that job satisfaction’s conceptual domain 
includes job characteristics that salespeople find “rewarding, fulfilling and satisfying, or 
frustrating and unsatisfying.” They further noted the limitations in using global satisfaction 
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measures. While global measures of job satisfaction are easy to administer, they do not provide 
insight into the various aspects of a salesperson’s work situation that a salesperson finds 
satisfying. Further, global measures provide little actionable managerial guidance concerning 
antecedents or outcomes of a salesperson’s job satisfaction (Churchill, et al. 1974). 
 
To address this issue, the INDSALES scale was developed to measure salesperson job 
satisfaction from a multidimensional viewpoint. Unfortunately, limitations still exist regarding 
the measurement of salesperson job satisfaction, almost 50 years later. While the 
multidimensional INDSALES scale provides researchers with a tool to move beyond studying 
job satisfaction from a global viewpoint, researchers’ adoption and use of the scale has been 
somewhat limited. In fact, the majority of recent sales studies have used a global measure of 
satisfaction rather than a multidimensional measure (e.g., Allison, et al. 2016; Darrat, Amyx and 
Bennett 2017; Pomirleanu and Mariadoss 2015). 
 
Unfortunately, failure to use a multidimensional job satisfaction scale means these studies fail to 
uncover differences in the relationships between dimensions of job satisfaction and outcome 
variables. Previous research utilizing INDSALES indicates there are different relationships 
between various constructs and the different dimensions of job satisfaction. These potentially 
informative interrelationships are missed when using only a global measure of job satisfaction 
(e.g., Boles, Wood, and Johnson 2003; Comer, et al. 1989; Friend et al. 2013). In fact, 
researchers have recently confirmed a sequencing among the dimensions themselves, which is 
theoretically driven and supportive of future testing that can only be accomplished by including 
all job satisfaction dimensions (Friend et al. 2013; Hartmann, Rutherford, and Park 2017). 
 
Limitations pertaining to the use of the INDSALES scale, potentially, occur for several reasons. 
First, at 95 items, this scale is very lengthy. To alleviate the length issue, Comer, Machleit, and 
Lagace (1989) reduced the scale to 28 items. Thus, the length of the INDSALES measure, while 
still longer than global measures, may no longer be as insurmountable a concern as it was with 
the full measure. Yet these reduced measures are still lengthy compared to a shorter global 
measure of job satisfaction and have not led to researchers adopting the reduced INDSALES 
scale as their standard measure of job satisfaction (Lagace, Goolsby, and Gasenheimer 1993). 
 
Another issue also limits adoption of the INDSALES scale. Studies using the reduced version of 
the INDSALES scale often note loading issues with one or more of the dimensions (e.g., 
Rutherford et al. 2009; Hartmann, Rutherford, and Park 2017). With potential loading issues 
associated with several of the dimensions, researchers may be hesitant to adopt the 
multidimensional approach to study job satisfaction. If the dimensionality of the INDSALES 
reduced scales is viewed as problematic by sales researchers, then this may be one reason why 
many sales studies examining job satisfaction use a global measure. 
 
The purpose of this study is to present the current state of INDSALES research, offer a revised 
version of the reduced INDSALES scale, and compare the alternative versions of the scale in 
relation to important salesperson outcomes. Specifically, the study will first provide a summary 
of the current state of INDSALES research, including the development of a table examining 
antecedents and outcomes of multidimensional salesperson job satisfaction. Second, using the 
original 95 items developed by Churchill, Ford, and Walker (1974), each dimension will be 



revised to suggest alternative items to the current four items per dimension (see Comer 
et al. 1989). The dimensions will be examined carefully in terms of factor loadings to address 
concerns about the previous version of reduced INDSALES measures. Third, the alternative 
reduced INDSALES measures will be compared against each other using up-to-date theory 
predicting the important salesperson outcomes of organizational commitment and turnover 
intentions. Then, results pertaining to how the dimensions of job satisfaction predict 
organizational commitment and turnover intentions will be provided. By conducting this study, 
measurement of the INDSALES scale will be updated and the measure will encourage more 
sales researchers to employ the newly reduced multidimensional scale. 
 
The current state of multidimensional job satisfaction literature 
 
The seven dimensions of salesperson job satisfaction are satisfaction with policy, coworkers, 
supervision, customers, pay, promotion, and overall work. Research focusing on antecedents of 
job satisfaction examines burnout, role stress, work–family conflict, and organizational support 
(e.g., Boles, Wood, and Johnson 2003; Hartmann et al. 2014). Research suggests that perceived 
organizational support has a strong impact on the majority of the seven dimensions (Rutherford, 
Marshall, and Park 2014), while other antecedents (e.g., role stress and work–family conflict) 
have varying degrees of impact in relation to each of the dimensions (Boles, Wood, and 
Johnson 2003; Friend et al. 2013). Researchers have also spent considerable time examining 
outcomes. Organizational commitment and turnover intentions are the two most commonly 
examined outcomes of multidimensional job satisfaction (e.g., Boles et al. 2007; Rutherford 
et al. 2009). These studies find that the dimensions of job satisfaction affect both organizational 
commitment and turnover intentions to varying degrees. 
 
While most research on multidimensional job satisfaction does not look at the sequencing of the 
dimensions, Friend and colleagues (2013) developed a theoretically derived framework for 
addressing how the dimensions are related to each other. Their framework has policy at the start 
of the sequencing, indicating that all other dimensions are directly influenced by the policies that 
a company puts into place. At the end of their framework, they indicate that satisfaction with 
overall work is directly influenced by the other six dimensions. Friend et al. (2013) developed 
the sequencing within a business-to-business sales context using a single sample of salespeople. 
Hartmann, Rutherford, and Park (2017) validated the Friend et al. (2013) sequencing using 
business-to-business and business-to-consumer salespeople. Ten of the 12 associations were 
significant within the business-to-business sample, and the associations were all significant 
within the business-to-consumer sample. Hence, the sequencing originally put forth by Friend 
and colleagues (2013) is fully supported within the business-to-consumer context. 
 
To provide a more complete foundation for researchers, a systematic literature review was 
conducted to identify peer-reviewed articles examining salesperson job satisfaction. First, 
INDSALES was entered in both Business Source Complete and ScienceDirect as a search term. 
These are two of the most common academic databases containing research in sales. This initial 
search was supplemented by using Google Scholar to review all of the studies specifically citing 
the scale refinement conducted by Comer, Machleit, and Lagace (1989) and by reviewing all of 
the studies citing the scale validation performed by Lagace, Goolsby, and Gassenheimer (1993). 
Articles that reported on job satisfaction at the dimension level are chronicled in Table 1. 



Table 1. Literature review of job satisfaction dimensions. 
Author(s) Antecedent(s) Consequence(s) Moderator(s)/mediator(s) Satisfaction 

dimension(s) 
Key finding(s) 

Lagace (1990) Leader-member 
exchange 

N/A N/A Supervision, work A cadre form of leader–member exchange versus a 
hired hand approach leads to greater salesperson job 
satisfaction. 

Lagace (1991) Reciprocal trust N/A N/A Supervision, work Reciprocal trust between sales manager and 
salesperson led to more job satisfaction. 

Russ and 
McNeilly 
(1994) 

Critical sales events N/A N/A Supervision, work, 
pay, promotion, 
policy 

Determined that critical sales events such as losing a 
major account or making a major sale have impact on 
job satisfaction. 

DelVecchio 
(1996) 

Perception of control N/A N/A Supervision, work, 
pay, promotion, 
policy, customers 

As the salesperson perceived having greater control 
than sales managers with respect to sales-call-related 
issues, salesperson satisfaction may improve on 
certain dimensions. 

Russ et al. 
(1998) 

Critical sales events N/A Role stress Supervision, work Critical sales events both positive and negative will 
impact job satisfaction both directly and indirectly 
through role stress. 

Shoemaker 
(1999) 

Five leadership 
dimensions 

N/A N/A Supervision, work All five leadership dimensions positively influenced 
job satisfaction. 

Schwepker 
(2001) 

Ethical climate N/A N/A Supervision, work, 
pay, promotion, 
policy, customers, 
coworkers 

Found that despite salespeople being disconnected 
from an organization, a positive organizational 
ethical climate impacts all dimensions of job 
satisfaction except customers. Only used 20 of the 28 
items in the scale. Both satisfaction with pay and 
satisfaction with coworkers had only 2 items. Also, a 
few of the AVEs were not far above .50. 

Lassk et al. 
(2001) 

Job involvement 
(relationship and time) 

N/A N/A Supervision, work, 
pay, promotion, 
policy, customers, 
coworkers 

Relationship involvement in a sales context has a 
positive influence on all dimensions of job 
satisfaction. Meanwhile, time involvement (e.g., 
work-obsessed) leads to less satisfaction, especially 
with supervision. 

Pullins and Fine 
(2002) 

Mentoring N/A N/A Supervision, work, 
promotion, 
customers, coworker 

Established that certain aspects of salesperson 
mentoring of another salesperson have positive 
impact on some dimensions of job satisfaction. The 
satisfaction with promotion dimension had a 
reliability of only .66. 



Author(s) Antecedent(s) Consequence(s) Moderator(s)/mediator(s) Satisfaction 
dimension(s) 

Key finding(s) 

Boles, Woods, 
and Johnson 
(2003) 

Work–family conflict, 
role ambiguity, role 
conflict 

N/A Gender Supervision, work, 
pay, promotion, 
policy, customers, 
coworkers 

Established a difference between men and women 
with respect to the influence of work–family conflict, 
role ambiguity, and role conflict on different 
dimensions of job satisfaction. 

Cravens et al. 
(2004) 

Salesperson 
management control 
systems 

N/A N/A Supervision, work, 
pay, promotion, 
policy, customers, 
coworkers 

More visible control systems (e.g., high managerial 
control systems) leads to greater satisfaction across 
the dimensions versus bureaucratic, clan, and low 
control systems. 

Thakor and 
Joshi (2005) 

Intrinsic motivation Customer 
orientation 

N/A Pay Found that job satisfaction does not have a direct 
effect on customer orientation but does help 
moderate intrinsic motivation’s impact on customer 
orientation. 

Boles et al. 
(2007) 

N/A Affective 
organizational 
commitment 

Gender Supervision, work, 
pay, promotion, 
policy, customers, 
coworkers 

Established that men are more concerned with 
satisfaction related to promotion and pay than 
women when it comes to organizational 
commitment. Meanwhile, both genders are equally 
concerned over satisfaction with company policy and 
the work itself. 

Avlonitis and 
Panagopoulos 
(2007) 

Territory design, 
managerial span of 
control 

N//A N/A Supervision, work, 
pay, promotion, 
policy, customers, 
coworkers 

Found a complex relationship between the 
managerial setup of the territory (customer-oriented, 
geographical, or product) and a host of outcomes 
including the various dimensions of job satisfaction. 

Hunter and 
Goebel (2008) 

Salesperson 
information overload 

N/A N/A Supervision, work, 
customer 

The main research goal was development of the 
salesperson information overload scale. The authors 
validated its negative effects on job satisfaction. 

Panagopoulos 
and Avlonitis 
(2008) 

Behavior-based control N/A N/A Supervision Highlighted measurement issues with various 
behavior-based control scales and demonstrated that 
a shortened version of the scale performed better 
against various outcomes, including job satisfaction. 

Panagopoulos 
and Dimitriadis 
(2009) 

Behavior-based control N/A Transformational 
leadership 

Supervision Found that transformational leadership fully mediates 
the relationship between behavior-based control and 
job satisfaction. 

Rutherford 
et al. (2009) 

Emotional exhaustion Organizational 
commitment, 
propensity to 
leave 

N/A Supervision, work, 
pay, promotion, 
policy, customers, 
coworkers 

Determined that emotional exhaustion influences 
only certain dimensions of job satisfaction. 
Meanwhile, on the outcome side, different 
dimensions of job satisfaction influence 
organizational commitment and propensity to leave. 



Author(s) Antecedent(s) Consequence(s) Moderator(s)/mediator(s) Satisfaction 
dimension(s) 

Key finding(s) 

Used only 20 of the 28 items, and two dimensions – 
satisfaction with policy and satisfaction with 
customers – had only 2 items. 

Deeter-Schmelz 
and Ramsey 
(2010) 

Self-monitoring skills N/A N/A Work Did not find a relationship between self-monitoring 
skills and job satisfaction. Used a five-item scale that 
seems to be a combination of both Childers and 
Comer reductions. 

Rutherford 
et al. (2011) 

Emotional exhaustion, 
depersonalization, 
personal 
accomplishment 

N/A N/A Work Primarily focused on performing a scale refinement 
for measuring salesperson burnout. As part of this 
effort, confirmed through nomological testing that all 
three antecedents are related to job satisfaction as 
predicted. 

Marshall et al. 
(2012) 

N/A Organizational 
commitment, 
citizenship 
behaviors 

N/A Work Established that job satisfaction – work positively 
influences organizational commitment, which in turn 
positively impacts organizational citizenship 
behaviors. 

Chung, 
Rutherford and 
Park (2012) 

Various role stressors N/A Gender Supervision, work, 
pay, promotion, 
policy, customers, 
coworkers 

Determined that among retail salespeople, role 
stressors have differential effects on the various 
dimensions of job satisfaction while gender 
moderates only satisfaction – customer. 

Friend et al. 
(2013) 

Role ambiguity, role 
conflict, work–family 
conflict 

N/A N/A Supervision, work, 
pay, promotion, 
policy, customers, 
coworkers 

Advanced a model that sequences the dimensions of 
job satisfaction based on expectancy theory. The 
sequencing begins with satisfaction with company 
policy and ends with satisfaction of the work itself. 
Average variance extracted was below .50 with 
satisfaction – promotion and just above the threshold 
with pay. 

Lassk and 
Shepherd 
(2013) 

Creativity, emotional 
intelligence 

N/A N/A Work Established that both emotional intelligence and 
creativity are positively related to job satisfaction. 

Hartmann et al. 
(2014) 

N/A Altruism, 
willingness to 
mentor 

N/A Supervision, work, 
pay, promotion, 
policy, customers, 
coworkers 

Established that only satisfaction with coworkers and 
customers are antecedents of altruism. Meanwhile, 
only satisfaction with work is an antecedent to 
willingness to mentor, indicating that the factors 
leading to good corporate citizenship are more 
complex than originally anticipated. 



Author(s) Antecedent(s) Consequence(s) Moderator(s)/mediator(s) Satisfaction 
dimension(s) 

Key finding(s) 

Hamwi et al. 
(2014) 

Locus of control, 
emotional exhaustion 

N/A N/A Work Found that emotional exhaustion and having an 
external locus of control both negatively impacted 
job satisfaction. 

Oh, Rutherford, 
and Park (2014) 

Work–family conflict, 
role ambiguity, 
emotional exhaustion, 
job performance 

N/A N/A Work Investigated how common constructs used in sales 
research impact financial services salespeople (i.e., a 
different context). Found that role ambiguity, work–
family conflict, and emotional exhaustion are 
negatively related to job satisfaction while job 
performance and organizational support are 
positively related. 

Schetzsle and 
Drollinger 
(2014) 

N/A Organizational 
commitment 

N/A Work, promotion The authors found that both job satisfaction 
dimensions were antecedents of organizational 
commitment while personal needs fulfillment was 
not. 

Rutherford, 
Marshall, and 
Park (2014) 

Various role stressors, 
perceived 
organizational support 

N/A Gender, inside/outside 
sales force 

Supervision, work, 
pay, promotion, 
policy, customers, 
coworkers 

The moderators affect how antecedents impact the 
various dimensions of job satisfaction. For example, 
perceived organizational support is more important 
for females in garnering higher levels of satisfaction 
– coworkers and supervision. Satisfaction – pay was 
reduced to two items. 

Mikeska et al. 
(2015) 

Surface acting, self-
monitoring, social 
support 

N/A Surface acting Work Found that surface acting reduces job satisfaction 
whereas social support and self-monitoring increase 
satisfaction, and these relationships are partially 
mediated by surface acting. 

Hartmann and 
Rutherford 
(2015) 

Psychological climate Turnover 
intentions 

Psychological contract 
breach 

Work Found that psychological contract breach mediates 
the relationship between employee expectations as 
expressed by psychological climate and job 
satisfaction. Job satisfaction also mediates the 
relationship between psychological breach and 
turnover intentions. 

Hartmann et al. 
(2016) 

Mentors, 
organizational mentors 

N/A N/A Supervision, work, 
pay, promotion, 
policy, customers, 
coworkers 

Salespersons having mentors report higher levels of 
satisfaction on six of the seven dimensions of job 
satisfaction. The only dimension not significant is 
satisfaction – pay. Also, mentees who have 
organizational mentors versus external mentors tend 
to have higher levels of satisfaction across the 
dimensions. 



Author(s) Antecedent(s) Consequence(s) Moderator(s)/mediator(s) Satisfaction 
dimension(s) 

Key finding(s) 

Micevski 
(2017) 

Sportsmanship, 
intensity of emotional 
exhaustion 

N/A N/A Work The overall study was focused on the role of sales 
manager aggressiveness as tempered by caring for 
salespeople. As part of this, sportsmanship and 
emotional exhaustion exhibited effects on job 
satisfaction. 

Hartmann, 
Rutherford, and 
Park (2017) 

N/A Business-to-
business versus 
business-to-
consumer sales 
force 

N/A Supervision, work, 
pay, promotion, 
policy, customers, 
coworkers 

This study confirmed the job satisfaction dimension 
sequencing first offered by Friend et al. (2013). It 
also extended the sequencing to business-to-
consumer relations as well. It demonstrates that 
certain dimensions of satisfaction are more important 
in business-to-business settings while others are 
more important in business-to-consumer settings. 
Multiple items were dropped during the purification 
process, including two from the satisfaction with pay 
dimension. 

Shanahan and 
Hopkins (2018) 

Level of virtue ethics 
agreement 

Turnover 
intentions 

N/A Supervision The authors determined that level of agreement on 
virtues between the sales manager and salesperson 
positively influenced salesperson job satisfaction, 
which in turn directly impacted turnover intentions. 
No scale issues reported; however, one of the four 
scale items had a factor loading barely above .4. 

Panagopoulos 
et al. (2018) 

Customer purchase 
complexity, market 
dynamism, 

Sales-force 
turnover, 
productivity 

Training, product portfolio 
depth, cross-functional 
cooperation 

Work, policy Operationalized job satisfaction dimensions – work 
and policy as part of an aggregate measure of morale 
also including organizational commitment. Customer 
purchase complexity and dynamism negatively 
impact morale while training and cross-functional 
cooperation can help moderate these impacts. Higher 
morale, in turn, leads to less turnover and greater 
productivity as expected. 

 



Table 1 provides several key takeaways. First, a fairly large number of articles span the major 
sales journals that use INDSALES. However, many of the articles use only one or two 
dimensions (work and supervision). The work dimension often signifies a global representation 
for job satisfaction. Second, there are differential effects in several of the articles when job 
satisfaction is parceled out, supporting the need to use more of the dimensions in future studies. 
Third, there are some measurement issues when using multiple dimensions. These issues 
increase as the number of dimensions studied increases. Recent research (Shanahan and 
Hopkins 2018) highlights that more parceling out of satisfaction dimensions is needed. It was 
thought, judging from previous research, that the association between job satisfaction and 
turnover intentions was fully mediated by organizational commitment using an aggregate 
measure of job satisfaction. However, by parceling out satisfaction with supervision, a direct 
association is uncovered. 
 
An assessment of multidimensional job satisfaction measurement 
 
The original version of the INDSALES scale was 95 items. Childers et al. (1980) reduced the 
scale to 61 items to make its administration more manageable. However, realizing that a 61-item 
scale still has issues concerning its length for survey research, Comer, Machleit, and Lagace 
(1989) reduced the scale to 28 items, using a single sample of respondents. Then, Lagace, 
Goolsby, and Gassenheimer (1993) conducted a follow-up study using a new sample of 
respondents to validate the 28-item scale. They were able to validate the reduced scale according 
to structural equation modeling (SEM) guidelines from that era. 
 
However, modern fit guidelines for conducting confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) provide 
evidence of issues with the use of the reduced scale. Hair et al. (2018) provided guidelines for 
minimum item factor loadings when conducting a CFA. Specifically, they state that individual 
items should have loadings of .50 or higher with an ideal value of .70 or higher. If items within a 
factor fall below required guidelines, this could create an issue with the factor having more error 
remaining than variance explained. Thus, average variance extracted (AVE) should be .50 or 
higher, where more variance is explained by the latent factor structure than the amount of error 
remaining. 
 
Applying these fit guidelines to the Comer, Machleit, and Lagace (1989) study, several 
measurement issues exist for researchers currently working in the area. First, while 23 of the 
factor loadings are above .70, there are 5 that are between .50 and .70. Further, when using 
Comer and colleagues’ Table 3, both the pay dimension and fellow workers dimension produce 
an AVE just below the .50 requirement, indicating a large amount of error remains in the factor 
structures. 
 
The Lagace, Goolsby, and Gassenheimer (1993) industrial sample also confirms issues with the 
reduced scale. In their study, only 17 of the factor loadings are above .70, while 6 are between 
.50 and .70, and 5 are below .50. Further, when using Lagace, Goolsby, and Gassenheimer’s 
Table 1, management, promotion, pay, and fellow workers dimensions all produce AVE values 
below .50, confirming that large amounts of error in the factor structures exist. 
 



Current studies using the reduced scale also note issues with several of the dimensions. 
Researchers have frequently noted issues in the dimensions that contain two negative items, as 
found in the promotion and advancement dimension, in addition to the pay dimension. 
Rutherford et al. (2009) removed eight of the 28 scale items, including both negative items from 
the promotion and advancement dimension. Friend et al. (2013) correlated error terms within the 
satisfaction with pay facet. Recently, Hartmann, Rutherford, and Park (2017) dropped the five 
negative items from the scale. These studies show that when the dimension has two negative 
items, the dimension may be reduced to two items during the CFA process. When the remaining 
two items are positive in nature, concerns arise given that the scale fails to have three items per 
factor (see Hair et al. 2018). When the remaining two items are negative in nature, additional 
concerns occur over whether the scale is measuring the intended construct or, potentially, a 
different construct, in this case a dimension of dissatisfaction. 
 
While Churchill (1979) noted the importance of both positively and negatively stated items, 
other scholars have expressed concern about the use of negative items. Podsakoff et al. (2003) 
noted that reverse-coded items may be a source of method bias. This concern is further 
reinforced by Swain, Weathers, and Niedrich (2008), who found that reversed Likert items 
produce about 20% misresponse. The potential to remove all negative items from the Comer, 
Machleit, and Lagace (1989) scale is problematic, given that it would leave only two items in 
two of the dimensions. Attention will now shift to the methodology used in the current study for 
reconceptualizing the job satisfaction scale’s measurement. 
 
Methodology 
 
Data collection and sample 
 
Business-to-business salespeople from a national firm were surveyed. To increase the response 
rate, several steps were taken. First, upper management provided a cover letter in support of the 
project, which included requesting sales employees to complete the questionnaire. Second, 
respondents were included in a random drawing for gift cards for returning the questionnaire. In 
total, 152 surveys were distributed and 137 were deemed usable in the analysis, providing an 
effective usable response rate of 90.1%. Respondents averaged 32.5 years of age, with the 
youngest being 21 and the oldest being 60. Most respondents (70.8%) were male, which is 
consistent with the given industry. More than half of the respondents had at least a college 
education (64.9%). Median length of employment at this company was two years. 
 
Measurement 
 
The 95 INDSALES items from the Churchill, Ford, and Walker (1974) study were selected for 
the initial pool of items (see Bearden and Netemeyer 1999, 405–413, for a complete set of scale 
items). The full 95-item scale provides a more extensive set of items for potential inclusion into a 
revised short version of the scale over the 61 items from the Childers et al. (1980) study. 
Organizational commitment was measured using three items (Mowday et al. 1979). Turnover 
intention was measured by asking respondents to indicate their chances of quitting in the next 
three, six, and 12 months (Boles, Johnston, and Hair 1997). 
 



Analysis procedure 
 
The analysis is conducted in six steps. The first step involves reducing the number of items 
according to qualitative criteria. Step two examines reliabilities for each dimension to further 
eliminate items using the SPSS version 25 software package. The third step uses CFA to 
examine overall model fit among the seven dimensions and to assess the extent that each item 
loads on its given factor using the AMOS version 25 software package. Fourth, construct 
reliabilities, AVE, convergent validity, and discriminant validity are assessed to see if the revised 
scale meets modern fit guidelines. In step five, a post hoc analysis is conducted to maximize 
overall model fit while retaining at least three items per dimension. Finally, the three alternative 
sets of scale items are used to predict commonly examined outcomes (e.g., organizational 
commitment and turnover intentions). 
 
Results 
 
Step one: qualitative item reduction 
 
The first step in revising the INDSALES scale was to eliminate items from the 95-item scale 
according to qualitative criteria. Criteria for elimination included items that could be, potentially, 
considered by researchers as double-barreled (e.g., “My job is often dull and monotonous”), not 
fully reflecting the dimension it is purported to measure (e.g., “My supervisor is up to date”), not 
a reflection of job satisfaction (e.g., “My supervisor is intelligent”), or not universally applicable 
to all salespeople (e.g., “The company has satisfactory profit sharing”). 
 
Three experts in the area of sales management independently reviewed the 95 items and 
indicated items for elimination. Items for which all three judges agreed that the criteria for 
elimination was met were removed. Items for which all three judges agreed that the criteria for 
removal had not been met were retained for the next step in the analysis. Any items for which 
either one or two of the judges found criteria for elimination were discussed among the three 
judges to determine whether the item should be removed or retained. In total, the judges agreed 
on 89 of the 95 items, for an agreement rate of 93.7%. Of these 89 items, 52 were retained and 
37 were removed from the next step in the analysis. Of the six items not agreed upon, three were 
removed. The three other items were retained, given that they were part of the selected items 
from the Comer, Machleit, and Lagace (1989) study. In total, 55 items were retained for the next 
step in the analysis. 
 
Step two: assessment of item reliability 
 
According to Churchill (1979), coefficient alpha should be the first measure that is calculated to 
assess the quality of an instrument. Items that produced the lowest item-to-total correlations were 
removed until each dimension contained four items, regardless of the items being positive or 
negative. Reliabilities for all revised dimensions ranged between .746 and .865, suggesting 
acceptable levels of reliability. Next, the reliabilities of the selected 28 items were compared to 
the reliabilities of the items suggested in the Comer, Machleit, and Lagace (1989) study. The 
Comer, Machleit, and Lagace (1989) items produced reliabilities between .663 and .856. 



Consequentially, step two provides evidence that the revised items produced higher reliabilities 
than the Comer, Machleit, and Lagace (1989) items, suggesting improvement in measurement. 
 
Step three: confirmatory factor analysis 
 
In the third step, CFAs are used to compare the revised scale to the 28 items selected by Comer, 
Machleit, and Lagace (1989). First, the overall fit of the measurement models is compared in 
terms of χ2, degrees of freedom (DF), comparative fit index (CFI), root mean square error of 
approximation (RMSEA), and standardized root mean square residual (SRMR). Modern fit 
guidelines are provided by Hu and Bentler (1999) and Hair et al. (2018). According to Hu and 
Bentler (1999), a CFI cutoff value close to (or above) .95, a RMSEA cutoff value close to (or 
below) .06, and an SRMR cutoff value close to (or below) .08 are recommended. Using the 
guidelines provided by Hair et al. (2018) for 30 or more variables and a sample size under 250, a 
CFI cutoff value above .93, a RMSEA value less than .08, and an SRMR value less than .09 are 
recommended. 
 
Results of the two CFAs suggest that both models lack fit to a certain extent. The overall fit 
based on the Comer, Machleit, and Lagace (1989) items was marginal (χ2 = 532; DF = 329; CFI 
= .857; RMSEA = .068; SRMR = .077). The overall fit of the revised 28 items was better, but 
still somewhat marginal (χ2 = 517; DF = 329; CFI = .891; RMSEA = .065; SRMR = .074). 
 
Next, factor loadings of the competing models are compared. Again, according to Hair et al. 
(2018), individual items should have loadings of .50 or higher, with an ideal value of .70 or 
higher. Results of the CFAs using the Comer, Machleit, and Lagace (1989) recommended items 
has 15 values above .70, with four values below .50. The revised set of items has 20 items above 
.70, with no items below .50. Step three, again, suggests improvement in measurement by using 
the revised items. Table 2 provides factor loadings for comparison between different versions of 
the reduced INDSALES items. 
 
Step four: AVE and validity assessment 
 
AVE, construct reliability, and validity were assessed for the revised items (see Table 3). AVE 
was calculated for each of the seven dimensions. AVE values ranged between .415 and .633. 
Two of the values, satisfaction with policy (.459) and satisfaction with customers (.415), were 
below the recommended value of .50. Construct reliabilities ranged between .735 and .873, 
indicating acceptable reliabilities. Next, squared interconstruct correlations were compared 
against AVE values. All AVE values were higher than the squared interconstruct correlations 
values, indicating support for discriminant validity. 
 
Using the scale items suggested by Comer, Machleit, and Lagace (1989), findings indicate AVE 
ranged between .366 and .602. Again, satisfaction with both policy (.427) and customers (.366) 
were below the recommended value of .50. Construct reliabilities ranged between .690 and .858. 
Squared interconstruct correlations were lower than corresponding AVE values, supporting 
discriminant validity. While certain concerns still exist, values for step four suggest that the 
revised items provide higher overall reliability and validity than the items suggested by Comer, 
Machleit, and Lagace (1989). 



Table 2. Standardized factor loadings. 
Satisfaction 

with Items 
Loadings for the Comer 

et al. scale: 28 items 
Loadings for the revised 

scale: 28 items 
Loadings for the reduced 

scale: 21 Items 
Pay   

   

 1 My pay is high in comparison with what others get for similar 
work in other companies. 

— .708 .702 

 5* My pay is low in comparison with what others get for similar 
work in other companies. 

.773 .854 .921 

 6* In my opinion, the pay here is lower than in other companies. .853 .772 .715 
 7 I’m paid fairly compared with other employees in this company. .426 — — 
 8* I am very much underpaid for the work that I do. — .679 — 
 9 My income is adequate for normal expenses. .459 — — 
Promotion   

   

 1* My opportunities for advancement are limited. .832 .778 .757 
 3 I have a good chance for promotion. .748 .843 .870 
 5* Regular promotions are the rule in this company. .608 — — 
 6 There are plenty of good jobs here for those who want to get 

ahead. 
.696 .631 — 

 8 My opportunities for advancement are reasonable. — .845 .844 
Work   

   

 4 My job is exciting. .763 .802 .825 
 5 My work is satisfying. .829 .811 .776 
 6 I’m really doing something worthwhile in my job. .754 — — 
 9 My job is interesting. — .82 .836 
 12 My work gives me a sense of accomplishment. .755 .747 — 
Customers   

   

 5* My customers are unreasonable. — .680 .692 
 6 My customers are friendly. — .771 .787 
 7 My customers are loyal. .428 .583 .545 
 8 My customers are understanding. .606 .513 — 
 12 My customers are trustworthy. .732 — — 
 15 My customers live up to their promises. .613 — — 
Supervision   

   

 3 My sales manager has the work well organized. — .764 .858 
 5 My sales manager has always been fair in his dealings with me. .708 — — 
 9 My sales manager gives credit and praise for work well done. .756 .744 — 



Satisfaction 
with Items 

Loadings for the Comer 
et al. scale: 28 items 

Loadings for the revised 
scale: 28 items 

Loadings for the reduced 
scale: 21 Items 

 10 My sales manager lives up to his promises. .794 .730 .654 
 13 My sales manager really tries to get our ideas about things. .649 .756 .784 
Policy   

   

 5 Management is progressive. .697 .709 .722 
 9 Management really knows its job. .776 .751 .74 
 10 This company operates efficiently and smoothly. .503 — — 
 16 Management here is really interested in the welfare of 

employees. 
— .633 .651 

 18 Sales representatives in this company receive good support from 
the home office. 

.607 .607 — 

Coworkers   
   

 2 The people I work with help each other out when someone falls 
behind or gets in a tight spot. 

.564 .565 — 

 5 My fellow workers are pleasant. .827 .853 .871 
 7 The people I work with are very friendly. .799 .790 .807 
 9 The people I work with get along well together. — .703 .677 
 10* My fellow workers are selfish. .495 — — 
*A negative item. 
—The item was not used. 
 
Table 3. Comparison of 28-item scales (correlations, AVE, and composite reliability). 

Satisfaction with 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 AVE CR 
Pay (1) 1 .290 .200 .123 .197 .383 .132 .572 .841 
Promotion (2) .323 1 .355 .244 .201 .638 .204 .607 .859 
Work (3) .233 .458 1 .378 .602 .563 .495 .633 .873 
Supervision (4) .173 .387 .353 1 .492 .382 .421 .560 .836 
Coworkers (5) .201 .252 .604 .516 1 .532 .452 .541 .822 
Policy (6) .433 .623 .567 .502 .555 1 .449 .459 .771 
Customers (7) .003 .061 .230 .334 .362 .250 1 .415 .735 
AVE .429 .526 .602 .531 .471 .427 .366 

  

CR .734 .815 .858 .818 .773 .747 .690 
  

Note: Comer et al. scale items are below the diagonal. Revised 28-item scale items are above the diagonal. CR = composite reliability. 



Step five: post hoc reduced items 
 
Next, a post hoc CFA was conducted to examine how a shorter version of the selected items 
performs. Specifically, given the frequent use of three items per construct in SEM, this study 
reduced the 28 items to 21 items. The short 21-item version provided stronger overall fit (χ2 = 
216; DF = 168; CFI = .959; RMSEA = .046; SRMR = .067). 
 
All factor loadings were significant on their given factor, suggesting convergent validity. Sixteen 
of the loadings were above .70, and the remaining five loadings were all above .50. Further, all 
AVE values increased, where satisfaction with coworkers approached the needed .50 value 
(.498). Construct reliability ranged between .719 and .864, suggesting adequate to good 
reliability for each of the dimensions. Squared interconstruct correlations were all below the 
AVE values, providing support for discriminant validity. Table 4 provides correlations, AVE, 
and construct reliabilities for each of the dimensions. 
 
Table 4. Reduced scale 21 items (correlations, AVE, and composite reliability). 

Satisfaction with 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Pay (1) 1 

      

Promotion (2) .248 1 
     

Work (3) .160 .335 1 
    

Supervision (4) .144 .143 .331 1 
   

Coworkers (5) .169 .168 .576 .359 1 
  

Policy (6) .369 .607 .536 .298 .497 1 
 

Customers (7) .165 .188 .495 .353 .439 .433 1 
AVE .617 .681 .601 .593 .623 .498 .465 
CR .826 .864 .854 .812 .830 .748 .719 
Note: CR = composite reliability. 
 
Step six: prediction ability of job satisfaction scaling 
 
In this step of the analysis, organizational commitment and turnover intentions are examined as 
outcomes of job satisfaction. Specifically, job satisfaction is sequenced using the sequencing 
developed by Friend et al. (2013) and then validated by Hartmann, Rutherford, and Park (2017). 
All facets will be related to both organizational commitment and turnover intentions. However, 
given the smaller sample, revised structural models are provided with only significant paths 
between certain facets of job satisfaction and both organizational commitment and turnover 
intentions (see Table 5). Further, consistent with the established literature (Brown and 
Peterson 1993; Johnston, et al. 1990), organizational commitment will be related to turnover 
intentions. 
 
Table 5. Comparison of standardized regression weights for competing models. 

 Comer et al. scale: 28 Items Revised scale: 28 Items Reduced scale: 21 Items 
Policy → Pay .468*** .402*** .389*** 
Policy → Promotion .614*** .606*** .560*** 
Policy → Supervision .534*** .404*** .324*** 
Policy → Coworkers .348** .361*** .398*** 
Supervision → Coworkers .311** .348*** .229** 



 Comer et al. scale: 28 Items Revised scale: 28 Items Reduced scale: 21 Items 
Policy → Customers .232* .447*** .439*** 
Policy → Overall .182 .162 .197 
Pay → Overall .023 .038 .012 
Promotion → Overall .268** .127 .120 
Supervision → Overall -.102 -.037 .012 
Coworkers → Overall .452*** .400*** .357*** 
Customer → Overall .045 .245** .232** 
Policy → Commitment .421*** .378*** .423*** 
Pay → Commitment — — — 
Promotion → Commitment — — — 
Supervision → Commitment — — — 
Coworkers → Commitment — — — 
Customers → Commitment -.248** — — 
Overall → Commitment .399*** .376*** .307** 
Policy → Turnover Intentions — — — 
Pay → Turnover Intentions — — — 
Promotion → Turnover Intentions –.352*** –.312*** –.261*** 
Supervision → Turnover Intentions — — — 
Coworkers → Turnover Intentions — — — 
Customers → Turnover Intentions — — — 
Overall → Turnover Intentions — — –.195* 
Commitment → Turnover Intentions –.415*** –.448*** –.353*** 

* Significant at the .10 level. 
** significant at the .05 level. 
*** significant at the .01 level. 
 
Results using the Comer et al. scale items (28 items) 
 
When using the Comer, Machleit, and Lagace (1989) items to measure the job satisfaction 
dimensions, measurement model fit was marginal (χ2 = 756; DF = 491; CFI = .871; RMSEA = 
.065; SRMR = .0778) with both organizational commitment (.53) and turnover intentions (.87), 
producing acceptable AVE values. The structure model fit was also marginal (χ2 = 770; DF = 
500; CFI = .869; RMSEA = .065; SRMR = .0826) when all dimensions of job satisfaction were 
used to predict both organizational commitment and turnover intentions. However, when 
examining only significant paths between job satisfaction dimensions and both organizational 
commitment and turnover intentions, the model’s overall fit increased but was still somewhat 
marginal (χ2 = 781; DF = 510; CFI = .868; RMSEA = .064; SRMR = .0832). Results found 
significant paths between satisfaction with policy (.421; p < .05), satisfaction with customers (–
.248; p < .05), and overall satisfaction (.399; p < .05) when predicting organizational 
commitment. Paths between satisfaction with promotion (–.352; p < .05) and organizational 
commitment (–.415; p < .05) were significantly related to turnover intentions. Squared multiple 
correlations are .498 for organizational commitment and .420 for turnover intentions. However, a 
potential issue exists, given the negative relationship between satisfaction with customers and 
organizational commitment. 
 
Results using the revised 28 items 
 



Next, the revised 28-item job satisfaction measure with both organizational commitment (AVE = 
.53) and turnover intentions (AVE = .87) had better overall fit indicators (χ2 = 719; DF = 491; 
CFI = .90; RMSEA = .060; SRMR = .0750) than when using the 28 items from Comer, 
Machleit, and Lagace (1989). The structural model fit is also improved (χ2 = 734; DF = 500; CFI 
= .898; RMSEA = .060; SRMR = .0806). In the revised model with only significant paths 
between job satisfaction dimensions and both organizational commitment and turnover intentions 
provided, the model’s overall results, again, improved (χ2 = 741; DF = 511; CFI = .899; RMSEA 
= .059; SRMR = .0821). Paths between satisfaction with policy (.378; p < .05) and overall 
satisfaction (.376; p < .05) were significantly related to organizational commitment. Paths 
between satisfaction with promotion (–.312; p < .05) and organizational commitment (–.448; p < 
.05) were significantly related to turnover intentions. Squared multiple correlations were .441 for 
organizational commitment and .406 for turnover intentions. Further, the potential issue that 
exists with the significant negative relationship between satisfaction with customers and 
organizational commitment using the Comer, Machleit, and Lagace (1989) items did not occur 
using the revised items. 
 
Results using the reduced 21 items 
 
As a last step, the 21-item job satisfaction measure with both organizational commitment (AVE 
= .53) and turnover intentions (AVE = .87) produced good overall fit (χ2 = 372; DF = 288; CFI = 
.952; RMSEA = .048; SRMR = .071). The fit of the structure model was also good (χ2 = 386; DF 
= 297; CFI = .949; RMSEA = .048; SRMR = .077). For the revised model providing only 
significant paths between job satisfaction dimensions and both organizational commitment and 
turnover intentions, the model’s overall results were good (χ2 = 391; DF = 307; CFI = .952; 
RMSEA = .046; SRMR = .079). Paths between satisfaction with policy (.423; p < .05) and 
overall satisfaction (.307; p < .05) were significantly related to organizational commitment. Paths 
between satisfaction with promotion (–.261; p < .05) and organizational commitment (–.353; p < 
.05) were significantly related to turnover intentions. Further, overall satisfaction was 
approaching significance (–.195; p = .054) when predicting turnover intentions. Squared multiple 
correlations were .415 for organizational commitment and .409 for turnover intentions. 
 
Discussion and implications 
 
The study provides several important contributions to advance research on salesperson job 
satisfaction. Results provide academic researchers a better tool to measure salesperson job 
satisfaction. This is important given the recent advancements in the theoretical sequencing of the 
dimensions. Now researchers have a clear path regarding how to theoretically sequence the 
dimensions and how to measure the items. Further, this study removes the constraints of needing 
a longer scale to fully capture all seven dimensions. 
 
Specifically, this study addresses the most common issue with the reduced INDSALES scale 
dimensions, the dimensions with two positive and two negative items. Specifically, satisfaction 
with pay is proposed with three negative items and one positive item, and satisfaction with 
promotion and advancement is proposed to include three positive items and one negative item. 
By having an imbalance of positive and negative items in a given dimension, these dimensions 
should not produce two items with high loadings and two items with low loadings. 



 
Measuring satisfaction with pay using three negative items, researchers can better identify the 
impact of dissatisfaction with pay, a lower-order hygiene factor. Like other studies (e.g., Friend 
et al. 2013; Hartmann, Rutherford, and Park 2017), this study reports issues on this dimension 
when using the items from the Comer, Machleit, and Lagace (1989) study. When using the 
newly revised scale, this study produces an AVE above .50 with all four of the satisfaction with 
pay items included. 
 
Next, the satisfaction with promotion and advancement dimension has been shown to have issues 
with AVE when using the four Comer, Machleit, and Lagace (1989) items. While the current 
study did not have AVE issues with the use of the four items recommended by Comer, Machleit, 
and Lagace (1989), the recommended revised items do provide better factor loadings and a 
higher AVE. 
 
The measurement for satisfaction with work and satisfaction with supervision appears consistent 
between recent studies (Friend et al. 2013; Hartmann, Rutherford, and Park 2017) and the 
present study’s use of the Comer, Machleit, and Lagace (1989) items. While no issues were 
found with the use of the Comer, Machleit, and Lagace items (1989) on these two dimensions, 
the present study does find that the use of one alternative item per dimension increases overall 
factor loadings. 
 
The measurement for satisfaction with coworkers has recently provided evidence that the 
reversed item in the scale reduces model fit. The Friend et al. (2013) study found a loading 
below the .70 recommendation. Further, the Hartmann, Rutherford, and Park (2017) study 
removed the negative item from the dimension. The current study finds that with the Comer, 
Machleit, and Lagace (1989) items, two of the loadings fall below .70 but are still above .50. 
However, the AVE for the factor is below .50. Using the revised items, only one of the four 
items falls between .50 and .70 and the AVE for the factor is above .50. 
 
In addition to providing a revised 28-item scale, this study provides support for using 21 of the 
28 items, the minimum number required to properly conduct CFA. The 21 items show strong 
overall model fit, provide solid factor loadings, and have fewer issues with lower AVE values 
than either of the 28-item scales. These results offer strong support for the ability to use the 
revised 28-item scale and, if needed, a pathway to reduce the factors down to three items without 
having major model fit issues. All things considered, having a shorter multidimensional 
satisfaction scale should be of considerable benefit to scholars conducting survey research on 
salespeople. 
 
Limitations and future research 
 
This study has several limitations that should be noted. First, two of the dimensions provide 
AVE values below .50. Specifically, satisfaction with customers produced an AVE of just over 
.40, while the use of the Comer, Machleit, and Lagace (1989) items produced an AVE just below 
.40. Satisfaction with policy also produced lower AVE values, despite almost reaching the .50 
guideline using just three items (.498). Second, the analysis was conducted using a single data 
set. While using the same items as Comer, Machleit, and Lagace (1989), Lagace, Goolsby, and 



Gassenheimer (1993) replicated their study to validate and identify issues with their selected 
items. A follow-up study, like that conducted by Lagace, Goolsby, and Gassenheimer (1993), 
would remove this limitation from the present study. 
 
To do this, researchers could take the 28 items selected by Comer, Machleit, and Lagace (1989) 
and include the nine different items selected in the present study. Using the 37 total items, 
researchers could compare the Comer, Machleit, and Lagace (1989) items to the current study’s 
28 items and then to the short 21-item version. By doing this, researchers will be able to confirm 
whether the present scale items outperform the Comer, Machleit, and Lagace (1989) selected 
items. Further, researchers will be able to confirm the use of the 21-item short version of the 
scale. If confirmed, researchers will have a reasonably short scale to examine salesperson job 
satisfaction from a multidimensional viewpoint. Once validated, researchers should examine the 
effectiveness of the proposed 28- and 21-item measures in all sales settings, not just business-to-
business sales-force settings. Further, if AVE issues still occur using a validation sample, 
researchers could look at the potential for redeveloping the customer and policy dimensions, 
starting with respecifying the domain of the dimension(s) using the process outlined by Churchill 
(1979). 
 
Conclusions 
 
Building on momentum to use shortened scales in sales research, this study identifies and 
addresses internal item issues pertaining to the INDSALES scale. By addressing the internal item 
issues, the revised scale items should provide researchers with the benefits of shortened scales as 
outlined by Franke, Rapp, and Andzulis (2013). Specifically, researchers should obtain high-
quality data given that the majority of issues with item loadings and AVE have been addressed. 
While still having negative items, the revised dimensions should not experience loading issues 
since none of the dimensions contain an equal number of positive and negative items. Further, 
with researchers often reducing factors to three items per factor, the 21-item short version 
provides evidence of strong factor loadings, allowing researchers the ability to use a shorter scale 
to capture all seven dimensions of the construct. Researchers are now provided with an 
alternative to the Comer, Machleit, and Lagace (1989) reduced scale. The new scale will 
encourage researchers to test satisfaction at the dimension level and, perhaps, better explain the 
equivocal findings that job satisfaction has demonstrated in past sales research. While primarily a 
tool to advance research on salesperson job satisfaction, this study also provides organizations a 
measurement tool to easily gauge the level of employee job satisfaction across various 
dimensions. 
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