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ABSTRACT

The adaption of flexible practices is a necessity for businesses to be able to survive in a global
competitive environment in support of entrepreneurial and market intelligence. This study
explores the prediction of formal flexible practices compared with inflexible authoritarian
business practices in a South African sample of 333 managers and supervisors. A Pearson
Product-Moment Correlation between flexible and inflexible practices with corporate
entrepreneurship, market orientation and job satisfaction revealed almost direct opposites of the
coin. Extrinsic job satisfaction, management support and risk acceptance explained most of the
variance in the prediction of both formal flexibility and inflexible authoritarianism by means of
Hierarchical Multiple Regression. Management should be vigilant of the opposing relationships of
flexible and inflexible work practices in business. Organizations should explore methods to adapt
formal flexible practices supported by entrepreneurial and marketing orientations, as well as
extrinsic job satisfaction. Management must particularly guard against inflexible authoritarianism
and its adverse effects.
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INTRODUCTION

olatile, uncertain economic environments demand change, and flexible business practices provide a
platform for adaptable and responsive systems that enhance productivity (Thatte, Rao & Ragu-

Nathan, 2013; Kuye, Abiola & Oghojafor, 2013) and performance (Grewal & Tansuhaj, 2001).
Although normal operations are predictable, flexible practices are essential to accommodate variability for
exceptions, new developments (Reichert & Weber, 2012), fluctuating market conditions (Grewal & Tansuhaj, 2001)
and taking control of environmental uncertainty and economic crises, especially in the developing world (Grewal &
Tansuhaj, 2001). Flexibility is seen as the ability of a business to generate strategies, and provide situational
expertise to adapt to market challenges (Arief, Thoyib, Sudiro & Rohman, 2013; Bhardwaj & Momaya, 2006) and
accomplish commercial excellence (Halemane & Janszen, 2004). The ability of businesses to strategically exploit
environmental changes, and turn them into opportunities of sustained market presence (Gjerding, 1999) needs to be
supported by flexible management practices (Chen, Fabozzi & Haung, 2013). Conversely, low flexibility would
imply strict compliance to administrative and bureaucratic procedures. Competitive flexible practices are essential
for supporting the unpredictable fierce market demands (Sabbaghi, 2004), and securing continuous progress in
meeting customer needs (Kadir & Nadarjah, 2012).

Businesses compete in economic environments where the speed of change is escalating (Kuye et al., 2013).
Kukalis (1989) proposed the notion that planned flexibility as a strategic planning of systems can maximize
performance in challenging economic environments. Flexible practices strategically close the gap between market
demands and the provision by the firm (Halemane & Janszen, 2004). For this reason flexible information
distribution should be a key organizational strategy as it leads to long-term performance (Arief et al., 2013; Ramirez,
Morales, & Aranda, 2012). Flexible strategic planning enhances the capacity of a business to adopt and change as
opportunities and/or threats emerge (Barringer & Bluedorn, 1999). Proper management of flexibility could
maximise value (Sabbaghi, 2004), control risk management, and increase revenue in uncertain markets
(Bhattacharya & Giapponi, 2007). It is, however, important that flexibility practices in production are thoroughly
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monitored by means of sophisticated accounting systems (Venieris & Cohen, 2008). Under controlled conditions,
flexible work practices are related to an increase in business performance (Ramirez et al., 2012), competence
(Olalekan, 2011), enhanced productivity and morale, as well as a decrease in absenteeism and turnover (Grobler &
De Bruyn, 2011).

Process flexibility takes place when an organization creates ground-breaking methods to generate new
developments under controlled conditions (Kadir & Nadarjah, 2012). Flexible planning should support
entrepreneurial initiatives in the continuous scanning of the entrepreneurial environment opportunities and threats
(Barringer & Bluedorn, 1999). This allows for the occurrence of exceptional processes, preventing inertia and
inflexibility (Barringer & Bluedorn, 1999) without violating organizational objectives and compliance with policies
(Kadir & Nadarjah, 2012; Reichert & Weber, 2012). Different forms of flexibility can improve supply-chain
resources, and provide the capacity of product-flow demand in target markets (Sabbaghi, 2004).

LITERATURE REVIEW

Flexibility is regarded as an operational problem-solving strategy of management in uncertain
entrepreneurial environments (Kuye et al., 2013). This discussion examines the relationship of corporate
entrepreneurship, market orientation and job satisfaction with organizational flexibility. This investigation should
shed light on the important role that management plays in the facilitation of flexible practices by accommodating
corporate entrepreneurship, market orientation and job satisfaction principles.

Corporate entrepreneurship is regarded as the innovative business development and strategic regeneration
of established firms (Guth & Ginsberg, 1990), leading to transformation and advancement (Ribeiro-Soriano &
Urbano, 2010). A significant positive relationship between flexibility and corporate entrepreneurship is confirmed
(Barrett & Weinstein, 1998; Barringer & Bluedorn, 1999). Flexibility in combination with corporate
entrepreneurship is seen as the entrance to new venture development (Bhardwaj & Momaya, 2006). The flexibility-
corporate entrepreneurship combination should advance competitive new venture technology and product
development (Bhardwaj & Momaya, 2006). Arief et al. (2013) report that strategic entrepreneurial orientation, with
flexibility as mediator had a significant positive common variance in firm performance as the predictor variable of
0.623.

Entrepreneurial orientated firms create new markets and generate new opportunities in existing markets
(Zortea-Johnston, Darroch & Matear, 2012). Market orientation refers to the distribution of market information of
existing and prospective needs of customers (Kohli, Jaworski & Kumar, 1993), supported by internal coordination
of functions to supply market needs (Narver & Slater, 1990). A business can only operate with an effective market
orientation if it has flexible business practices (Bhardwaj & Momaya, 2006). Market orientation showed a
significant positive correlation with strategic flexibility (r = .48; p = 0.01) in a sample of 120 Thai managers
(Grewal & Tansuhaj, 2001). Market orientation and flexibility should be reinforced simultaneously to aid
management in dealing with challenges of economic crises (Grewal & Tansuhaj, 2001).

As far as could be ascertained the relationship between organizational flexibility and job satisfaction has
not been investigated previously. Job satisfaction is regarded as a reflection of an individual’s feeling about his or
her various job characteristics, implying emotional well-being (Spector, 1997). We argue that job satisfaction play
an important role in flexible management practices, as job satisfaction is regarded as a principal work variable with
direct and indirect advantages (Keller & Semmer, 2013).

Due to the important role that flexibility plays in adapting to business demands, its relationships with the

work variables of corporate entrepreneurship, market orientation and job satisfaction are investigated. These
relationships are illustrated in Figure 1.
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Figure 1: The Relationships between Corporate Entrepreneurship, Market Orientation
and Job Satisfaction with Flexibility

The research questions related to Figure 1 are the following:

. Research question 1: What is the relationship between flexibility and business variables in the form of
corporate entrepreneurship, market orientation and job satisfaction?

. Research question 2: What is the relationship between inflexible authoritarianism and work variables in
the form of corporate entrepreneurship, market orientation and job satisfaction?

. Research question 3: To what extent is flexibility predicted by the work variables of corporate

entrepreneurship, market orientation and job satisfaction?
METHOD

A non-random convenience sample of participants was selected, and a self-administered questionnaire was
applied. Participants represented four South African economic sectors, namely life insurance, information
technology, university and transport parastatals. Participants were assured of the confidentiality and anonymity of
information. The questionnaire included a letter introducing the researchers and stating the reason for the study. The
questionnaire had both psychometric instruments measuring flexibility, corporate entrepreneurship, market
orientation and job satisfaction. A non-random sample of 396 individuals participated. Thirty-six questionnaires
were rejected due to incomplete responses to the psychometric scales. Only 333 fully completed questionnaires
could be used. These represented responses from managers and supervisors from four economic sectors.

Participants

The convenience non-random sample consisted of 144 males and 187 females (two did not indicate their
gender), with ages ranging between 21 and 70 years (mean of 36.66 and standard deviation of 9.26 years). Most of
the participants were married (194), 82 were not married, 36 divorced, 11 co-habiting, seven widowed and one
estranged (two participants unreported). The home language of the participants was declared as mainly English
(202), followed by Afrikaans (86), and African languages (45). The majority of the participants were South African
citizens (326), four where non-South African and three did not indicate their citizenship. Seven participants did not
indicate their qualifications. The academic qualifications of the participants were reported as: 46 = secondary school
without Grade 12, Grade 12 = 87, 105 post-school certificate or diploma, 38 = bachelor’s degree, 33 = honours
degree, and 17 = master’s degree.

Measuring Instruments

The 10 item, seven-point Organizational Flexibility Scale by Khandwalla (1987) measured the flexible
formal and inflexible authoritarian styles. The 48-item Corporate Entrepreneurial Assessment Instrument (CEAI)
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(Hornsby, Kuratko & Zahra, 2002) was measured on a seven-point Liker-type scale that varies from strongly
disagree to strongly agree. The CEAI consists of 37 positive and 11 negatively worded items. The 20-item
Minnesota Job Satisfaction Questionnaire (Weiss, Dawis, England & Lofquist, 1967) measured job satisfaction on a
five-point Likert scale varying from very dissatisfied to very satisfied. The 32-item MARKOR (Kohli, Jaworski &
Kumar, 1993) market orientation instrument was measured on a 7-point Likert scale varying from strongly disagree
to strongly agree.

Researchers are confronted with certain challenges when applying psychometric instruments inter-
culturally (Moschis, Ong, Abessi, Yamashita & Mathur, 2013). Psychometric instruments are often not cross-
culturally applicable, which could lead to bias (Schwarz, 2003), jeopardising its validity (Van Eeden & Mantsha,
2007). Due to the dilemma that instruments are often not portable to other cultures, the psychometric instruments
were subjected to evaluation in this South African sample. Exploratory Factor Analysis was executed with direct
quaritmin rotation of the axis. The instruments yielded the following factors, with Cronbach Alphas reported in
brackets. The Khandwalla (1987) Flexibility scale had two factors: F1 = formal flexible practices (0.86); F2 =
inflexible authoritarianism (0.64). The CEAI (Hornsby et al., 2002) produced the following eight factors: CE1 =
work discretion (0.84); CE2 = management support and risk acceptance (0.82); CE3 = rewards/reinforcement (0.75);
CE4 = innovative initiatives (0.84); CE5 = financial support (0.73); CE6 = sufficient time (0.76); CE7 =
organizational boundaries (0.81); CE8 = inadequate time (0.76). The MARKOR (Kohli et al., 1993) scale yielded
three factors: MO1 = intelligence generation (0.81); MO2 = inertia (0.83); MO3 = responsiveness (0.74). The
Minnesota Job Satisfaction Questionnaire consisted of two factors: (Weiss et al., 1967): JS1 = extrinsic (0.86); JS2 =
intrinsic (0.85).

RESULTS

Pearson Product Moment Correlation between flexibility and corporate entrepreneurship, market
orientation and job satisfaction is reported in Table 1.

Table 1: Pearson Product Moment Correlation between Flexibility, Corporate
Entrepreneurship, Market Orientation and Job Satisfaction
Flexibility CE1l CE2 CE3 CE4 CE5 CES6 CE7 CE8
F1 Formal Flexibility 0.259 0.334 0.285 0.335 0.209 -0.025 -0.257 | -0.027
0.0001 0.0001 0.0001 0.0001 0.0001 0.6479 0.0001 | 0.6247
-0.219 -0.236 -0.259 -0.233 -0.144 -0.001 0.057 -0.111
0.0001 0.0001 0.0001 0.0001 0.0085 0.9790 0.0001 | 0.0427

F2 inflexible authoritarian

Flexibility MO1 MO2 MO3 JS1 JS2

0.34623 -0.210 0.2447 0.3877 0.3131
<.0001 <.0001 <.0001 <.0001 <.0001
-0.0896 0.2055 -0.153 -0.354 -0.179
0.1027 0.0002 0.0051 <.0001 0.0010

F1 Formal Flexibility

F2 inflexible authoritarian

Table 1 indicates a significant positive relationship between formal flexibility and CE1, CE2, CE3, CE4,
CE5, MO1, M03, J21 and JS2 and a significant negative relationship with CE7 and MO2. Authoritarianism had an
opposite significant negative relationship with CE1, CE2, CE3, CE4, CE5, MO3, J21 and JS2 and a significant
positive relationship with CE7 and MO3. Concerning the relationship with CE, only CEG6 (sufficient time) and CE8
(inadequate time) did not show a significant relationship with the flexible and inflexible scales.

The prediction of formal flexibility (F1) and inflexible authoritarianism (F2) was done by means of

Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analysis, reported in Table 2 with the CE, MO and JS factors as independent
variables.
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Table 2: Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analysis with Formal Flexibility
and Inflexible Authoritarianism as Dependent Variables

Variable | F(df) | p | R2 | C(p)

Formal Flexibility (F1)

JS1 58.55 (1:332) 0.0001 0.1503 38.7986
CE2 22.27 (2;331) 0.0001 0.2040 17.5461
MO1 10.67 (3;330) 0.0012 0.2290 8.7218
CE4 6.90 (4;329) 0.0090 0.2449 3.8449
CE8 4.68 (5;328) 0.0313 0.2556 1.2342
Inflexible Authoritarianism (F2)

JS1 47.42 (1;332) 0.0001 0.12.53 17.6607
CE2 7.48 (2;331) 0.0066 0.1447 11.9763
CE7 5.03 (3;330) 0.0256 0.1576 8.8720
MO2 4.23 (3;330) 0.0405 0.1683 6.6200

Formal flexibility (F1) and inflexible authoritarianism (F2) was predicted strongly and moderately 25.56
and 16.83 per cent respectively. Extrinsic job satisfaction (JS1) and management support and risk acceptance (CE2)

played the major a role in the prediction of both F1 and F2.

Two structural equations models were built, with F1, formal flexibility and F2, inflexible authoritarianism

as outcome variables (Figures 2 and 3 respectively).

CE2 Mmgmnt

sup. & risk 0.37

F1
Formal
Flexibility

I 0.24 0.50

4

Figure 2: Structural Equations Model with Formal Flexibility as Outcome Variable

MO1
Intelligence
generation

The Structural Equations Model in Figure 2 indicates a small (0.22), moderate (0.37) and large (0.50)
effect. Confirmatory Factor Analysis shows an acceptable fit with the data: Goodness of Fit Index (GFI) = 0,8382,
GFI Adjusted for Degrees of Freedom (AGFI) = 0,8205, Root Mean Square Residual (RMR) = 0,0748, Chi-square
(df =397, p > Chi-square < 0,0001) = 957.41, RAMSEA Estimate (90% CI 0.0599 to 0.0705 = 0,0652, Bentler’s

Comparative Fit Index = 0,8268 and Bollen (1988) Non-normed Index Delta2 = 0,8389.

2013 The Clute Institute Copyright by author(s) Creative Commons License CC-BY

1635


http://www.cluteinstitute.com/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/3.0/

The Journal of Applied Business Research — November/December 2013 Volume 29, Number 6

-0.40

0.36 F2
Inflexible

Authoritarianism

CE2 Mngmt
support &
risk

-0.18

Figure 3: Structural Equations Model with Inflexible Authoritarianism as Outcome Variable

The Structural Equations Model in Figure 3 shows an insignificant (-0,18) to moderate (between 0,36 and -
0,40) fit with the data. Confirmatory Factor Analysis for this model shows a reasonable fit with the data with a
Goodness of Fit Index (GFI) = 0,8799, GFI Adjusted for Degrees of Freedom (AGFI) = 0,8374, Root Mean Square
Residual (RMR) = 0,0584, Chi-square (df = 113, p > Chi-square < 0,0001) = 395.98, RAMSEA Estimate (90% CI
0,0776 to 0,0962 = 0,0869, Bentler’s Comparative Fit Index = 0,8555 and Bollen (1988) Non-normed Index Delta2
=0,8572.

DISCUSSION

The findings of the Product Moment Correlation indicate the relationship of flexibility and inflexible
practices with the work variables of CE, MO and JS as almost opposite sides of the coin. Where there is a significant
positive relationship between CE1, CE2, CE3, CE4, CE5, MO3, JS1 and JS2 with formal flexibility, the relationship
is significantly negative with inflexible authoritarianism. The current study found a significant positive correlation
between formal flexibility and the following five corporate entrepreneurial factors:

Work discretion

Management support and risk acceptance
Rewards/reinforcement

Innovative initiatives

Financial support.

The significant positive relationship between flexibility and corporate entrepreneurship is consistent with
the findings of Barrett and Weinstein (1998), as well as Barringer and Bluedorn (1999), of a significant positive
correlation between corporate entrepreneurship and flexibility.

The significant positive relationship between MOL1 (intelligence generation) and MO3 (responsiveness)
with formal flexibility supports the findings of Grewal and Tansuhaj (2001) of a significant positive relationship
between market orientation and strategic flexibility. Where the relationship is significantly negative between CE7
(organizational boundaries), MO2 (inertia) and formal flexibility, it is significantly positive with inflexible
authoritarianism. This should serve as a warning to management of the possible adverse effects of organizational
boundaries and inertia, limiting flexible practices.

Extrinsic job satisfaction and the corporate entrepreneurial factor of management support and risk
acceptance played major roles in the prediction of both flexible and inflexible practices. The positive relationship
between corporate entrepreneurial, market orientation and job satisfaction factors in the prediction of flexibility
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implies that management practices are the key to the facilitation of flexibility. Alternatively, too strict organizational
boundaries and inertia is negatively related to flexibility and supportive of inflexible authoritarianism. These
findings should serve as guidelines to management, as extrinsic job satisfaction and managerial support and risk
acceptance could either contribute to formal flexibility or negatively influence inflexible authoritarian practices. The
value added by this paper is to discern between the positive and negative outcomes of flexible and inflexible
practices. These findings should serve as guideline in facilitating flexible practices of pursuing opportunities in
meeting market demands.

Limitations and Suggestions for Future Research

The findings of the study are only generalizable to management in the industries and country, South Africa,
represented by the sample. Future studies should consider representing countries other than South Africa, as well as
other industries. Future studies could also investigate the relationship of other work variables with formal flexible or
inflexible authoritarian practices.

CONCLUSION

This study has provided more insight into the positive and negative relationships of CE, MO and JS factors
with formal flexibility and inflexible authoritarian practices. The results of this study should guide management in
making informative decisions concerning CE, MO and JS practices that could enhance or inhibit flexible work
practices. Management’s sensitivity in promoting formal flexible practices should improve a firm’s competitiveness
and responsiveness in environmental uncertainty. Policy makers should take heed that organizational boundaries and
inertia could jeopardize flexible practices. Management should act as agents in the facilitation of flexible operational
systems.
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