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Abstract: Drawing on the motivation, opportunity and ability (MOA) framework, we investigate the
influence of charismatic leadership on salespeople’s service and sales activities—termed service-sales
ambidextrous (SSA) behavior, which subsequently turn into service recovery performance outcomes.
The primary aim of this research is to strengthen salespeople’s service quality in parallel to their selling
activities while recovering a service failure. We validate the model using a sample of 344 business-to-
business salespeople using partial least square structural equation modeling (PLS-SEM) technique.
Study results show that charismatic leadership is positively and significantly related to service-sales
ambidexterity. Likewise, service-sales ambidexterity has a positive and significant relationship with
service recovery performance and adaptive selling behavior. Moreover, we found a significant
relationship between adaptive selling behavior and service recovery performance. The results further
specify that salesperson motivation, opportunity and ability to engage in SSA significantly moderate
the relationship between charismatic leadership and service-sales ambidexterity. The results suggest
the need for training programs that provide the salesperson with opportunities to understand the
simultaneous implementation of selling strategies while also providing customer services.

Keywords: charismatic leadership; service-sales ambidexterity; adaptive selling behavior; service
recovery performance; motivation-opportunity-ability framework

1. Introduction

In business-to-business (B2B) marketing literature, salesforce performance has been a
significant research subject due to the prominence of direct selling in B2B marketing [1].
Effective salespeople contribute significantly to a company’s development and long-term
sustainability by enhancing sales growth and establishing deep customer relationships [2].
Recently, service–sales ambidexterity has been presented as a novel sort of ambidexterity
capable of explaining and forecasting salesperson performance. This line of research
divides the activities of salespeople into service and sales activities. Service activities refer
to the actions that a salesperson engages in to increase consumer’ satisfaction, i.e., listening
to their comments and resolving complaints. On the other hand, sales activities refer
to a salesperson’s behaviors to push items and services to a client, such as contacting
consumers to initiate new transactions or renew current ones. The research on service–sales
ambidexterity builds on the contextual ambidexterity literature to propose that salespeople
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may discover interactions between sales and service activities, optimize the effect of both
concurrently and improve long-term sales success.

According to a meta-analysis on ambidexterity [3], contextual factors significantly
influence both positive and negative employees’ ambidexterity. Charismatic leadership
is one of these contextual factors [4,5]. In contrast to prior research on service-sales am-
bidexterity that has focused on management control systems as its antecedents [6], we
prefer charismatic leadership as a managerial antecedent that motivates salespeople with
a sustainable vision and motivates them to engage in service-sales ambidextrous behav-
ior. More importantly, the present marketing literature has consistently overlooked the
parallel examination of ambidextrous components such as customer service requirements
and cross/up-selling activities in the context of leadership styles. Therefore, we test and
develop a framework in response to [7]’s call to examine the influence of charismatic
leadership style on ambidextrous behavior.

As an essential relationship between a service organization and its business-to-business
(B2B) customers, the catalytic role of salesforce extends beyond marketing to effectively
address B2B customers’ complaints to recover service failures [8,9]. The success of service
recovery is determined by salespeople’s attempts to rebuild customers’ trust by resolving a
loss in a service interaction [10,11]. Previous investigations suggest that service-sales am-
bidexterity is one of the mechanisms shaping salespeople’s service-related outcomes [7,12].
However, in comparison with organizational ambidexterity [13,14], the role of service-sales
ambidexterity in shaping salespersons’ service behaviors, particularly service recovery,
remains unexplored. Furthermore, we advocate that adaptive salespeople should con-
tribute to excellent customer service by supporting qualified recovery from service failure.
Indeed, an adaptive selling strategy is an essential tool in the recovery of services [15].
Adaptive salespeople who follow new ideas and actively involved in service user reviews
and feedback [16,17], are well motivated to deal with customer queries and improve their
quality of services.

In this study, we draw upon the motivation, opportunity and ability (MOA) framework
to argue that achieving and maintaining service-sales ambidexterity over long periods is
highly reliant on salespeople’s motivation, opportunity and ability to engage in SSA, which
influence the service and sales activities. Many organizations have frequently failed to
produce employees’ sustainable performance due to a lack of employee abilities, motivation
and opportunity to deal with difficult environmental situations [18]. Ref. [19] suggest that
charismatic leadership influences employee motivation by providing individual attention
and inspirational communication, as well as opportunities that allow individuals to utilize
their professional expertise to engage in specific behaviors. Therefore, we have applied
the MOA framework as a theoretical foundation and determined its interaction effect on
salespersons’ ambidextrous behavior through charismatic leadership.

Recognizing the existence of a leader-follower relationship within a sales organization,
the purpose of this research is to validate a research model aiming to enhance understand-
ing of charismatic leaders’ behavior toward the salespeople’s service and sales activities
simultaneously, referred to as service-sales ambidextrous (SSA) behavior. In doing so,
this study makes three major contributions to the existing pool of knowledge. First, we
contribute to previous research on the antecedents of service–sales ambidexterity by giv-
ing insight into its organizational drivers. Our research model represents the nuances of
service-sales ambidexterity by incorporating the charismatic leadership style that encour-
ages salespeople to engage in service provision and simultaneously crosses/up-selling
opportunities. Second, despite the enormous ambidextrous studies in service marketing
literature, prior scholars have overlooked the influence of service–sales ambidexterity in
the service recovery context. Hence, in response to the recent calls of [20,21], we devel-
oped a framework based on service-sales ambidexterity that is associated with service
recovery performance in the B2B sales context. Third, we contribute to the MOA theory by
investigating the interaction effect of salespersons’ motivation, opportunity and ability to



Sustainability 2021, 13, 9675 3 of 19

engage in SSA behavior, which is considered a vital resource for salespeople in the effective
implementation of service provision and cross/up-selling opportunities simultaneously.

The remainder of the study is organized as follows: Section 2 provides theoretical
background and hypotheses development. Section 3 deliberates the research design. Section 4
describes data analysis and results. Section 5 discusses study results. Section 6 concludes the
study and finally, Section 7 summarizes research limitations and future research directions.

2. Theoretical Background and Hypotheses Development
2.1. The Motivation, Opportunity and Ability Framework

As a theoretical underpinning, the present research employed the MOA framework
proposed by [22], which claims that MOA determines individuals’ desire to involve in cer-
tain behavior. According to the work performance literature, MOA plays a supportive role
in shaping behaviors [23]. In particular, motivation contributes to performance behavior
in the absence of ability or opportunity [24]. The MOA framework has its foundation in
the theoretical discussions among behavioral scientists, who considered performance as
a result of orientation and evaluation that strengthens employees’ ability to perform [24].
Scholars have emphasized the role of motivation in performance outcomes [25]. Later,
opportunity was introduced to this formulation to incorporate all of the situational aspects
that prevent employees from doing successfully [26]. The framework is based on the notion
that organizations should encourage individuals who can acquire the necessary knowledge
(ability), are eager to perform productively (motivation) and fulfill their duties and work
roles in well-planned manners (opportunity to deliver).

In behavioral science studies, motivation is generally known as an energy that drives
individuals to achieve their objectives and engage in behavioral activities. Motivation
is a crucial topic in sales research and has often been applied to investigate its effect on
salesforce job expectations, efforts, adaptive selling behavior and many other salespersons’
behaviors. The opportunity factor relates to the environmental mechanism that contributes
to achieving desired goals or the frequency at which individuals have the opportunity to in-
dulge in certain behaviors [27]. Ability indicates the availability of resources such as skills,
knowledge and expertise that individuals need to accomplish any objective [24,27]. Addi-
tionally, MOA has been proven to be a consistent and rigorous theory explaining variations
in employees’ behavior, activity and performance regarding sales management [28].

2.2. Charismatic Leadership and Service-Sales Ambidexterity

Charisma, which means “gift” in Greek, is defined as the ability to produce miracles or
anticipate the future [29]. A renowned sociologist [30] defined charisma as a quality that dif-
fers one individual from the rest, a trait that ordinary people could not achieve. Charismatic
leadership represents the extent of a leader’s impact on their subordinates and the nature of
leader-follower interaction based on the leader’s behavior toward their subordinates [4,31].
The integral behaviors incorporate high-performance standards, the foundation of a com-
pelling vision and purpose statements, showing commitment, developing faith, conveying
confidence and displaying exceptional behaviors [4,29]. Practicing effective leadership,
such as offering feedback, encouraging and engaging others in decision-making, should
potentially affect salesforce ambidexterity [32].

The concept of ambidexterity has been essential to the emerging theories on service-
sales strategies over the last decade. It describes the ability to execute conflicting tasks
or obtain completely different strategies simultaneously [32]. In previous literature, [33]
contend that the behavior of a charismatic leader influences the workplace environment.
Leaders can encourage followers to practice similar approaches by constantly showing how
a service failure could be handled by offering an up-sell and discussing important factors
necessary to identify the situation. According to [34], supportive and versatile managers are
essential for ambidexterity. Salespeople who feel supported by genuine leaders could use
their professional judgments to indulge in both service provision and cross-selling or up-
selling activities [6], resulting in behavioral ambidexterity [32]. Furthermore, according to
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the motivational theory of charismatic leadership, leaders’ exceptional behaviors influence
followers’ emotions and judgments [35] and the study finding emphasizes the significance
of frontline managers in creating a favorable environment for service-sales ambidextrous
behavior [20]. Therefore, in light of the aforementioned arguments, we formulate the
following hypothesis:

Hypothesis 1 (H1). Charismatic leadership will have a positive influence on service-sales
ambidexterity.

2.3. Service-Sales Ambidexterity and Service Recovery Performance

As an integral relationship between a service organization and its business customers,
the catalytic role of salesforce is not just confined to marketing but also extends to meet-
ing B2B customers’ queries for recovering service failures [9]. Service recovery perfor-
mance aims to recover a customer’s satisfaction by restoring service failures [36]. From
a transactional perspective, continuing B2B customers after failures may result in higher
revenues because business customers make larger purchases in volume than consumer
purchases [11].

In recent years, service–sales ambidexterity has been introduced as a new form of
ambidexterity that may focus on understanding salespeople’s performance outcomes [7,37].
This field of research separates salespeople’s activities into two different categories: services
and sales. Service activities are operations performed by a salesperson to enhance consumer
satisfaction and meet their requirements, such as responding to customers’ complaints
and dealing with service failures. Meanwhile, situations occur when customers are more
satisfied in the post-failure situation than in the pre-failure situation. If interpreted correctly,
this means that opportunities arise when customers complain about the company’s service
failure. The solutions to these failures generate customer satisfaction and, finally, purchase
intention [38]. During the service recovery process, salespeople have the opportunity
to reinforce customers for making a purchase of the new product by cross/up-selling
skills that maximize the company’s overall revenue [39]. According to ambidextrous
literature, a salesperson’s simultaneous implementation of customer service requirements
and cross/up-selling strategy is strongly related to customer engagement, which leads to
successful service performance [7]. As a result of the above rationale, we conclude that
the more salespeople demonstrate their service-sales ambidexterity, the better their service
recovery performance will be. Thus, suggesting the following hypothesis:

Hypothesis 2 (H2). Service-sales ambidexterity will have a positive influence on service
recovery performance.

2.4. Service-Sales Ambidexterity and Adaptive Selling Behavior

Adaptive selling behavior is the adjustment of salesperson behavior during a service
encounter in response to perceived facts regarding the situation’s complexity [40]. Usually,
sales representatives that actively participate in adaptive selling are less likely to employ a
fixed number of selling approaches. They believe that different customers have different
requirements, pushing them to modify and personalize their selling techniques to meet
those requirements [41]. Meanwhile, sales representatives are also under pressure to
deliver consistent quality and sustainable customer services while also participating in
cross/up-selling to make a profit [42].

Salespeople have provided a unique environment for exploring ambidexterity at
the individual level. They simultaneously handle service requirements effectively and
consistently while seeking cross-selling or up-selling opportunities; in other words, to be
service–sales ambidextrous. We anticipate that the diversity of behavior will influence
adaptability. The sales representative who can effectively switch between service and sales
behavior will have excessive information, skills and abilities that might allow the salesper-
son to modify or customize the solution [43]. One objective of this study is to empirically
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investigate the argument stated by [44] that “ambidexterity enhances adaptability and,
more frequently, practical intelligence” (128). We assume this relationship based on [14]’s
argument that ambidextrous salespeople are more capable of authorizing activities such
as “adapting to new possibilities” as part of an overall business strategy. Therefore, we
infer from the above arguments that ambidexterity might result in more adaptive selling
behavior among salespeople to accomplish the related sales-service objectives and suggest
the following hypothesis:

Hypothesis 3 (H3). Service-sales ambidexterity will have a positive influence on adaptive
selling behavior.

2.5. Adaptive Selling Behavior and Service Recovery Performance

Service recovery refers to organizational efforts to restore customer trust after a service
failure [8]. Similarly, it may be defined as a service provider’s response and strategy for re-
solving issues to convert dissatisfied customers into satisfied and loyal customers following
a service failure [10]. Service recovery is not just an individual matter, but it also plays an
essential role in recovering the satisfaction of customers [45]. Scientific literature shows that
adaptive selling improves individual salespersons’ ability to successfully serve customers
while generating their perception of happiness [46]. Customers comprehend adaptive
sellers who listen to their complaints and provide innovative solutions to their problems.

When salespeople utilize different sales presentations during sales service interac-
tions, they display a wide range of adaptive behavior. They make adjustments based on
justification regarding the complexity of sales situations [17]. Several findings indicate
that adaptive selling allows sales employees to support customers at their best and estab-
lish their perceptions of self-actualization and achievement [46,47]. As a result, versatile
salespeople may contribute to the appropriate customer services by facilitating a qualified
recovery from service failure. Those adaptive salespeople who follow new ideas and are
actively involved in service user reviews and feedback [16,17] are well motivated to deal
with customer queries and improve their quality of services. Moreover, the relational
encounter among salespersons and customers is a key feature of service recovery [48], and
therefore behavioral adaptability of the salesperson is of great significance. In this vein, we
propose the following hypothesis:

Hypothesis 4 (H4). Adaptive selling strategy will have a positive influence on service
recovery performance.

2.6. The Moderating Role of Salesperson’ Motivation, Opportunity and Ability

In sales literature, the MOA framework has often been used to examine salespeople
behavior, such as the implementation of sales leads [49] and salesperson cross/up-selling
behaviors [27]. This framework has been used to investigate individual ambidexterity [50],
and the empirical evidence suggests that individuals need to be strongly motivated to
succeed before involving in service-sales ambidexterity. The comparable point is that
employees participate in complicated and challenging behaviors not only because they
think they can but rather because they have developed strong motivations that influence
their actions [51]. According to social exchange theory, when charismatic leaders motivate
and give importance to each employee individually, it inspires the individuals to better
understand their potential and worth in engaging in ambidextrous behavior. In line
with [19], charismatic leaders affect employee motivation (M) through special appreciation
and motivational conversation as well as psychologically encouraging them by providing
exposure to skill development programs and other opportunities (O) for the progress
of both innovation and transferrable knowledge. Moreover, charismatic leaders affect
individuals’ abilities (A) by expressing a precise vision and resolving skills deficiencies in
the course of attaining that vision, which ultimately stimulates their behaviors to indulge
in service-sales ambidexterity.
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In addition, opportunity shows the extent to which a situation hinders [24] or facilitates
achieving desired outcomes. Individual salespeople have an exciting platform for exploring
ambidexterity. They are continuously required to fulfill service requirements effectively and
accurately while investigating cross/up-selling opportunities; in other words, to perform
service–sales ambidexterity. Due to the proclaimed advantages of cross/up-selling to the
organization, companies use various ways to facilitate the opportunity for their salespeople
to cross/up-sell different products [27]. The simultaneous implementation of customer
service provision and cross/up-selling are popular tactics for enterprises who perceive
that combining activities would improve overall performance by exploring prospects
with potential customers [6]. Instead of exercising authority, [32] suggest that effective
leadership, such as providing opportunities and supporting others in the decision-making
process, could greatly influence a salesperson’s ambidexterity. Ref. [29] also suggest that
charismatic leaders serve as a supporter, in that they offer opportunities to employees
across the business units as they follow various objectives.

Ability is the third major component of the MOA framework, which is defined as the
skills, abilities, involvement and knowledge needed to acquire new information [24,52].
As a first step in providing quality customer service, successful leaders have encouraged
their followers to develop strong service standards throughout service delivery. Previous
research indicates that charismatic leaders inspire their subordinates by developing confi-
dence in their ability to simultaneously implement customer service provision and sales
operations [5,53]. They also encourage salespeople’s desire to learn, thereby enhancing
their ability to explore service-sales ambidexterity [34]. In this research, we followed the
suggestion of [7], who emphasized the need to examine the moderating effect of MOA
between the linkage of charismatic leadership and service-sales ambidexterity. Therefore,
based on the above-mentioned arguments, we established the MOA framework (see
Figure 1) and assume that individual motivation, the opportunity to involve in the desired
behavior, and the ability to accomplish specific tasks influence salespeople’s behavioral
outcomes and thus formulate the following hypotheses:

Hypothesis 5 (H5). Salesperson’s motivation to engage in SSA behavior positively moder-
ates the influence of charismatic leadership on service-sales ambidexterity when it is high
(vs. low).

Hypothesis 6 (H6). Salesperson’s opportunity to engage in SSA behavior positively mod-
erates the influence of charismatic leadership on service-sales ambidexterity when it is high
(vs. low).

Hypothesis 7 (H7). Salesperson’s ability to engage in SSA behavior positively moderates
the influence of charismatic leadership on service-sales ambidexterity when it is high
(vs. low).
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3. Research Design
3.1. Selection of Respondents and Sample Size

We used survey data to test our proposed research model (consisting of sales employ-
ees working in Pakistan’s B2B sales organizations). The B2B organizations were selected
as a part of our research on salespeople’s service and selling behaviors. The following
criteria were considered while conducting the questionnaire survey to make our sample
presentative of all organizations doing business in Pakistan. (i) To include organizations
that have been in business for several years and are from different industries, including
pharmaceutical, banking, telecommunication and technology. A hierarchy existed in the
selected organizations in which several sales employees operated under their managers’
leadership. (ii) Organizations must have a salesforce committed to visiting, responding,
advising and selling products or services to potential and existing customers. To fulfill this
purpose, we conducted the survey from September to December (2020), when the novel
coronavirus (COVID-19) was at its peak in Pakistan, and it was very difficult to approach
so many respondents. Anyhow, we managed to contact 106 organizations, of which 72 de-
cided to participate in the survey. After the consent of the sales organization, we provided
an online survey link to each organization’s sales manager and requested to forward the
online link to their frontline salespeople (i.e., via Linkedin, Facebook and Whatsapp). The
data was collected during their monthly/weekly sales meetings. In sum, we provided
survey questionnaires to 472 frontline salespeople through their immediate managers. As
a result of questionnaire survey, the total sample size resulted in 365 filled questionnaires.
However, we discarded 21 questionnaires due to inadequate and unmatched responses.
The final sample resulted in 344 valid responses from frontline salespeople. Respondents’
demographic features (gender, education, age and experience) also show that the question-
naires were conducted from the respondents belonging to heterogeneous backgrounds (see
Table 1). Along these lines, the findings generated based on such a sample provide a fair
representation of the sample with heterogeneous backgrounds in terms of demographic
features and representative industries. Moreover, the questionnaire survey was conducted
all over Pakistan, involving respondents from a population with diverse cultures and
behaviors. In this context, the generated sample is rich enough to draw a satisfactory
representation with heterogeneous features. (iii) We followed the Comrey and Lee’s scale
to determine the adequacy of sample size. For instance, Comrey and Lee [54] recommended
the following scale, (very poor—50), (poor—100), (fair—300), (very good—500), (excellent—
1000 or more). According to this scale, our study sample size (344 respondents) falls under
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the “very good” category, ensuring that the sample size is representative and supports the
current study’s findings [55].

Table 1. Sample’s characteristics.

Range Features Frequency Percentage

Gender
Male 286 83

Female 58 17

Education

Bachelor 184 53.4
Master 52 15.1

MS/M.Phil. 42 12.2
Others 66 19.1

Age

20–25 83 24.1
26–30 105 30.5
31–35 63 18.2
36–40 57 16.5
41–45 21 6.2

More than 45 years 15 4.5

Representative industry

Pharmaceuticals 111 32.2
Banking 77 22.5

Telecommunication 92 26.7
Information
technology 64 18.6

Sales experience

Less than 1 year 14 4.2
1–5 years 133 38.5
6–10 years 155 45.1

11–15 years 30 8.8
More than 15 years 12 3.5

3.2. Instrument and Variables

All items in the questionnaire were evaluated using a well-established 7-point Likert
scale, with 1 = strongly disagree and 7 = strongly agree. To capture charismatic leadership,
a frequently used scale was adopted from [56]. The responses were assessed on 10 items
scale. A sample item is “My supervisor permanently creates new ideas to make our unit
ready for the future”. Service-sales ambidexterity was adopted from the previous literature
of [39], and it consists of 12 items scale. A sample item is “I usually provide solutions to
customers’ concerns related to the products they currently own”. Motivation, opportunity
and ability (MOA) are three separate constructs and adopted from the study of [52].

Motivation consists of 7 items. A sample item is “I get very involved in service and
sales activities and work extra hours if necessary”. Similarly, opportunity was measured
on 5 items scale, and the sample item is “The amount of work related to service and sales
activities is fair”. Likewise, the construct ability consists of 4 items scale, and a sample item
is “I am unconfident that I can always successfully perform service and sales activities in my
job. Adaptive selling behavior contains 5 items and was designed by [17]. A sample item is
“I like to experiment with different sales approaches”. In last, service recovery performance
is an outcome variable in the study and taken from the study of [36], containing 5 items
scale. A sample item is “Considering all the things I do, I handle dissatisfied customers
quite well”.

3.3. Data Analysis

We employed the structural equation modeling (SEM) approach for data analysis
purposes [57–59]. It is a component-focused method adopted to analyze the relational
dimensions in the study [60–63]. PLS-SEM was chosen over all other covariance-based
approaches because it enables researchers to analyze both calculations and factor structures.
The growing use of PLS-SEM has demonstrated its robustness and applicability in the
area that is being studied. The authors adopted PLS-SEM due to its frequent usage and
appropriateness, as evidenced by the following studies [64–66]. Moreover, in comparison
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to covariance-based structural equation modeling, partial least square path modeling has
a higher statistical power. This indicates that PLS-SEM is more beneficial to intercept
relationships among the studied variables.

4. Data analysis and Results
4.1. Assessment of Measurement Model

We performed a number of preliminary analyses, including normality, one-dimensionality
and outliers. We then analyzed the measurement model to confirm the reliability and va-
lidity of the constructs. Next, the factor loadings of all items were confirmed. Ref. [64]
suggested that the loadings of items should be <0.50. Our analysis demonstrated that
all of the averaged factor loadings were greater than 0.50 [67], indicating that each ob-
servation contributed to the constructed variable. We also confirm the reliability of all
variables, as the Cronbach’s alpha (α) value was above than 0.70 threshold level ranging
from 0.805–0.906 [68]. Furthermore, composite reliability (CR), average variance extracted
(AVE) values demonstrated reliability and convergent validity [69]. These results proved
the discriminant validity by the assumption that the AVE of each variable must surpass
the squared correlation within each group of variables [70] (see Table 2). It is evident that
the CR value of all constructs was within the range of 0.865 to 0.922, while the AVE of all
variables is beyond the threshold value of 0.5 as well, ranging from 0.521 to 0.746 [68,70].

Table 2. Discriminant validity.

Constructs CL MTV OPR ABL SSA ASB SRP

CL 0.738
MTV 0.606 0.778
OPR 0.551 0.564 0.801
ABL 0.428 0.611 0.355 0.864
SSA 0.688 0.519 0.664 0.676 0.783
ASB 0.670 0.715 0.713 0.472 0.613 0.769
SRP 0.677 0.656 0.666 0.555 0.522 0.652 0.750

Notes: N = 344; CL = Charismatic leadership; MTV = Motivation; OPR = Opportunity; ABL = Ability;
SSA = Service-sales ambidexterity; ASB = Adaptive selling behavior; SRP = Service recovery performance.

4.2. Common Method Variance

As this research used a cross-sectional survey, common method variance (CMV) may
be a concern in influencing the study findings. Therefore, we employed Harman’s single-
factor test [71] to look for CMV. Harman’s single factor results show that CMV affects
outcomes if a single factor surpasses 50% of the aggregate variance. Our research findings
suggest that the highest single factor contributed was 39.97%, suggesting that CMV does
not exist in the data.

As a step further, we tested the CMV using a more robust unmeasured latent method
construct (ULMC) approach by [72]. For applying this technique in PLS, all manifest
variables (items) in the model were converted into latent variables, and the latent variables
were converted into second-order variables. To ensure the identification of these second-
order variables in PLS, the repeated indicator method was employed [73]. All prior
manifested variables were designed to load on their construct of interest (the second-order
variables) as well as a latent variable, reflecting the common method. Table 3 indicates
that the majority of method factor loadings are not statistically significant (see R2 values),
although the substantive variances of the indicators are much greater than their method
variances (i.e., R1

2 > R2
2). The average variance due to substantive construct is 0.642 (64.2%)

versus 0.046 (4.6%) for the method construct (see Table 3). It means the effect of the method
construct is much lesser than the effect of the substantial construct; thus, common method
bias is not an issue in this research.



Sustainability 2021, 13, 9675 10 of 19

Table 3. Unmeasured latent method constructs (ULMC) results.

Constructs Indicators Substantive Factor
Loading (R1) R1

2 Method Factor
Loading (R2) R2

2

Charismatic leadership

CL1 0.768 0.590 0.001 0.000
CL2 0.976 0.953 −0.155 0.024
CL3 0.914 0.835 −0.190 0.036
CL4 0.532 0.283 0.225 0.051
CL5 0.913 0.834 −0.163 0.027
CL6 0.880 0.774 −0.098 0.010
CL7 0.858 0.736 −0.217 0.047
CL8 0.894 0.799 −0.098 0.010
CL9 0.812 0.659 0.463 0.214

CL10 0.681 0.464 0.381 0.145

Service-sales ambidexterity

SSA1 0.703 0.494 0.005 0.000
SSA2 0.685 0.469 0.061 0.004
SSA3 0.956 0.914 −0.320 0.102
SSA4 0.760 0.578 −0.113 0.013
SSA5 0.967 0.935 −0.268 0.072
SSA6 0.921 0.848 −0.167 0.028
SSA7 0.564 0.318 0.244 0.060
SSA8 0.600 0.360 0.099 0.010
SSA9 0.801 0.642 −0.207 0.043

SSA10 0.658 0.433 0.311 0.097
SSA11 0.555 0.308 0.453 0.205

Motivation

MTV1 0.653 0.426 −0.434 0.188
MTV2 0.566 0.320 −0.495 0.245
MTV3 0.976 0.953 0.192 0.037
MTV4 0.911 0.830 0.213 0.045
MTV5 0.946 0.895 0.151 0.023
MTV6 0.815 0.664 0.239 0.057

Opportunity

OPR1 0.796 0.634 0.019 0.000
OPR2 0.930 0.865 −0.082 0.007
OPR3 0.917 0.841 −0.155 0.024
OPR4 0.623 0.388 0.213 0.045
OPR5 0.740 0.548 0.005 0.000

Ability

ABL1 0.865 0.748 −0.003 0.000
ABL2 0.913 0.834 −0.009 0.000
ABL3 0.816 0.666 0.031 0.001
ABL4 0.858 0.736 −0.017 0.000

Adaptive selling behavior

ASB1 0.776 0.602 −0.070 0.005
ASB2 0.975 0.951 −0.152 0.023
ASB3 0.799 0.638 0.029 0.001
ASB4 0.672 0.452 0.193 0.037
ASB5 0.614 0.377 −0.022 0.000

Service recovery performance

SRP1 0.633 0.401 0.254 0.065
SRP2 0.717 0.514 −0.051 0.003
SRP3 0.671 0.450 0.136 0.018
SRP4 0.944 0.891 −0.264 0.070
SRP5 0.839 0.704 −0.077 0.006

Average 0.791 0.642 0.001 0.046

4.3. The Goodness of Fit (GoF)

First, using the two-stage approach of [74], the value of “Standardized Root Mean
Squared Residual” (SRMR) should be smaller than 0.08 [75]. The SRMR value in this
study is 0.067, meeting the recommended criterion [75]. Second, the “Normed-Fit Index”
(NFI) should be between 0 and 1 [76]. The NFI value in this study is 0.411, which is in-
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between the threshold values. In addition, “Root mean squared residual covariance matrix
(RMS_theta) identifies the extent whereby the residuals of the outer model correlate [77].
RMS_theta values below 0.12 specify a good model fit; meanwhile, values greater than the
threshold value demonstrate that a model is weak [78]. The RMS_theta value in the present
study is 0.08, which is less than the recommended threshold value of 0.12, indicating good
model fitness.

4.4. Results of Proposed Hypotheses

Using the criteria provided in the PLS-SEM literature, we evaluate hypotheses and
estimate the significance of path coefficients [79,80]. The bootstrapping procedure was
employed with 5000 sub-samples [81]. Table 4 summarizes the study’s empirical findings.
The results of the analysis using PLS reveal that charismatic leadership had a significant
positive influence (H1–βCL→SSA = 0.183, t = 2.399, p < 0.001) on service-sales ambidexterity.
Thus, it supports the first hypothesis. Further, the direct influence of the second hypothe-
sis exhibited that service-sale ambidexterity was significantly and positively linked (H2–
βSSA→SRP = 0.543, t = 5.907, p < 0.001) with service recovery performance; thus, we accepted
the second hypothesis. Similarly, results indicated the positive and significant relationship
between service-sales ambidexterity and adaptive selling behavior (H3–βSSA→ASB = 0.712,
t = 7.911, p < 0.001), allowing us to accept hypothesis 3. Finally, the results indicate that
adaptive selling behavior is positively and significantly related (H4–βASB→SRP = 0.335,
t = 3.298, p < 0.001) to service recovery performance, supporting the fourth hypothesis
as well.

Table 4. Results of hypotheses.

Hypothetical Paths β Estimates S.E t-Value CI. 95% Results

H1 CL→SSA 0.183 *** 0.076 2.399 [0.055, 0.355] Supported
H2 SSA→SRP 0.543 *** 0.092 5.907 [0.387, 0.621] Supported
H3 SSA→ASB 0.712 *** 0.090 7.911 [0.654, 0.871] Supported
H4 ASB→SRP 0.335 *** 0.102 3.298 [0.120, 0.514] Supported

Notes: N = 344; Level of significance *** p < 0.001; CI = confidence interval; S.E = standard error; CL = charismatic leadership; SSA = service-
sales ambidexterity; ASB = adaptive selling behavior; SRP = service recovery performance.

Figure 2 illustrates the predictive power (R2) of latent independent variables towards
dependent variables. The R2 value indicates that 65.1% of the variance is accounted for
charismatic leadership in service-sales ambidexterity. In addition, service-sales ambidex-
terity explains 66.7% of adaptive selling behavior. According to the study’s findings, our
predictive constructs explain 70.4% (R2 = 0.704) of service recovery performance variance.
This variance represented by all independent variables was greater than 60% [81]. Fur-
thermore, we followed the suggestion of [82] to evaluate f2 values (effect size: large = 0.35,
medium = 0.15 and small = 0.02). Our results specified that all the latent dependent
variables have large effect sizes with ƒ2

SSA = 0.441, ƒ2
ASB = 0.308 and ƒ2

SRP = 0.546,
respectively.

4.5. Moderating Effects

To test the moderating role of MOA between the relationship of charismatic lead-
ership and service-sales ambidexterity, we used the product indicator approach using
PLS-SEM [83,84]. Table 5 exhibits the results of moderating effects. More specifically, sales-
person’s motivation to engage in SSA, significantly and positively moderate the influence of
charismatic leadership on service-sales ambidexterity (H5–βMTV×CL→SSA = 0.275, t = 1.911,
[IC: 0.105, 0.522], p < 0.001). Therefore, we accepted Hypothesis 5. The results further
revealed that salespersons’ opportunity to engage in SSA behavior has a significant and
positive moderating effect on the nexus between charismatic leadership and service-sales
ambidexterity (H6–βOPR×CL→SSA = 0.088, t = 1.304, [IC: 0.093, 0.171], p < 0.01). This finding
supported hypothesis 6. Similarly, hypothesis 7 was also accepted, as the empirical results
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specify that salespersons’ ability to engage in SSA behavior had a positive influence on
service-sales ambidexterity (H7–βABL×CL→SSA = 0.169, t = 1.402, [IC: 0.105, 0.522], p < 0.001)
through charismatic leadership.
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In addition, we followed the guidance of [85] in splitting the data of MOA into high
and low groups using a central mean. We thereby evaluated the low and high levels of the
moderating effect on service-sales ambidexterity with charismatic leadership. Firstly, we
suggest that charismatic leadership had a significant and positive influence on service-sales
ambidexterity when salespersons’ motivation to engage in SSA behavior is at a high level
(H5a(H)–β = 0.322, t = 4.953, [IC: 0.216, 0.388], p < 0.001). In contrast, charismatic leader-
ship revealed an insignificant effect on service-sales ambidexterity when salesperson’s
motivation to engage in SSA behavior is at a low level (H5b(L)–β = −0.059, t = −0.539, [IC:
−0.275, 0.157], p > 0.001). Furthermore, charismatic leadership had a positive impact on
service-sales ambidexterity when salesperson’s opportunity to engage in SSA behavior
is at a high level (H6a(H)–β = 0.279, t = 5.365, [IC: 0.177, 0.381], p < 0.001), whereas charis-
matic leadership showed a negative relationship with service-sales ambidexterity when
salesperson’s opportunity to engage in SSA behavior is at a low level (H6b(L)–β = 0.133,
t = 0.891, [IC: −0.161, 0.428], p > 0.001). Finally, our results exhibit the significant impact of
salesperson’s ability to engage in SSA behavior at high level on the relationship between
charismatic leadership and service-sales ambidexterity (H7a(H)–β = 0.377, t = 7.392, [IC:
0.262, 0.469], p < 0.001) in contrast to its insignificant impact at low level (H7b(L)–β = 0.150,
t = 1.773, [IC: −0.017, 0.318], p > 0.001).

In summary, the study results show that a high level of salespersons’ motivation,
opportunity and ability significantly influences the nexus between charismatic leadership
and SSA behavior compared to a low level. At a higher level of salespersons’ motivation,
opportunity and ability, high charismatic leadership is related to more SSA behavior.
Thus, salespersons’ motivation, opportunity and ability reinforce the positive relationship
between charismatic leadership and SSA behavior. On the other hand, high charismatic
leadership is related to low SSA behavior at a low level of salespersons’ motivation,
opportunity and ability.
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Table 5. Results of moderation effects.

Moderation Paths β Coefficient SE t-Value CI 95% Results

H5 MTV × CL→ SSA 0.275 *** 0.144 1.911 [0.105, 0.522] Supported
H6 OPR × CL→ SSA 0.088 ** 0.067 1.304 [0.093, 0.171] Supported
H7 ABL × CL→ SSA 0.169 *** 0.121 1.402 [0.105, 0.522] Supported
H5a MTV(High) × CL→ SSA 0.322 *** 0.065 4.953 [0.216, 0.388] Supported
H5b MTV(Low) × CL→ SSA −0.059 0.109 −0.539 [−0.275, 0.157] Not Supported
H6a OPR(High) × CL→ SSA 0.279 *** 0.052 5.365 [0.177, 0.381] Supported
H6b OPR(Low) × CL→ SSA 0.133 0.149 0.891 [−0.161, 0.428] Not Supported
H7a ABL(High) × CL→ SSA 0.377 *** 0.051 7.392 [0.262, 0.469] Supported
H7b ABL(Low) × CL→ SSA 0.150 0.084 1.773 [−0.017, 0.318] Not Supported

Note: N = 344; Level of significance *** p < 0.001, ** p < 0.01; CI = confidence interval; S.E = standard error; MTV = motivation;
OPR = opportunity; ABL = ability; CL = charismatic leadership; SSA = service-sales ambidexterity; ASB = adaptive selling behavior;
SRP = service recovery performance.

5. Discussion
5.1. Major Findings

The present research draws upon the MOA framework that may serve as a theoretical
foundation and assist in explaining the strategic drivers and outcomes of service–sales
ambidexterity. Yet, evidence from practice and academics [12] suggests that this technique
is challenging for sales representatives to implement and produces plenty of benefits
compared to a separate sales and service function model. Along these lines, this study
focuses on maximizing the growing trend of integrating services within selling orientations.

We begin by providing insight into the components that influence salespeople’s
adoption of service-sales ambidextrous behaviors. The authors suggest that charismatic
leadership is a significant motivator of service-sales ambidexterity when switching be-
tween several activities simultaneously. Our results comply with the findings of [6], as
they observed that leaders might inspire followers to adopt similar approaches by actively
indicating how a service difficulty could be resolved through a cross-selling or up-selling
strategy and then explaining key aspects in identifying the problem. The findings further
revealed that service-sales ambidexterity is positively linked with service recovery perfor-
mance. For instance, when salespeople are consistently encouraged to integrate both sales
generation and customer service requirements, they may achieve a higher level of service
recovery performance by restoring service failures. These findings are in line with the study
of [6]. The authors investigated how the simultaneous implementation of service provision
and selling orientation relates to specific performance outcomes. The findings are also
consistent with the foundation of MOA theory [22], which posits that salespeople should
be motivated and capable of achieving ambidexterity. They should be facilitated with
opportunities provided by organizations [86], resulting in positive salespeople outcomes.
Interestingly, service failure recovery is the most imperative corporate strategy in sales
organizations, and it is entrenched in service expectations.

More precisely, we discovered that frontline salespeople’s level of service-sales am-
bidexterity plays a crucial role in assessing adaptive selling behaviors. The findings indicate
that salespeople may become more adaptable to the situation as the demand for service-
sales ambidexterity increases. Similarly, [14] claimed that ambidextrous salespeople are
more likely to take measures that include “adaptation of new opportunities” of an overall
business strategy. According to [39], ambidexterity also demands salespeople to simul-
taneously perform customer service and cross/up-selling activities. This combination of
behavior is guaranteed to influence adaptability. Thus, consistent with prior research in
the B2B service setting, our findings indicated that ambidexterity should be encouraged to
strengthen salespeople’s adaptive selling behaviors to accomplish the related sales-service
goals. Our findings also demonstrate that adaptive selling behavior is essential in attaining
a higher level of service recovery performance. These findings are aligned with the research
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of [15]. It also coincides with [87] in a way that adaptive selling skills are fundamental
skills in successful service recovery.

Perhaps one of the most noteworthy findings of this research is the moderating
role of salespersons’ MOA in engaging in service-sales ambidexterity. Previous research
has underscored the need to investigate the mechanism through which MOA affects the
relationship between leadership style and service-sales ambidexterity [7]. As a result,
our findings exhibit that when charismatic leaders encourage and pay attention to each
individual personally, it motivates and improves the employee’s ability to achieve their
objectives in service and selling-oriented tasks. Furthermore, salespeople may utilize
sustainable development to accomplish service-sales ambidexterity if the environment’s
difficulties can be turned into opportunities.

5.2. Theoretical Implications

Our findings contribute to a wide range of key literature streams, including sales
leadership, psychology and service management. First, we respond and move forward
on the call of [7], who emphasized the importance to “investigate whether the leadership
style (charismatic leadership) of sales managers drive salespersons’ engagement in service-
sales ambidexterity” (p. 153). Therefore, the primary objective of this research is to fill
a significant gap in the literature on service-sales ambidexterity, which we investigated
using sales managers’ charismatic leadership behavior. Since ambidextrous literature
has investigated different supervision styles [88], the current study is the first attempt
to better understand the role of managers’ leadership style as a supervisory approach
concerning service-sales ambidexterity. As more organizations impose dual expectations,
salespeople are frequently confronted with insufficient resources to fulfill both. Therefore,
we applied the MOA framework and propose that leaders inspire followers to utilize
similar techniques by actively demonstrating how a service problem can be addressed
using alternative selling approaches.

Second, the study investigates service recovery performance in the B2B context and
adds to service management literature. We followed [20]’s research call, which confirmed
that new service-related performance measures are required in light of salesperson am-
bidexterity. Since salesperson ambidexterity has been investigated for many service-related
outcomes [89,90], research has consistently overlooked the conception of salesperson am-
bidextrous behavior in service recovery literature. Therefore, we developed a framework
based on service-sales ambidexterity associated with service recovery performance in B2B
sales context. This concept is endorsed by [7], who suggest that salespersons’ simultaneous
implementation of service and sales-driven activities are considerably associated with
customer engagement, which leads to sustainable service performance.

Third, we add to the sales management literature by examining adaptive selling
behavior in the context of ambidexterity. Our research shows that salespeople may become
more adaptable to the situation when the need for sales-service ambidexterity grows.
At the same time, when salespeople become more responsible for adapting their selling
behaviors, they may experience a superior level of customer service recovery. Despite
significant research in this area, only a few studies have utilized salespersons’ adaptive
selling, alongside ambidexterity and service recovery in B2B contexts. Therefore, we
provide a more comprehensive framework and respond to [91] call to investigate different
selling approaches (e.g., adaptive selling) in the context of ambidexterity, which necessitates
the simultaneous implementation of sales generation and service provision.

Fourth, limited studies have been conducted to investigate the direct or indirect
influence of employees’ motivation, opportunity and ability (MOA) in the context of
ambidexterity [28,91,92]. The present study is built on the MOA framework and takes the
unique initiative of examining the moderating effect of motivation, opportunity and ability
on service-sales ambidexterity in the presence of charismatic leadership. Recent research
indicates that charismatic leaders motivate their subordinates by building confidence in
their ability to simultaneously integrate customer service and sales operations [5,92]. In
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particular, engaging in the behavior is a key requirement for engaging in service-sales
ambidexterity (i.e., ability-related factors play a moderating role between antecedents). In
compliance with these prior investigations, our findings indicate that individual motivation,
the opportunity to participate in the desired function and the ability to achieve specific
tasks all influence salespeople’s behavioral outcomes.

5.3. Managerial Implications

The research findings offer valuable insights to both managers and academics. Our
findings suggest that charismatic leadership has a positive influence on service-sales
ambidexterity. To promote the simultaneous implementation of service provisions along
with selling orientation, organizations should begin individual and group discussions
on the motivational influence of leadership to encourage this combination. The results
also suggested that when salespeople in sales organizations can attain a certain goal, they
are required to provide excellent customer services while simultaneously participating in
cross-selling or up-selling opportunities to maximize sustainable profit. Firms that expect
their salesforce to perform in both sales and service may experience several positive and/or
astonishing outcomes.

Moreover, our findings further demonstrate that sales employees should be able
to focus on their service-sales ambidexterity as a source of sustainable service recovery
performance that goes above and beyond the basic requirements. We also suggest that
frontline salespeople’s behavior, such as handling customer complaints quickly, enthusias-
tically problem solving, admitting responsibility and being humble, significantly influences
customers’ perceptions of fairness. Therefore, managers make ensure that salespeople
display these specific behaviors when dealing with customer complaints. In addition,
leaders might assist their salespeople in analyzing the complexities of adaptive selling
and addressing how certain customers can be approached more efficiently by salespeople.
They could review their selling strategies to customers on a routine basis to improve and
develop them collectively.

6. Conclusions

The study examined the antecedents and consequences of service-sales ambidexterity
by using motivation, opportunity and ability to engage in service-sales ambidexterity as
moderating variables. According to the study’s empirical findings, there is a significant
moderating impact of motivation, opportunity and ability between the relationship of
charismatic leadership and service-sales ambidexterity. The findings suggest that charis-
matic leadership is a key driver of service-sales ambidexterity whenever shifting between
several activities simultaneously. Our findings are consistent with the research of [6], who
discovered that leaders might encourage followers to take similar strategies when interact-
ing with difficult customers. Similarly, the results further indicate that salespeople become
more adaptable to changing environments as the need for service-sales ambidexterity rises.
As a result, when salespeople are continuously motivated to integrate both sales generation
and service requirements, they become more adaptable to market changes, resulting in
higher levels of service recovery performance. Finally, we have substantially contributed
to the MOA framework by examining the moderating role of motivation, opportunity and
ability between the relationship of charismatic leadership and service-sales ambidexterity.

7. Limitations and Future Research

Even though the current study has numerous theoretical and practical implications,
it also identifies certain limitations that allow for future research. First, as the present
research focuses on service industries, generalizing the study’s findings to other industries
is challenging. Therefore, future research should look at the disparities among the B2B
and B2C sectors to provide specific insights into each sector or strengthen the external
validity of the findings. In addition, we conducted this study using a survey method
during a particular time period. Consequently, it would be interesting to collect longitu-



Sustainability 2021, 13, 9675 16 of 19

dinal data that would allow researchers to analyze changes over time. We investigated
the simultaneous influence of service provision and sales generation on service recovery
performance. However, future scholars may look at both dimensions as exogenous con-
structs (i.e., service provision and cross/up-selling opportunities) to investigate how they
individually affect salespeople’s outcomes in B2B services. Our analytical framework may
be expanded with various procedures beyond the service recovery performance as well
as alternative recovery outcomes. Future research must discover other service-related
outcomes among salespeople, such as service innovation capability and customer towards
citizenship behavior under the mechanism of ambidexterity.
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