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In today’s competitive business environment, organizations 
must adapt to their surroundings in order to survive and 
prosper. The speed and aggressiveness of competition has 
forced organizations to think beyond traditional approaches 
that focus on the construction of competitive advantage to 
advance new initiatives that lead to the demolition of a com-
petitor’s advantage (D’Aveni 1994; McNamara, Vaaler, and 
Devers 2003). One reaction as competition has increased 
and technology has evolved is that firms have become more 
market oriented. It can be argued that one outcome of this 
market orientation, which can be defined as the generation 
and dissemination of intelligence and responsiveness to that 
intelligence (Kohli and Jaworski 1990), has been what can be 
labeled competitive intelligence (hereafter, CI). As pointed out 
by Deshpande and Farley (1998), however, market orienta-
tion (MO) is not concerned with gathering CI, per se, but as 
organizations cast a wide net to capture useful information 
concerning the environments in which they operate, it is likely 
that part of what is gathered would be considered CI. However, 
sensing the advantages of CI, major multinational corpora-
tions, such as General Motors, Eastman Kodak, and British 
Petroleum, either have created formal CI units (Vedder et al. 
1999) or have adapted existing processes for collecting and 

analyzing information on the external environment (Groom 
and David 2001). Thus, while we believe there to be some 
similarities between the CI and MO literature, our paper 
focuses on issues related to CI.

Over the years, a number of theoretical and empirical 
research studies have advanced conceptual models of CI and 
offered various perspectives on CI practices (e.g., Attaway 
1998; Band 1982; Goodman 1971; Gordon 1989). Despite 
diversity in terms of approach and method, a common theme 
that emerges among previous studies is that employees play 
an important role in the CI process. In fact, Caudron (1994) 
suggested that up to 90 percent of the intelligence a company 
needs is possessed by its employees, who collect vast amounts 
of information as they interact with suppliers, customers, and 
other industry contacts. Among a firm’s employees, the sales 
force is recognized as the single best internal source of informa-
tion concerning markets, customers, and competitors (Hershey 
1980; Lambert, Marmorstein, and Sharma 1990; Young 1989). 
This is, in large part, because salespeople operate as boundary 
spanners between the firm and the outside world. Thus, they 
have access to intelligence unavailable to many others in the 
firm (Rapp et al. 2006). This is especially true for intelligence 
relating to competitors because the salespeople’s realm is con-
tiguous to the competitors’ domain.

However, while salespeople may play a critical role in the 
gathering of intelligence, it should also be noted that their 
being on the “front line” of the organization in terms of its 
relationship to the external environment requires that sales-
people also have a great need for information concerning what 
is occurring in the environment. For example, if a customer in-
dicates that a competitor is able and willing to provide a more 
advantageous delivery schedule for a product, the salesperson 
must be able to quickly determine the capabilities of his or 
her organization in order to counter. It is often the case that 
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salespeople must make these determinations quickly without 
being able to consult with others in the organization. Thus, 
just as the organization must have CI concerning the broad 
markets in which it operates, the salespeople must also have 
and utilize CI concerning the specific customers, competitors, 
and contexts in which he or she operates.

The purpose of this paper is to develop the concept of 
salesperson competitive intelligence (hereafter, SCI). We define 
SCI as individual-level knowledge about competitors and the 
competitive environment that can be used tactically to aid in 
enhancing salesperson performance. We also argue that SCI 
has four qualities that can be used to further differentiate it 
from organizational competitive intelligence (hereafter, OCI) 
and will present those qualities and show how they are differ-
ent across SCI and OCI. Finally, we discuss theoretical and 
managerial implications and directions for future research.

DEFINING ORGANIZATIONAL-LEVEL 
COMPETITIVE INTELLIGENCE

As we believe SCI to be an individual-level version of OCI, 
in order to properly define SCI, we need to first review how 
CI has been defined in the literature. Dishman, Fleisher, and 
Knip (2003) note that although the literature pertaining to 
the importance and value of competitor knowledge goes back 
more than 40 years, it was not until the 1970s that what we 
now know as the study of CI was developed. In fact, they point 
out that one could consider Porter’s (1980) groundbreaking 
book on competitive strategy, which included the presentation 
of what has become known as the “five forces” model, as the 
first coherent discussion of CI in a business context. Regard-
less, there have been a number of definitions of and labels for 
CI, which yields a fragmented literature stream. In fact, it has 
been argued that “the field of CI and its management suffers 
from a variety of semantic and domain ambiguities that remain 
unresolved after several decades of research work” (Dishman, 
Fleisher, and Knip 2003, p. 16).

Webster (1965) focused on the issue of information re-
garding competitors’ actions and proposed that competitors’ 
information can affect not only a firm’s competitive strategy 
but also its marketing mix elements. Webster argued that “any 
marketing decision that does not take competitors’ behavior 
into account is likely to lead up to a blind alley” (1965, p. 81). 
Championing Webster’s idea, Moss (1979) reported several 
case studies where highly diverse companies used competitors’ 
information collected by their own salespeople to formulate 
realistic future strategies and plans. Over the years, researchers 
continued to emphasize the importance of CI to firm strategy 
and survival, having referred to it as “a key to marketplace 
survival” (Gordon 1982, p. 69), “a key element in the strate-
gic management system” (Bernhardt 1994, p. 12), and “the 
key determinant of a strategy” (Montgomery and Weinberg 

1979, p. 41). Similarly, Rottenberger (1991) postulated that 
information about competitors’ pricing, quality, and service 
is vital for sales and marketing efforts. Referring to CI as 
“commercial intelligence,” Hershey (1980) documented 
the appropriateness of CI for small businesses in particular, 
providing suggestions about how small and moderate-sized 
organizations can incorporate CI into their operations to get 
a competitive edge against larger organizations. Consequently, 
there appears to be widespread agreement among researchers 
regarding the value that CI holds for organizations.

More recent attempts to better define CI continue in the 
same vein. Gordon (1989), for instance, defined CI as collect-
ing information about competitors to gain a competitive edge 
in the marketplace, whereas West (2001) described it as an 
organization’s commitment and ability to study competitors 
and to anticipate their actions. Prescott and Gibbons offer a 
more intricate definition of CI, calling it a “formalized, yet 
continuously evolving process” and suggesting that it can 
help managers achieve and sustain competitive advantage 
through evaluating the “capabilities and behavior” of exist-
ing and prospective competitors (1993, p. 8). Fleisher and 
Blenkhorn broaden the definition by defining CI as “the 
process by which organizations gather actionable information 
about competitors and the competitive environment” (2003, 
p. 5, emphasis added). The Strategic and Competitive Intel-
ligence Professionals currently defines CI as “the process of 
monitoring the competitive environment and analyzing the 
findings in the context of internal issues, for the purpose of 
decision support” (www.scip.org/content.cfm?itemnumber 
=2214&navItemNumber=492/).

While it is beyond the scope of this paper to develop an 
overarching definition of CI, from the above definitions some 
common themes do emerge. Most definitions discuss CI as 
an organizational-level process focused on competitors or 
the competitive environment that result in knowledge that 
can be used to gain competitive advantage and anticipate 
competitive actions. Although not explicitly stated in these 
definitions, one can assume the purpose of engaging in OCI 
would be to utilize the knowledge gained to lead to superior 
performance. Furthermore, it can be assumed that, generally 
speaking, OCI is more of an input to strategic, as opposed to 
tactical, decision making. Thus, one could argue that OCI is 
knowledge about competitors or the competitive environment 
that can be utilized as an input to strategic decision making 
for the purpose of enhancing organizational decision making 
and performance.

CONCEPTUALIZATION OF SALESPERSON 
COMPETITIVE INTELLIGENCE

Based on the discussion of OCI and CI presented in the previ-
ous section, we define SCI as individual-level knowledge about 
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competitors and the competitive environment that can be used 
tactically to aid in enhancing salesperson performance. In this 
section, we use four characteristics of information to try to 
draw a clearer distinction between SCI and OCI. The four 
characteristics are (1) tactical versus strategic use, (2) longevity 
of use, (3) intelligence availability, and (4) time orientation of 
the intelligence. We want to be clear that we do not believe 
that these are dimensions of SCI but, rather, use these four 
elements to attempt to better delineate SCI from OCI.

Importantly, differentiating knowledge from information, 
Nonaka postulated that “information is a flow of messages, 
while knowledge is created and organized by the very flow of 
information, anchored on the commitment and beliefs of its 
holder” (1994, p. 15). In another definition, Boisot defined 
information as “data that modifies the expectations or condi-
tional readiness of an observer” (1999, p. 20), and knowledge 
as a “set of expectations that an observer holds with respect 
to an event” (1999, p. 20). These theoretical standpoints 
underscore the notion that information is different from intel-
ligence, which we view is more similar to knowledge as defined 
above. Information becomes knowledge when assimilated into 
some useful form that is similar to intelligence; however, we 
believe that intelligence is more selective based on the quali-
ties identified below.

Tactical Versus Strategic Use

Organizations have increasingly moved toward relationship-
oriented models of managing buyer–seller relationships and 
incorporated consultative selling perspectives into the sales 
process. As a result, this has led to increased job ambiguity on 
the part of the salespeople as they are asked to not only meet 
the needs of their organization but also to act in ways that 
are in the best interest of the clients with which they work. 
To effectively operate in an environment that requires them 
to satisfy two groups that often have very different demands, 
salespeople need information that provides the greatest degree 
of tactical decision-making ability particularly with regard 
to tasks that need to be completed immediately. This is also 
driven by the fact that many organizations have decentralized 
decision making for the specific purpose of providing sales-
people, among others who interact regularly with the external 
environment, the greatest ability to act autonomously. For 
example, service providers have acted to empower frontline 
service employees to make many decisions in order to quickly, 
and perhaps more effectively, deal with service failures. Like-
wise, salespeople must have information that allows them 
to quickly respond to issues raised by customers. Customers 
will often request that actions taken by competitors be met 
or exceeded (e.g., lower prices, different delivery times/proce-
dures, changes in billing practices), and it is critical that the 
salespeople have information about competitors that can be 

utilized tactically. Therefore, salespeople need to be able to 
assess any information they receive in order to determine the 
extent to which that information can be utilized as SCI.

While it is true that organizations act tactically, it is gener-
ally only through those who interact with the external environ-
ment, such as salespeople, that this occurs. Generally speaking, 
OCI is more focused on strategic decision making. Gilad 
(2003) has labeled one element of this “strategic early warn-
ing,” which he argues focuses on how the organization should 
prepare to deal with changes in the competitive environment 
occurring over a prolonged time period. He acknowledges 
that tactical intelligence is needed but argues that it tends to 
be more focused on issues related to sales, which is consistent 
with our presentation above. Another reason that OCI tends 
to be utilized more from a strategic perspective at the organi-
zational level has to do with the simple fact that it takes time 
for information to flow into the organization. Regardless of 
the sophistication of the information technologies employed 
by the firm, there will be a delay between when information is 
gathered and when it will be made available for use in decision 
making. Thus, due to the time delay between the generation 
and dissemination of information within the organization, 
it is likely that any CI utilized in an organizational decision-
making context will be related primarily to strategic decisions 
rather the tactical decisions. However, this should not be read 
to mean that OCI will only be used to make strategic deci-
sions. Just like salespeople, organizations often have to react 
quickly to changing environmental conditions, thus OCI can 
be utilized in a tactical manner as well as a strategic one.

Longevity of Use

For salespeople, every assignment brings a new challenge. 
Therefore, salespeople need to update, modify, or alter their 
plans according to the changing needs of their customers 
(Weitz, Sujan, and Sujan 1986) and to the ever-evolving tactics 
of their competitors. Exploring the role of salespeople in a 
marketing information (i.e., CI) system, Evans and Schlacter 
(1985) argued that aside from completeness and accuracy, 
“timeliness” is the most important factor that salespeople must 
consider when assessing CI. Because information seldom re-
tains its value in today’s ever-changing, dynamic environment, 
information about competitors should be treated as a perish-
able good (Hannon 1997). Reinforcing this point, Powell and 
Allgaier (1998) argued that intelligence data might turn into 
a useless product if it is not promptly communicated.

Today’s salesperson is constantly challenged to do more in 
less time. In order to sustain and survive in this “time-based 
competition,” salespeople should use CI in their everyday 
operations. George Stalk, Jr., senior vice president of Boston 
Consulting Group, proposed the idea of time-based compe-
tition and argued that “like competition itself, competitive 
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advantage is a constantly moving target” (1988, p. 41). As a 
consequence, salespeople should not delay in leveraging valu-
able information about competitors as it may lose its value to 
serve a competitive purpose over time.

As organizational decision making requires information 
that is as current as possible, OCI should also be timely. 
However, much of the decision making that occurs in the 
organization has a long-term orientation. Because of this 
nature, the information required at the organization level 
generally has a longer life than that which might be used at 
the salesperson level. Further support for the contention that 
OCI is likely to have a longer life than SCI can be illustrated 
by the fact that even in light of calls to modify the decision-
making process in organizations to allow quicker reactions to 
environments that have become more hostile, turbulent, and 
dynamic (Huber and McDaniel 1986), organizational deci-
sion making is often still slow to come about. Regardless of 
the type of information system being utilized, it is difficult if 
not impossible for the most current information pertaining to 
a decision to be disseminated to all pertinent decision mak-
ers in a timely fashion. Interestingly, one implication of this 
is that information initially transmitted to the organization 
from salespeople may eventually be directly cycled back to the 
salespeople after being transformed into OCI or indirectly 
cycled back via changes in organizational strategy or structure. 
To be clear, our point is not that timely information is not 
important at the organizational level, but rather that it is often 
difficult if not impossible for the timeliest information to be 
utilized with regard to a decision-making task due in part to 
the inherent lag between when that information is collected 
and when it reaches decision makers in the organization.

Intelligence Availability

In today’s technology governed business environment, getting 
competitors’ information is not a difficult task. General mar-
ket information can be collected from numerous secondary 
sources, including media broadcasts, annual reports, books, 
popular press, trade shows, publicly available databases, and 
various Internet sources. However, information will only 
rise to the level of being an effective intelligence product to 
the extent that it is gathered from the salesperson’s exclusive 
information sources (i.e., customers, market informants, and 
colleagues, etc.). Simon argued that “it is of little competitive 
advantage to know only what others know” (1993, p. 136). 
Emphasizing the importance of this point, Allan Lombardi, 
former director of intelligence operations at Educational Test-
ing Services, stated, “what’s available on a secondary basis is 
history, which is sometimes ancient history” (Mellow 1989, 
p. 26). Therefore, a salesperson possessing information that is 
not readily available to others can become more self-efficacious 
and can proceed to believe that he or she is the sole owner of 

this information, at least for a period of time. Importantly, 
though, as widespread availability and accessibility depreciates 
the value of information, this may still help a salesperson in 
the strategic decision-making process.

At the organizational level, it is unlikely that the firm 
will have information that is not in some way available to 
others. This is in large part due to the issue associated with 
timeliness discussed above. In addition, just as one firm is 
engaging in activities to gather competitive information, so, 
too, are competitors, meaning that information known to 
one firm is likely to be known to another. This may not be 
true at the SCI level where a salesperson can leverage specific 
contacts or combine insights they have with other generalized 
information to create knowledge that they alone can act on. 
Furthermore, much of what becomes OCI may be provided 
by salespeople and other boundary spanners or gathered via 
normal environmental scanning activities. While information 
collected by salespeople may be unknown to others at the time 
it is collected, the dynamic nature of the sales environment 
implies that others are likely to gain access to that information 
very quickly. Thus, it is unlikely that this information will 
be unknown to others as it transitions from SCI to OCI. Of 
course, any information gained via traditional environmental 
scanning activities is information that, by default, will likely 
be known by competitors.

Time Orientation of the Intelligence

Although time orientation is a subcomponent of all other 
attributes, we treat it separately because of the fundamental 
role it plays in the SCI construct. As discussed above, organi-
zational decentralization and empowerment put salespeople in 
a position where they must be able and willing to utilize intel-
ligence in real time to make decisions. Thus, SCI is valuable 
to the extent that it allows a salesperson to act immediately, 
proactively, and appropriately in specific sales interactions 
with customers. The tactical nature of decision making at the 
salesperson level causes SCI to be less future oriented than that 
which may be used in a traditional organizational decision-
making context where strategic decision making is of greater 
concern. This is not to say that SCI is information that lacks 
long-term value. In fact, as noted above, there may very well 
be a feedback loop in which what began as SCI eventually 
comes back to the salesperson after being filtered through the 
organization. However, the nature of the salesperson–customer 
interaction is such that oftentimes information requirements 
are likely to be more short run in orientation than at the 
organizational level.

The purpose of this section was to outline what we believe 
to be four qualities of SCI that distinguish it from OCI. 
Table 1 provides a summary of the differences that we believe 
exist between SCI and OCI. Notably, throughout these dis-
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cussions, we have argued that SCI provides salespeople with 
a competitive advantage that can be leveraged to enhance 
performance. Below, we present the CI process.

STAGES OF SALESPERSON COMPETITIVE 
INTELLIGENCE

To this point, we have defined SCI and utilized four issues to 
more clearly differentiate SCI from OCI. In reality, however, 
it is difficult to separate the forms of intelligence because of 
the ways in which they are closely intertwined. In order to 
gain a better understanding of how CI is created and decipher 
the process through which CI is both used by the salespeople 
in the field and developed at the organizational level for 
marketing activities, we present a flowchart of the stages of 
CI (see Figure 1).

In order to explicate the SCI process represented in Fig-
ure 1, we adopt a number of concepts from the extant literature 
in sales force automation (SFA) and customer relationship 
management initiatives (CRM). A basic premise of the sales 
technology literature is that SFA is a tactical tool that can be 
used in isolation to enable a sales force to be more effective 

and efficient (Ahearne and Rapp 2010; Rapp, Agnihotri, and 
Forbes 2008) or, ideally, can be used as a means to collect cus-
tomer information that enables an organization to develop and 
implement a CRM-based strategy to improve both individual 
performance and overall organizational performance (Moutot 
and Bascoul 2008; Raman, Wittmann, and Rauseo 2006). 
Supporting this idea, Hunter and Perreault (2007) suggested 
that sales technology takes different forms at different levels. 
For example, basic “technology tools” at the salesperson level 
have operational orientation, whereas “macro-level business 
processes” at the organizational level have a strategic orienta-
tion (Hunter and Perreault 2007, p. 17). Parallel to this, we 
present SCI as a tactical source of information that permits 
a salesperson to gain immediate benefits, but which can also 
transition into OCI and thereby influence the organizational 
strategy and response.

As seen in Figure 1, the information generation process 
begins with an initial interaction between a salesperson and 
a customer, prospect, colleague, and so forth. The outcome 
of these interactions is that some piece of information is dis-
closed to the salesperson (Naylor 2008). At this moment the 
salesperson is armed with this new information and can act on 

Table 1
Competitive Intelligence Qualities Comparisons

Competitive Intelligence  
Qualities Salesperson Level Organizational Level

Tactical Versus Strategic Use Use of intelligence is tactical in nature to 
complete immediate selling task.

Used as a tool to develop a sales strategy for 
decentralized, autonomous sales activities.

Intelligence worth determined upon receiving by 
the salesperson.

Organization use of intelligence is primarily 
strategic in nature.

Used to develop more complex responses 
that take into consideration longer-term 
implications.

Requires collection, analysis, and response from 
policymakers to determine overall value.

Longevity of Use Intelligence has a limited life span.
Used during sales interactions and for future 

interactions.
Expires when competition changes behavior or 

strategy.
Life span also subject to organizational response 

and strategic direction.

Length of use dependent on organization’s 
strategic response.

Could lead to entire organizational change or 
restructuring.

Filtered back to the sales force for use in future 
sales interactions.

Intelligence may be apparent in future 
intelligence reports based on feedback loop 
between the sales force and the organization.

Intelligence Availability Not readily accessible to others.
Gathered from customers, other salespeople, and 

fellow colleagues.

Disseminated throughout the organization.
Gathered from salespeople within the 

organization or through environmental 
scanning activities.

Time Orientation of the  
Intelligence

Intelligence is immediately actionable and can be 
used upon receipt.

Can be used for future interactions until a 
strategic response is received from the 
organization.

Short-term orientation that will change based on 
organization or competition.

Intelligence incorporated into future sales calls 
after organizational response.

Intelligence is used for long-term strategic 
planning efforts.

Delivers input for managerial decision-making 
processes involved for future decisions.
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it as he or she sees fit. An implicit assumption of our view is 
that once the salesperson is equipped with the information, he 
or she will place some value on it and then use it accordingly. 
At this point, we should recognize the difference between 
declarative and procedural knowledge. Simply speaking, 
declarative knowledge represents factual knowledge about a 
situation (e.g., how a competitor may be planning to change 
their distribution philosophy), whereas procedural knowledge 
is about knowing how to best perform a task. Similarly, it is 
not enough for information to be valued to the point that it 
becomes SCI (i.e., declarative knowledge) but it is also critical 
that salespeople have procedural knowledge or an understand-
ing of how to most effectively utilize SCI. Although we do 
not undertake the challenge of identifying the antecedents of 
use in this paper, we believe that there are opportunities to 
identify factors that may promote or inhibit the actual usage 
of the information collected.

Once a determination of the value of the new informa-
tion has occurred, we believe a salesperson has two potential 
actions that can be taken. If the information is not perceived 
as valuable, the salesperson will likely disregard it. However, 
if the information is deemed as valuable, and thus becomes 
intelligence, the salesperson then can engage in one of two be-
haviors, or both. First, a salesperson can choose to immediately 
integrate that new intelligence into his or her current sales call 

or in future sales interactions. The decision to incorporate this 
new intelligence in the sales interaction is tactical in the sense 
that there is the belief that such intelligence can have a direct 
effect on the individual’s buying decision. It is also possible 
that the salesperson may use this intelligence to change his 
or her behavior and engage in more effective adaptive selling 
behaviors. However, it should be noted that at this stage, the 
intelligence is still in a very raw form and must be interpreted 
and presented with care by the salesperson.

For example, a recent conversation with a medical device 
salesperson demonstrated the importance and value of the im-
mediate use of intelligence. Upon speaking with a customer, 
the salesperson uncovered that his or her primary competitor 
had fallen behind on catheter device production and was facing 
a potential stock-out within the upcoming days. Armed with 
this intelligence, the salesperson then immediately called on 
the customers that used some of the competing products and 
prospects that were fully engaged with the competitor. This 
intelligence, once verified by the customers by calling their 
current supplier, led to a massive influx of sales and the aver-
sion of a potential disaster in their area of health care.

There are a number of similarities between the process 
described above and the utilization of SFA practices. First, 
a customer provides a salesperson with some information 
regarding his or her personal life, past buying behaviors, or-

Figure 1 
Stages of Salesperson Competitive Intelligence
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ganizational needs, and so forth and then these needs can be 
captured in an SFA system (Buttle, Ang, and Iriana 2006). 
It is then the decision of the salesperson as to whether that 
information should be put into the technology system or 
disposed of. If the salesperson inputs that information and it 
is viewed as valuable, it can then be used in that interaction 
or in future sales interactions. As past research has shown 
(e.g., Ahearne et al. 2008), information garnered from the 
customer can also change a salesperson’s behaviors and, ulti-
mately, performance.

As shown in Figure 1, the other avenue a salesperson has 
relative to this information is to report it back to the organi-
zation (Festervand, Grove, and Reidenbach 1988) assuming 
that the salesperson considers the information to be valuable 
or feels the organization can provide assistance in determin-
ing how to best utilize it. This intelligence can be reported 
to the sales manager or some entity within the organization 
that addresses OCI concerns. From here, the intelligence may 
be disseminated throughout the organization where it is ana-
lyzed and then synthesized into some usable, organizational 
response. The outcome of this process is a strategic response 
that can either change the direction of the organization or 
can be reported back to the salesperson for use in future sales 
interactions. Unfortunately, however, previous research indi-
cates that some organizations’ cumbersome standard operat-
ing methods and entrenched attitudes and functions often 
delay the implementation of OCI (Fleisher 2000). Therefore, 
managers need to find ways to make the complex and often 
bureaucratic organizational response to intelligence operate 
more efficiently so that employees, especially customer-facing 
personnel such as salespeople, can have the most current and 
relevant intelligence available in order to maximize the pos-
sibility of individual and organizational success.

Here again, we see the process as parallel to SFA usage af-
fecting a CRM strategy. Once the intelligence is reported into 
the SFA system and back to the organization, the company 
can then use it to create new customer relationship-building 
strategies. Within an organization, this intelligence is used in 
a variety of organizational decisions, including the creation 
or development of programs such as new loyalty or customer 
lifetime value programs, new product development, or inven-
tory planning (Chen 2005).

In this context, an example of OCI can be seen stem-
ming from discussions with a Fortune 500 industrial selling 
firm. This firm has over 2,000 salespeople with hundreds 
of managers working at various levels. Speaking with the 
individual salespeople, a common theme that emerged was 
that competition at both the regional and national levels was 
vital to their success. It became critical that any information 
gathered could be used not only on a specific sales call but it 
could also be disseminated back into the organization so that 
other salespeople could access it and the organization could 

determine the appropriate response. Responses varied among 
things as minor as wording changes in brochures to things as 
substantial as changing entire selling models or new equip-
ment development.

Based on the above presentation, it would appear that 
SCI can be valuable on multiple levels. With many firms 
developing CI programs, sales managers need to be proactive 
in collecting information from their sales representatives and 
reporting it back to the OCI unit. As practitioner reports sug-
gest that the sales force is not viewed as a primary source of 
CI (Global Intelligence Alliance 2005), sales managers need 
to take the initiative in creating formal reporting systems or 
procedures. Also, synthesis and organization of intelligence 
in such a way that it can be utilized as an actionable tool is 
challenging. Thus, managers and salespeople need to work 
together through continuous involvement and interactions 
to overcome this challenge (Naylor 2008).

COMPETITIVE INTELLIGENCE RELATIONShIP 
wITh PERFORMANCE (VALUE)

It is our position that to be of substantial practical impact to 
salespeople, the demonstration of the link between SCI and 
salesperson performance is essential. Just as organizations will 
rely on OCI to aid them in maximizing organizational perfor-
mance via the strategic decision-making process, SCI will aid 
salespeople in their day-to-day relationships with customers. 
From a contingency framework perspective, we suggest that 
SCI will benefit salesperson performance when certain factors, 
characteristics, or situations are present. Furthermore, we be-
lieve that SCI will benefit aspects of salesperson performance, 
those being the professional side (outcomes for organization) 
and the personal side (outcomes for an individual) (Miller, 
Heiman, and Tuleja 1985). While the focus of past CI research 
has emphasized organizational outcomes (e.g., enhanced strat-
egies, new products or services, and return of investment), our 
focus is on individual-level outcomes accruing through the use 
of SCI. Ultimately, individual outcomes are of value at the 
organizational level as presented in Figure 1. This can primarily 
be attributed to the fact that the organization succeeds only 
to the extent that individual employees succeed. With regard 
to sales, this is all the more true as the organization’s level of 
sales is a direct function of the level of sales occurring at the 
individual level. Thus, as SCI enhances individual-level suc-
cess, these successes can be beneficial to the organization.

As mentioned, we argue there are three primary avenues 
for SCI to influence a salesperson: (1) salesperson behaviors, 
(2) relational or customer-related outcomes, and (3) objective 
performance. As a sales manager, it is critical to gain a deeper 
understanding of the SCI process and the potential outcomes 
in order to better leverage the intelligence and enable the 
sales force to be more effective. It is important to note that 



148 Journal of Personal Selling & Sales Management

we believe that SCI has a multitude of potential outcomes. 
Our limited discussion does not attempt to present every 
potential outcome, but rather directs future researchers to 
those areas that we argue will undergo the most impact from 
increases in SCI. Finally, as in most research, we propose 
that as the quality levels of SCI increase, the influence of this 
SCI will also increase. As in SFA/CRM systems, the better 
the information collected and entered, the greater the effects 
when used later.

In regard to salesperson behaviors, SCI is much more than 
just knowing about one’s competitors. Rather, it is unique in-
telligence about competitors that can provide insights regard-
ing one’s actions and directional moves (Prescott and Gibbons 
1993). Therefore, it is logical to anticipate that SCI has the 
potential to influence salesperson performance by benefiting 
salesperson behavioral outcomes such as adaptive behavior, 
communication, service behaviors, and customer-oriented sell-
ing. These outcomes, as suggested by Behrman and Perreault 
(1982), are aligned with the behavioral measures of salesperson 
performance such as successfully attaining quantity and qual-
ity sales goals, transferring information, developing and using 
technical knowledge, and making effective sales presentations. 
In order to engage in the above-mentioned behaviors, sales-
people not only need intelligence about both customers (i.e., 
declarative knowledge) and competitors but they also need 
to know how and when to incorporate that information into 
their selling process (e.g., procedural knowledge). Notably, 
SCI will be useful for keeping salespeople informed, as well as 
for developing, implementing, and revising sales plans. With 
SCI, salespeople can better anticipate customer responses, 
prepare appropriate ways to meet customer needs, and over-
come customer objections. This deeper understanding of the 
competitor will provide salespeople with even greater insight 
on the selling environment and customer needs, thereby 
enabling them to adapt their selling style, provide only that 
information which is relevant to the customer, and provide a 
higher level of perceived service.

Second, relational outcomes include items such as trust, 
customer satisfaction, and retention/loyalty. By considering 
these different outcomes, we are attempting to capture both 
sides of the dyadic relationship. Researchers have argued that 
a salesperson’s actions during a sales encounter influence 
trust (Swan and Nolan 1985), customer satisfaction with the 
salesperson and the product (Oliver and Swan 1989), and 
ultimately, customer retention (Rust and Zahorik 1993). 
In order to be reliable and responsive, salespeople must seek 
out market, competitor, and customer-related information 
in order to anticipate changes in the external competitive 
environment. As previous research indicates, high-performing 
salespeople effectively plan and maintain a high level of knowl-
edge concerning their products, customers, and competitors 
(Sujan, Weitz, and Kumar 1994). SCI fills this need as it 

relates to competitors and, in turn, should help salespeople 
satisfy their customers and gain greater trust and loyalty by 
having a better understanding of the sales environment and 
opportunities.

Third, we believe that SCI can have a direct influence on 
the objective measures of salesperson performance. Measures 
such as the market share of the branded product or service 
represented by a salesperson within his or her assigned territory 
that considers both the concerned firm’s products sales and 
the competitor’s products sales (Rapp et al. 2006) or other 
various performance measures, such as sales as a percentage of 
quota or market potential, total sales volume, or number of 
total calls, may be influenced by a salesperson’s use of SCI. We 
believe that being armed with more intelligence will enable a 
salesperson to close more sales and demonstrate less effort in 
the process, thereby shortening the sales cycle and allowing 
time for other selling-related activities. Additional selling time 
and increased sales activities will both have a direct relationship 
on the aforementioned performance outcomes.

As suggested by Weitz (1981), the relationship between 
salesperson behavior and performance is contingent upon 
characteristics of the salesperson and situational factors. For 
example, Franke and Park (2006) empirically demonstrated 
that the relationship between performance and individual 
characteristics varies across sales circumstances. We believe 
that the level of expertise that resides within a salesperson can 
significantly influence the relationships mentioned previously. 
Salespeople who have broader knowledge structures and are 
deemed as experts in the related field have a greater ability to 
process the information gathered. A salesperson’s cognitive 
ability stems in part from stored knowledge based on past 
sales experiences, and ultimately leads to higher-order learning 
(Jones, Chonko, and Roberts 2003). Highly knowledgeable 
salespeople have more developed cognitive skills that enable 
them to anticipate customer responses and prepare appropri-
ate solutions to meet customer needs and overcome customer 
objections. As expertise manifests itself in experience and 
knowledge levels, we believe that “expert” salespeople can gain 
greater benefit from CI collection and usage.

A final area of deserved attention regards the notion of SCI 
and fit to the selling situation.1 Interestingly, as presented by 
Vorhies and Morgan (2003), the fit construct is discussed 
where certain behaviors can have more meaningful outcomes 
based on relevance to the situation. There is a strong likeli-
hood that greater quality and use of SCI can lead to behaviors 
that fit the selling situation. For example, there are times 
when lower service levels may be appropriate especially if a 
salesperson is aware that a competitor is either overservicing 
or overpricing his or her customers. The idea of fit to the sell-
ing situation is applicable to the use of SCI during the sales 
interaction and could be a contributing factor to increases in 
performance gains.
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For future researchers, while it is probable that SCI will have 
some correlation with salesperson performance, there are other, 
more complex links that should also be considered.

We expect that there are intervening variables that fall 
under the broad categories of salesperson behaviors and 
relational outcomes that facilitate the transfer of increases in 
SCI to gains in subsequent performance. This point is aligned 
with industry practices, given the fact that the Competitive 
Intelligence Foundation reported customer satisfaction as the 
most widely used criteria for assessing CI effectiveness, which 
can then influence hard measures of performance (Fehringer, 
Hohhof, and Johnson 2006).

ThE DARk SIDE OF SALESPERSON  
COMPETITIVE INTELLIGENCE

In the previous section, there was a general assumption made 
that higher-quality SCI can demonstrate positive relation-
ships with a series of individual-level outcomes. However, it 
is important to discuss that there may be a dark side to SCI. 
Throughout this conceptualization, we have viewed and 
presented SCI as a positive, performance-enhancing tool that 
salespeople can leverage to achieve success. As with any tool or 
technology, there are costs associated with their use and, when 
used inappropriately, can damage relationships and have det-
rimental effects on performance. We believe there are several 
areas of concern (some of which we discuss below) because of 
their potential negative implications on success.

With increases in any type of knowledge or intelligence that 
is not common across all parties, there is an opportunity for 
unethical behavior. As it relates to OCI, there has been quite 
a bit of research relative to the misuse of CI at that level. In 
fact, the potential for ethical lapses was so great that in 1996, 
the United States signed into law the Economic Espionage Act 
(EEA), which prohibits the stealing of or otherwise gaining 
of trade secrets by fraud. Subsequent to this and in response 
to concerns raised by CI practitioners as to the impact of the 
EEA on CI practice, Horowitz (1999) wrote a policy analysis 
in which he concluded that there existed sufficient differences 
between ethical CI practices and those actions addressed under 
the EEA to lead to there being a clear difference between them. 
In other words, what might be labeled corporate espionage is 
not the type of activity that is engaged in by practitioners of 
CI. However, there exists the real danger of not knowing when 
one has crossed the line between what might be acceptable 
and what is not. Needless to say, this same concern exists at 
the individual level. Thus, salespeople who utilize SCI must 
be careful that in their pursuit of enhanced performance, they 
do not cross the line into what might be considered unethical 
or perhaps even unlawful activities.

Other areas of SCI concern hinge on the quantity and 
the quality of the intelligence gathered. Research in informa-

tion theory and environmental scanning provide evidence 
for reasons how the quality and quantity of information 
gathered could be damaging to performance. From an infor-
mation theory perspective, information can be considered 
as a resource that needs to be collected and managed (Burk 
and Horton 1988). Information becomes intelligence if it 
can reduce decision-making uncertainty and change one’s 
decision-making process (Emery 1969). Hence, field infor-
mation surely can be considered as a resource of influence to 
adjust products’ value proposition. However, one can assume 
that the bulk of information that is gathered is incomplete 
and unverified until it travels through the appropriate organi-
zational channels. Obviously, using information that has not 
been validated could lead to disastrous results. Our argument 
also evokes the idea that relatively less-experienced salespeople 
are more likely to be victims of “imperial intelligence,” that is, 
when intelligence becomes the overriding factor in decision 
making (Shulsky 1993) even if it may not be the appropriate 
intelligence to use. Furthermore, attempting to sift through 
information gathered could consume an immense amount of 
time, which leads us to our third concern of time allocation.

As salespeople gather or sort through information, these ac-
tivities are carried out at the expense of other selling activities. 
As sales managers are well aware, a salesperson has hundreds 
of activities that they must engage in on a daily basis. A ques-
tion arises on how much time a salesperson should allocate 
to selling activities versus information gathering versus other 
activities. The issue of opportunity costs presents itself when 
asking how much effort a salesperson should be investing in 
these activities. It is possible that a salesperson may spend 
more time probing for information than is necessary, thus 
influencing performance.

As a related point, there would appear to be a point of 
inflection regarding the quantity of information, where too 
much can cause overload, leading to a situation where the 
salesperson is unable to efficiently sort through the informa-
tion and meet the customer needs in an effective manner. 
From an environmental scanning perspective, information 
is valuable and can assist management in planning the orga-
nization’s future course of action (Auster and Choo 1993). 
Similarly, environmental scanning on behalf of the salesperson 
may help them uncover desirable information for situational 
interpretation and to modify decision making, but there also 
appears to be a dark side associated with this excessive scan-
ning. As presented by Choo (2002), a poorly managed scan-
ning effort can lead to negative outcomes such as information 
overload, confusion and disorientation, and high costs in lost 
opportunities. Thus, there appears to be a paradoxical relation-
ship between the amount of SCI and the ability to influence 
performance. Because the volume and value of information 
may form or transform salespeople’s representation of their 
customers’ needs and expectations (MacKay 1969), SCI may 
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have a positive influence on performance, however, the time 
and effort required to sort through and understand the infor-
mation may have a negative effect on performance.

SCI can help salespeople define and understand their 
industry and identify rivals’ strengths and weaknesses. Done 
properly, CI can enable a salesperson to avoid surprises by 
anticipating competitors’ moves and decreasing response 
time; however, as discussed, there are potential outcomes to 
this intelligence, especially if mismanaged.

DISCUSSION

To date, the OCI literature has focused on organizations 
as opposed to individuals. However, employees, especially 
boundary spanners, often have the potential to collect and 
utilize CI effectively because they are “closer to the source.” 
Moreover, researchers have argued that an organization must 
have a competitor-oriented workforce in order to achieve 
and sustain competitive advantage (West 2001). Our goal 
in this research was to develop the concept of SCI, which 
we argue is anchored at the individual salesperson level, and 
to outline the characteristics of SCI. We formally define SCI 
as individual-level knowledge about competitors and the 
competitive environment that can be used tactically to aid in 
enhancing salesperson performance. This paper strengthens 
the theoretical foundations of sales research by integrating the 
views of both researchers and practitioners from the marketing, 
strategic management, human resources, sales force manage-
ment, and CI literatures.

The majority of past research in this area, in contrast, has 
examined CI as an organizational-level construct focused on 
the processes associated with gathering and disseminating CI 
within an organization. However, we conceptualize SCI as 
the outcome of intelligence processes and believe its primary 
impact is at the individual salesperson level. Our effort repre-
sents the first at conceptualizing SCI, differentiating it from 
OCI by reviewing a series of CI qualities, and advancing a 
process model outlining the intelligence process. We believe 
that this individual-level conceptualization of CI supplements 
the service dominant logic perspective defined by Vargo and 
Lusch (2004). A service dominant logic perspective does not 
consider marketing as a mere exchange of tangible goods, but 
rather focuses on supporting customers in the value-creation 
process and discovering superior core competencies in an 
effort to acquire competitive advantage (Vargo and Lusch 
2004), which is what we believe the collection and use of 
SCI accomplishes.

At a broader level, the purpose of the aforementioned dis-
cussion about considering CI as an individual-level construct 
has been to bring attention to this widely neglected determi-
nant of salesperson performance. Despite the abundance of 
frameworks linking different salesperson-related variables and 

performance, superior performance is likely to be enhanced 
when salespeople identify new sources of CI and react to or 
utilize it faster and more proficiently than their competitors. 
The brief discussion offered on the CI–performance chain is 
intended to encourage academicians to extend this debate and 
to focus their interest on the individual-level CI concept. We 
offer that sales researchers should not only concentrate on the 
link between the salesperson and customer, but also address 
the question of how competitors’ intelligence can weaken or 
strengthen this link. Moreover, SCI may provide the oppor-
tunity to bring in the much needed focus of the “competitor” 
to the salesperson–customer–competitor triangle.

Managerial Implications

The concept of competitor orientation is not new. In fact, 
the previous literature pertaining to market orientation 
either explicitly (e.g., Narver and Slater 1990) or implicitly 
(Kohli and Jaworski 1990; Kohli, Jaworski, and Kumar 1993) 
highlights this notion. However, the past conceptualization 
of competitor orientation does not include the links between 
competitors’ information and individual salesperson behaviors 
or performance. As practice also often ignores the role of CI 
for salespeople, the current study focuses on the effects of CI 
at the individual level and widens the salesperson’s role beyond 
sharing competitor information to actually embracing and 
using intelligence to respond to competitors’ actions.

Although our research is conceptual in nature and raises 
as many questions as it may answer, which we believe should 
be one objective of conceptual research, we believe our pre-
sentation offers notable points for organizations and manag-
ers to consider. As many sales managers are becoming more 
pressured to justify their budgets, the ability to demonstrate 
bottom-line results is becoming paramount. We believe the 
concept of SCI provides a number of specific managerial 
implications related to influencing results and adding ad-
ditional value. First, sale managers must realize the fact that 
their sales force is an extension of the organization and has 
access to dynamic types of information as opposed to more 
filtered, static public and secondary sources. With this in 
mind, we believe the firm can benefit greatly from assigning 
salespeople a wider role in OCI activities. Increasingly, busi-
ness executives devote a significant share of their resources 
toward apprehending, thinking, and learning about external 
surroundings in addition to spending a considerable amount 
of their time scanning for this strategic intelligence. This can 
be facilitated through sophisticated coordinating mechanisms 
such as teams, CI human resource allocation, the planning 
process, interaction, and networks; but this does not appear 
to be the current state of practice. For example, an industry 
report suggested that only half of the companies responded 
to their survey capture marketing and competitor intelligence 
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from their sales offices (Powell and Allgaier 1998); however, 
these respondents suggest two areas where CI has considerable 
effect is in sales-related activities–qualification and bid sup-
port. Reinforcing this notion, a more recent study (Fehringer, 
Hohhof, and Johnson 2006) suggested that the most prevalent 
method to assess CI effectiveness is through customer satisfac-
tion ratings, yet more than 40 percent do not collect CI from 
company employees. Both of these reports emphasize the 
importance of sales-related activities and customer outcomes 
and their relationship with CI, without considering the sales 
force as a source of CI. This suggests a misalignment in CI 
strategy considering that the sales force represents one of the 
few groups of customer-facing personnel in an organization 
positioned to collect valuable intelligence and influence cus-
tomers. It would appear obvious that salespeople with a high 
level of SCI can become an important source of intelligence 
for managers. Moreover, SCI can be an essential tool in the 
scanning effort. With many firms developing CI programs, 
sales managers need to be proactive in collecting intelligence 
from their sales representatives and report it back to the CI 
unit. As practitioner reports suggest that the sales force is 
not viewed as a primary source of CI, sales managers need 
to take the initiative in creating formal reporting systems or 
procedures while promoting a two-way flow of information. 
Also, synthesis and organization of intelligence in such a way 
that it can be utilized as an actionable tool is challenging, 
thus managers and salespeople need to work together through 
continuous involvement and interactions to overcome this 
challenge.

Our research suggests that it is important to ensure that the 
sales force does not neglect intelligence regarding competitors. 
From a time allocation viewpoint, it may be challenging to 
dedicate an entire training program to gathering and using 
CI, but managers must incorporate the role of CI into their 
training modules. With CI having its greatest impact on sales-
related activities, it is surprising to consider that less than half 
of professionals frequently utilize CI to support their sales/
business development activities (Fehringer, Hohhof, and 
Johnson 2006). Parallel with our research view, it appears 
that salespeople that have CI may be using it without any 
formal guidance, suggesting that there is the potential to 
improve behaviors and outcomes if the intelligence is lever-
aged more effectively, which could be accomplished through 
training exercises. Specifically, one area where training might 
prove useful is in providing guidance as to which pieces of 
intelligence are valuable and which are not. It is our view 
that SCI will eventually become OCI if passed back to the 
organization via some formal reporting process. However, if 
there is a misalignment between what the salesperson and the 
organization believes is valuable, inefficiencies in getting the 
appropriate intelligence disseminated within the organiza-
tion will emerge. Furthermore, such misalignment may lead 

to the salespeople acting on intelligence that is inconsistent 
with what would be valued by the firm.

Perhaps the most challenging aspect for managers is decid-
ing what performance metrics should be used to determine 
the value of the CI collected as well as the appropriate usage 
of the intelligence. Considering that it is possible that the 
costs of collecting and evaluating the CI could override the 
actual value gained, the right measures have to be selected. As 
this research does not address that question, we suggest that 
managers use both a process measure of salesperson behavior 
as well as linking those behaviors to performance gains such 
as increases in market share or percent-of-wallet. To best 
track these gains (or losses), managers should incorporate a 
CI training module into their training program and assess the 
performance trajectory for a period of time after the interven-
tion. Once final gains (or losses) are determined, managers 
can compare them to the time spent training against lost sales 
to determine an overall value of the program.

The arguments above suggest that a firm should ensure that 
its sales force is perceptive of changes in the external environ-
ment and possesses critical CI for enhanced performance. 
Therefore, sales managers should be sure to communicate to 
their salespeople the importance of engaging in intelligence 
activities. Such support from managers will aid salespeople in 
building an insightful perspective of the market, and to help 
secure the competitiveness of the organization. Unfortunately, 
salespeople often consider CI activities as tangential tasks 
that are unrelated to selling (LeBon and Merunka 2006). 
Accordingly, a challenging task for managers is to motivate 
salespeople to get involved in such activities. One method to 
do this might be to highlight the influence that SCI may have 
on an individual salesperson’s performance. Knowing that 
intelligence related to competitors is gathered for the sake of 
themselves as well as managers, salespeople may not regard CI 
activities as an extra burden. Moreover, CI activities will not 
be considered nonsales tasks of which salespeople are unsure 
of the outcomes of their expended efforts. Instead, salespeople 
will find motivation in terms of enhanced performance, both 
for themselves and for the organization.

Finally, managers need to be cautious regarding sales-
people’s effort to collect and utilize intelligence because it 
has the potential to lead to legal and ethical issues. SCI that 
is gathered from top management must be handled and used 
cautiously by an individual salesperson because of its propri-
etary and confidential nature. Also, salespeople are known to 
exert varying degrees of effort in collecting competitive data 
(Attaway 1998), which may lead to incomplete or inaccurate 
intelligence. There exists the possibility that intelligence that is 
collected may be subjectively biased by the salesperson and that 
the intelligence a salesperson distributes to the organization 
may inherently contain some level of subjectiveness because of 
varying levels of experience and expectations. All these issues, 



152 Journal of Personal Selling & Sales Management

if not handled appropriately, could cause damage to a firm or 
a salesperson’s relationship with a customer. To remove the 
confusion surrounding CI procedures and objectives, manag-
ers should develop explicit CI guidelines.

Future Research Directions

A goal of this research was to promote thought and discussion 
on what we believe to be an underresearched topic. As it is 
impossible for a conceptual presentation to address every pos-
sible aspect of the topic at hand, we believe our presentation 
leads directly to countless research opportunities and would 
like to highlight a few of those below.2 We hope that our ideas 
pave the way for these future research endeavors.

Valuing Salesperson Competitive Intelligence

Explicit in our presentation is the fact that salespeople should 
actively gather competitive information, act on it, and even-
tually pass it back up to the organization where it will likely 
become OCI. A critical question that needs to be answered is 
the specific criteria salespeople may use to value the informa-
tion they gather. It is well known that not all information is 
useful and that the amount of information that can be col-
lected is constantly increasing. Knowing more about which 
pieces of information actually rise to the level of becoming 
CI would be useful, as would knowing how to better train 
salespeople to identify and act on that information. Another 
interesting question might be the extent to which the ability 
to recognize and utilize SCI differs based on the experience 
of the salesperson, and if a difference is found, whether it is 
due solely to experience or if there are industry or other ef-
fects. Finally, is there an optimal amount of SCI that should 
be gathered and used? It may be that the relationship between 
SCI use and effectiveness is curvilinear, specifically in the form 
of an inverted-U shape.

Misalignment Between Salesperson and  
Organizational Valuations

Somewhat related to the issue raised above is one related 
to what happens when salespeople value information that 
is not deemed valuable by the organization. Or, using our 
nomenclature, what happens when what is deemed SCI by 
the salesperson is not deemed OCI by the firm? This is par-
ticularly problematic when salespeople are able to effectively 
utilize SCI. Does this mean the perceived intelligence needs 
of the organization are misaligned with what is actually 
necessary to operate successfully? If so, in which direction 
should alignment occur—with salespeople changing what 
they consider SCI or the organization changing its concept 
of OCI?

Techniques Used to Gather Salesperson  
Competitive Intelligence

Another interesting area for investigation is how might sales-
people most effectively go about gathering information that 
may become SCI and are there any significant differences 
in the usefulness of SCI based on how it was gathered? For 
example, social media is having a great deal of influence on a 
number of marketing functions. It is likely that these commu-
nication platforms (e.g., Twitter, Facebook, corporate blogs) 
might be a useful source of competitive information. Yet the 
question is, do they provide useful information in terms of the 
quantity or quality of information gathered? In addition, there 
may be differences in the techniques used in a sales call (e.g., 
type of questioning) to gather CI that result in differences in 
the quality of SCI gathered.

Use of Salesperson Competitive Intelligence

While we present SCI as for the most part having positive ef-
fects, there remains the possibility that under certain conditions 
a salesperson may choose not to utilize certain pieces of SCI in 
a sales call. For example, salespeople may be less willing to share 
SCI with a new or potentially new customer until they can get 
a feel for how likely it is that contact can be trusted not to share 
that information with competing salespeople. As mentioned, 
SCI has a finite time frame in which it can effectively be used. 
Sharing it with those who will then quickly pass it along can 
significantly reduce the time within which it can be used. It 
may also be that the stage of the buying process may affect 
when SCI will be used. Perhaps earlier in the buying process 
a salesperson may withhold critical SCI in the hopes of using 
it more effectively later. Of course, it may be that using SCI 
earlier in the process can help to preclude the serious evalua-
tion of products/services being offered by competitors. Finally, 
salespeople may withhold the use of SCI depending on the 
role a particular person plays in the buying center.

Link to Performance

We are making the assumption that the effective use of SCI will 
lead to better performance outcomes for the salesperson and 
eventually for the organization, but these contentions should 
be tested empirically. Not only should direct relationships 
be tested, but research should also investigate the possibility 
of nonlinear relationships between SCI and performance. In 
addition, it might be that there is an optimal relationship 
between gathering and using SCI and performance. In other 
words, it might be possible that too much time is spent on 
gathering information and not enough on using it. Finally, 
what about the proposed link between the use of SCI and 
the eventual impact on the organization? We believe that 
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individual success, particularly of salespeople, will result in 
organizational success, but there may be contingent factors 
that either accentuate or attenuate that relationship.

NOTES

1. The authors thank an anonymous reviewer for this 
suggestion.

2. The authors thank the reviewers for their suggestions related 
to this section of the paper.

REFERENCES

Ahearne, Michael, and Adam Rapp (2010), “The Role of Tech-
nology at the Interface Between Salespeople and Consum-
ers,” Journal of Personal Selling & Sales Management, 30, 2 
(Spring), 111–120.

———, Eli Jones, Adam Rapp, and John Mathieu (2008), “High 
Touch Through High Tech: The Impact of Salesperson 
Technology Usage on Customer Satisfaction and Sales 
Performance,” Management Science, 54 (4), 671–685.

Attaway, Morris C., Sr. (1998), “A Review of Issues Related to 
Gathering and Assessing Competitive Intelligence,” Ameri-
can Business Review, 16 (1), 25–35.

Auster, Ethel, and Chun Wei Choo (1993), “Environmental 
Scanning by CEOs in Two Canadian Industries,” Journal 
of the American Society for Information Science, 44 (4), 
194–203.

Band, W.A. (1982), “Here’s How You Can Find Out About the 
Competition,” Sales and Marketing Management in Canada, 
23 (8), 18–21.

Behrman, Douglas N., and William D. Perreault, Jr. (1982), 
“Measuring the Performance of Industrial Salespersons,” 
Journal of Business Research, 10 (3), 355–370.

Bernhardt, Douglas C. (1994), “I Want It Fast, Factual, Ac-
tionable—Tailoring Competitive Intelligence to Executive 
Needs,” Long Range Planning, 27 (February), 12–24.

Boisot, Max H. (1999), Knowledge Assets: Securing Competitive 
Advantage in the Information Economy, New York: Oxford 
University Press.

Burk, Cornelius F., and Forest W. Horton (1988), Infomap: A 
Complete Guide to Discovering Corporate Information Re-
sources, Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice Hall.

Buttle, Francis, Lawrence Ang, and Reiny Iriana (2006), “Sales 
Force Automation: Review, Critique, Research Agenda,” 
International Journal of Management Reviews, 8 (4), 
213–231.

Caudron, Shari (1994), “Contingent Workforce Spurs HR Plan-
ning,” Personnel Journal, 73 (7), 52–60.

Chen, Fangruo (2005), “Salesforce Incentives, Market Informa-
tion, and Production/Inventory Planning,” Management 
Science, 51 (1), 60–75.

Choo, Chun Wei (2002), Information Management for the 
Intelligent Organization: The Art of Scanning the En-
vironment, Medford, NJ: Information Today/Learned 
Information.

D’Aveni, Richard A. (1994), Hypercompetition: Managing 
the Dynamics of Strategic Maneuvering, New York: Free 
Press. 

Deshpande, Rohit, and John U. Farley (1998), “Measuring Market 
Orientation: A Generalization and Synthesis,” Journal of 
Market Focused Management, 2 (3), 213–232.

Dishman, Paul, Craig Fleisher, and Victor Knip (2003), “Chrono-
logical and Categorized Bibliography of Key Competitive 
Intelligence Scholarship: Part 1 (1997–Present),” Journal of 
Competitive Intelligence and Management, 1 (1), 13–79.

Emery, James C. (1969), Organization Planning and Control 
Systems, London: Macmillan.

Evans, Kenneth R., and John L. Schlacter (1985), “The Role of 
Sales Managers and Salespeople in a Marketing Information 
System,” Journal of Personal Selling & Sales Management, 5, 
2 (November), 49–58.

Fehringer, Dale, Bonnie Hohhof, and Ted Johnson, eds. (2006), 
“State of the Art: Competitive Intelligence,” Competitive 
Intelligence Foundation Research Report 2005–2006, Ex-
ecutive Summary (available at www.adec.fr/files_upload/ 
documentation/200607201528250.f_060608_stateofart_
sum.pdf ).

Festervand, Troy A., Stephen J. Grove, and R. Eric Reidenbach 
(1988), “The Sales Force as a Marketing Intelligence System,” 
Journal of Business and Industrial Marketing, 3 (1), 53–59.

Fleisher, Craig S. (2000), “An Introduction to the Management 
and Practice of Competitive Intelligence (CI),” in Managing 
Frontiers in Competitive Intelligence, Craig S. Fleisher and 
David L. Blenkhorn, eds., Westport, CT: Quorum Books, 
3–18.

———, and David L. Blenkhorn (2003), “What Are the En-
during Issues in Competitive Intelligence?” in Controversies 
in Competitive Intelligence, Craig S. Fleisher and David L. 
Blenkhorn, eds., Westport, CT: Praeger, 3–15.

Franke, George R., and Jeong-Eun Park (2006), “Salesperson 
Adaptive Selling Behavior and Customer Orientation: 
A Meta-Analysis,” Journal of Marketing Research, 43 (4), 
693–702.

Gilad, Benjamin (2003), Early Warning: Using Competitive Intel-
ligence to Anticipate Market Shifts, Control Risk, and Create 
Powerful Strategies, New York: Amacom.

Global Intelligence Alliance (2005), “Competitive Intelligence 
in Large Companies—Global Study,” White Paper no. 4, 
Global Intelligence Alliance, Woodside, CA (available 
at www.globalintelligence.com/insights-analysis/white-
papers/ci-in-large-companies-global-study/GIA_White 
Paper_4_2005.pdf).

Goodman, Charles (1971), Management of the Personal Selling 
Function, New York: Holt, Rinehart, and Winston.

Gordon, Ian (1982), “Competitive Intelligence: A Key to Market-
place Survival,” Industrial Marketing, 67 (11), 69–73.

——— (1989), Beat the Competition! How to Use Competitive 
Intelligence to Develop Winning Business Strategies, Oxford: 
Basil Blackwell.

Groom, Jeremy R., and Fred R. David (2001), “Competitive Intel-
ligence Activity Among Small Firms,” Advanced Management 
Journal, 66 (1), 12–21.



154 Journal of Personal Selling & Sales Management

Hannon, John M. (1997), “Leveraging HRM to Enrich Com-
petitive Intelligence,” Human Resource Management, 36 
(Winter), 409–422.

Hershey, Robert (1980), “Commercial Intelligence on a Shoe-
string,” Harvard Business Review, 58 (5), 22–24.

Horowitz, Richard (1999), “Competitive Intelligence and the 
Economic Espionage Act,” Policy analysis, Society of Com-
petitive Intelligence Professionals, Alexandria, VA (avail-
able at www.rhesq.com/CI/SCIP%20EEA%20Policy% 
20Analysis.pdf ).

Huber, George P., and Rueben R. McDaniel (1986), “The 
Decision-Making Paradigm of Organizational Design,” 
Management Science, 5 (May), 572–589.

Hunter, Gary K., and William D. Perreault, Jr. (2007), “Mak-
ing Sales Technology Effective,” Journal of Marketing, 71 
(1), 16–34.

Jones, Eli, Lawrence B. Chonko, and James A. Roberts (2003), 
“Creating a Partnership-Oriented Knowledge Creation 
Culture in Strategic Sales Alliances: A Conceptual Frame-
work,” Journal of Business & Industrial Marketing, 18 (4–5), 
336–353.

Kohli, Ajay K., and Bernard J. Jaworski (1990), “Market Orienta-
tion: The Construct, Research Propositions, and Managerial 
Implications,” Journal of Marketing, 54 (2), 1–18.

———, ———, and Ajith Kumar (1993), “MARKOR: A Mea-
sure of Market Orientation,” Journal of Marketing Research, 
30 (4), 467–477.

Lambert, Douglas M., Howard Marmorstein, and Arun Sharma 
(1990), “The Accuracy of Salesperson’s Perceptions of Their 
Customers: Conceptual Examination and an Empirical 
Study,” Journal of Personal Selling & Sales Management, 10, 
1 (Winter), 1–9.

LeBon, Joel L., and Dwight Merunka (2006), “The Impact of 
Individual and Managerial Factors on Salespeople’s Contri-
bution to Marketing Intelligence Activities,” International 
Journal of Research in Marketing, 23 (4), 395–408.

MacKay, Donald M. (1969), Information, Mechanism and Mean-
ing, Cambridge: MIT Press.

McNamara, Gerry, Paul M. Vaaler, and Cynthia E. Devers 
(2003), “Same as It Ever Was: The Search for Evidence 
of Increasing Hypercompetition,” Strategic Management 
Journal, 24 (3), 261–278.

Mellow, Craig (1989), “The Best Source of Competitive Intelli-
gence,” Sales and Marketing Management, 141 (December), 
24–29.

Miller, Robert B., Stephen E. Heiman, and Tad Tuleja (1985), 
Strategic Selling: The Unique Sales System Proven Successful 
by America’s Best Companies, New York: Warner.

Montgomery, David B., and Charles B. Weinberg (1979), “To-
ward Strategic Intelligence Systems,” Journal of Marketing, 
43 (3), 41–52.

Moss, Charles (1979), “Industrial Salesman as a Source of 
Marketing Intelligence,” European Journal of Marketing, 
13 (3), 94–102.

Moutot, Jean-Michel, and Ganaël Bascoul (2008), “Effects of 
Sales Force Automation Use on Sales Force Activities and 
Customer Relationship Management Processes,” Journal 

of Personal Selling & Sales Management, 28, 2 (Spring), 
167–184.

Narver, John C., and Stanley F. Slater (1990), “The Effect of a 
Market Orientation on Business Profitability,” Journal of 
Marketing, 54 (October), 20–35.

Naylor, Ellen (2008), “Enable Sales to Elicit Market Intelligence: 
The Cooperative Angle,” Competitive Intelligence Magazine, 
11 (3), 45–46.

Nonaka, Ikujiro (1994), “A Dynamic Theory of Organiza-
tional Knowledge Creation,” Organization Science, 5 (1), 
14–37.

Oliver, Richard L., and John E. Swan (1989), “Consumer Percep-
tions of Interpersonal Equity and Satisfaction in Transac-
tions: A Field Survey Approach,” Journal of Marketing, 53 
(2), 21–35.

Porter, Michael E. (1980), Competitive Strategy: Techniques for An-
alyzing Industries and Competitors, New York: Free Press.

Powell, Timothy, and Cynthia Allgaier (1998), “Enhancing 
Sales and Marketing Effectiveness Through Competi-
tive Intelligence,” Competitive Intelligence Review, 9 (4), 
29–41.

Prescott, John E., and Patrick T. Gibbons (1993), “Global Com-
petitive Intelligence: An Overview,” in Global Perspectives 
on Competitive Intelligence, John E. Prescott and Patrick 
T. Gibbons, eds., Alexandria, VA: Society of Competitive 
Intelligence Professionals, 1–30.

Raman, Pushkala, C. Michael Wittmann, and Nancy A. Rauseo 
(2006), “Leveraging CRM for Sales: The Role of Organi-
zational Capabilities in Successful CRM Implementation, 
Journal of Personal Selling & Sales Management, 26, 1 
(Winter), 39–53.

Rapp, Adam, Raj Agnihotri, and Lukas Forbes (2008), “The 
Sales Force Technology–Performance Chain: The Role of 
Adaptive Selling and Effort,” Journal of Personal Selling & 
Sales Management, 28, 4 (Fall), 335–350.

———, Michael Ahearne, John Mathieu, and Neil Schillewaert 
(2006), “The Impact of Knowledge and Empowerment on 
Working Smart and Working Hard: The Moderating Role of 
Experience,” International Journal of Research in Marketing, 
23 (September), 279–293.

Rottenberger, Kerry (1991), “Is Competitor Intelligence Im-
portant to Your Sales and Marketing Efforts?” Sales and 
Marketing Management, 143 (September), 24–25.

Rust, Roland T., and Anthony J. Zahorik (1993), “Customer 
Satisfaction, Customer Retention, and Market Share,” 
Journal of Retailing, 69 (2), 193–215.

Shulsky, Abram N. (1993), Silent Warfare: Understanding the 
World of Intelligence, Washington, DC: Brassey.

Simon, Herbert A. (1993), “Strategy and Organizational 
Evolution,” Strategic Management Journal, 14 (Winter), 
131–142.

Stalk, George, Jr. (1988), “Time—The Next Source of Competi-
tive Advantage,” Harvard Business Review, 66 (July–August), 
41–51.

Sujan, Harish, Barton A. Weitz, and Nirmalya Kumar (1994), 
“Learning, Orientation, Working Smart, and Effective Sell-
ing,” Journal of Marketing, 58 (3), 39–52.



Spring 2011 155 

Swan, John E., and Johannah J. Nolan (1985), “Gaining Cus-
tomer Trust: A Conceptual Guide for the Salesperson,” 
Journal of Personal Selling & Sales Management, 5, 2 (No-
vember), 39–48.

Vargo, Stephen L., and Robert F. Lusch (2004), “Evolving To-
ward a New Dominant Logic for Marketing,” Journal of 
Marketing, 68 (1), 1–17.

Vedder, Richard, Michael Vanecek, C.S. Guynes, and James 
Cappel (1999), “CEO and CIO Perspectives on Com-
petitive Intelligence,” Communications of the ACM, 42 (8), 
109–116.

Vorhies, Douglas W., and Neil A. Morgan (2003), “A Configu-
ration Theory Assessment of Marketing Organization Fit 
with Business Strategy and Its Relationship with Marketing 
Performance,” Journal of Marketing, 67 (1), 100–115.

Webster, Frederick E., Jr. (1965), “The Industrial Salesman 
as a Source of Market Information,” Business Horizons, 8 
(Spring), 77–82.

Weitz, Barton A. (1981), “Effectiveness in Sales Interactions: A 
Contingency Framework,” Journal of Marketing, 45 (1), 
85–103.

———, Harish Sujan, and Meeta Sujan (1986), “Knowledge, 
Motivation, and Adaptive Behavior: A Framework for 
Improving Selling Effectiveness,” Journal of Marketing, 50 
(4), 174–191.

West, Christopher (2001), Competitive Intelligence, New York: 
Palgrave.

Young, Murray A. (1989), “Sources of Competitive Data for the 
Management Strategist,” Strategic Management Journal, 10 
(May–June), 285–293.





Copyright of Journal of Personal Selling & Sales Management is the property of M.E. Sharpe Inc. and its

content may not be copied or emailed to multiple sites or posted to a listserv without the copyright holder's

express written permission. However, users may print, download, or email articles for individual use.




