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Abstract
Agile manufacturing is a new concept in manufacturing intended to improve the
competitiveness of firms. Recent studies assert that agility has serious association with the
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work organization. The aim of this paper, is presenting a conceptual model for Agility Strategy
(AS) and Work Organization (WO) in the Iranian Textile Industry.
In this study, after reviewing the related literature; firstly, the effective factors in the AS and
WO was identified. Secondly, questionnaires were distributed among five Iranian textile
company’s experts. Then, 195 filled questionnaires were collected. Next, Factor Analysis and
Structural Equation Modeling were used to discover the relation between AS and WO; as a
result, the proposed model was extracted. Our findings show that there is the significant and
positive relationship between AS and WO in the Iranian Textile Industry.
Keywords: Agility Strategy (AS), Work Organization (WO), Structural Equation Modelling
(SEM), the Iranian Textile Industry
1. Introduction
Textile industry is perhaps one of the biggest and most influential industries in the world and is
attracting big economies with its extremely high cash flow. Textile industry is a fundamental
aspect of any society due to the need for people to use clothing, footwear, etc. The main reason
for textile’s importance is the fact that most of the countries invest in textile to industrialize and
develop their economies with China as a good example. India and Pakistan have about 30% of
their workforce employed in textile and clothing industries. Since textile industry is labor
intensive, it plays an important role in increasing employment rate and it can be a strategically
viable plan to fight unemployment in countries. It seems that Agility is necessity in
manufacturing organizations especially in textile industry with the highest rate of employment
in Iran.
Agility represents a new approach to manufacturing and management, which is very different
from a planned mass production. It was first introduced officially to the public in 1991 by
Iacocca Research Institute in Lehigh University in a report called ―the strategy of
manufacturing firms in 21st century: the viewpoint of industrial specialists‖ (Yaghoubi and
Rahat Dahmardeh, 2010).
Agile manufacturing is a new concept in manufacturing intended to improve the
competitiveness of firms. Manufacturing processes based on agile manufacturing are
characterized by customer-supplier integrated process for product design, manufacturing
marketing, and support services (Gunasekaran, 1999).
There is a significant difference in understanding of terms, flexibility and agility, if they are
referred to the manufacturing strategy. Thus agile manufacturing can be considered as a
manufacturing strategy that is different from the flexible, lean manufacturing, and other
strategies and techniques (Sherehiy et al., 2007).
Yaghoubi and Rahat Dahmardeh (2010) proposed that the best and newest way of survival and
success of the organizations is focusing on their organizational agility, and the organizational
agility is a wisely and complete response to the rapidly changing requirements in competitive
markets and succeeding by the opportunities the organization gets.
Today’s enterprises operate in extremely competitive environment of a global market. The
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increased rate of innovation and technological developments, fragmentation of markets and
elevated customer expectations towards customized products lead to the especially turbulent
and rapid changes in the business environment. The problem how organizations can
successfully deal with an unpredictable and constantly changing environment has been a
prevailing topic both in industry and academia for a few decades. Many different solutions
were proposed: networking, reengineering, modular organizations, virtual corporations, high
performing organizations, employee empowerment, flexible manufacturing, just-in-time, etc…
Among proposals of how to deal with the uncertain and unpredictable environment the notion
of agility is the most predominant and popular lately. This concept was proposed to describe a
new approach in manufacturing and enterprise management that is necessary to achieve
success in a modern dynamically changing market (Sherehiy, 2008). In this study the agility,
the ability of an organization to respond quickly to the changes in the internal and external
business environment and to act proactively referring to the changes to achieve the
opportunities that occur due to change is defined.
Recent studies assert that agility has serious association with the work organization (Plonka,
1997; Parker and wall, 1998). It is expected that work in an agile company will become more
complex due to use of advanced manufacturing and information technologies. Since agility
needs quickly response to market changes, this leads to increased uncertainty in the work
environment and requires the employees’ constant adaption to new needs, circumstances,
changes in work processes, and technologies. In addition, flexible technologies resulting in
increased operational uncertainty due to more variability and complexity in work processes
(Parker et al., 2001).
The aim of this paper is ―investigating interactions between indicators Agility Strategy (AS)
and WO in the Iranian Textile Industry‖. This study was using second source data and case
study. First we studied literature of AS, WO, and searches about AS's impact on different
aspects of a company. After reviewing the literature and identification of indicators, a
questionnaire between experts was distributed and 195 questionnaires were completed. At the
end we utilized structural equation modeling (SEM) by Lisrel 8.5 software and analysis output
was published. By performing this research, we hope that some light is shed on the relationship
between AS and WO in textile industry.
2. Previous Research
2.1 Agility Strategy (AS)
Here, agility is considered as a strategy that combines different methods, techniques and
developed ideas in flexible organization and this may lead to the use of different manufacturing
strategies based on the needs of a current situation in a business environment. Five principal
agile sub-strategies, necessary to achieve agility, are specified in the literature : 1) product
related agility; 2) cooperation related agility; 3) organization related change capabilities; 4)
manufacturing agility; 5) people and knowledge related change capabilities (Sherehiy, 2008;
Jackson and Johansson, 2003; Goldman et al., 1995). In Table 1 there is a short review of
researches about Agility Strategy dimensions.
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Table 1. A review of Agility Strategy key dimensions
Key
dimensions
Product (P)
Organization
(Org)
Cooperation
(CO)
People (PE)

Author(s)
(Sherehiy, 2008), (Lin et al., 2006), (Jackson and Johansson, 2003), (Tsourveloudis and Valavanis,
2002), (Yusuf and Adeleye, 2002), (Sharifi and Zhang, 1999), (Yusuf et al., 1999), (Goldman et al.,
1995).
(Sumukadas and Sawhney, 2004), (Arteta and Giachetti, 2004), (Jackson and Johansson, 2003),
(Tsourveloudis and Valavanis, 2002), (Yusuf et al., 1999), (Sharifi and Zhang, 1999), (Goldman et al.,
1995).
(Sherehiy, 2008), (Lin et al., 2006), (Sumukadas and Sawhney, 2004), (Jackson and Johansson, 2003),
(Sharifi and Zhang, 1999), (Kathuria and Partovi, 1999).
(Sumukadas and Sawhney, 2004), (Jackson and Johansson, 2003), (Kathuria and Partovi, 1999),
(Sharifi and Zhang, 1999), (Goldman et al., 1995), (Yusuf et al., 1999).

2.2 AS's Dimensions
We define different dimensions in AS operationally that is collected from literature study.
2.2.1 Product (P)
Goldman et al. (1995) proposed that here product means bringing products to the market as
quickly and cost efficiently as possible and also means providing value and solutions to the
customer. This dimension is related to the product strategies and operations needed to respond
to market change and uncertainty (Jackson and Johansson, 2003).
2.2.2 Organization (Org)
Effective controlling of changes requires flexible organizational structures which allow fast
re-shaping the physical and human resources provides (Goldman et al., 1995). The competency
of change in operations is concerned with methods, competencies, and tools needed to manage
long and short term changes in the production systems (Jackson and Johansson, 2003).
2.2.3 Cooperation (Co)
According to Goldman et al. (1995), cooperation means cooperate internally and with other
companies. Cooperation refers to the ability of company departments to cooperate among them
and the ability of company to cooperate with suppliers and customers (Jackson and Johansson,
2003).
2.2.4 People (Pe)
An agile competitive environment is where the people skills, experience, and knowledge are
the main differences between the companies. Thus, the permanent work force, training and
education are integral factors to an agile enterprise’s operations and indicate an investment into
future success (Goldman et al., 1995). This dimension relates to the need for placement of
knowledge and ability of employees as a basis of all operations that are faced with turbulent
market changes (Jackson and Johansson, 2003).
2.3 Work Organization (WO)
Several theories have offered explanations regarding work characteristics that have important
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influence on the employees’ performance (Sherehiy, 2008). Some authors identified that The
Job Characteristic Model is the most widely applied and dominant approach for research on job
design and work customs. Although some aspects of this model have not been confirmed by
empirical research, the job characteristics which are defined have been found to be related to
wide range of the work outcomes (Morgeson and Campion, 2003; Parker and Wall, 1998; Wall
and Martin, 1987). In Table 2 there is a short review of researches about Work Organization
dimensions.
Table 2. A review of Work Organization key dimensions
Key dimensions
Job uncertainty
(JUN)
Job complexity
(JCM)
Job demands
(JDM)
Job control (JC)
Skill variety (SV)

Author(s)
(Pulakos et al., 2002), (Allworth and Hesketh, 1999).
(Ohly et al., 2006), (Pulakos et al., 2002), (Fay and Frese, 2001), (Frese et al., 1998).
(Sherehiy, 2008), (Pulakos et al., 2002), (Plonka, 1997).
(Yusuf et al., 1999), (Kathuria and Partovi, 1999), (Plonka, 1997), (Karasek and Theorell, 1990),
(Walton and Susman, 1987), (Dawis and Lofquist, 1984).
(Pulakos et al., 2002), (Plonka, 1997), (Karasek, 1979), (Forsythe, 1997), (Karasek and Theorell,
1990), (Hackman and Oldham, 1975).

2.4 WO's Dimensions
We define different dimensions in AS operationally that is collected from literature study.
2.4.1. Job Uncertainty (JUN)
Job uncertainty refers to the extent the job is unpredictable and presents employee with
surprising and unpredictable situations (Sherehiy, 2008).
2.4.2 Job Complexity (JCM)
Job complexity dimension describes the extent to which the job is complex and difficult to
perform (Sherehiy, 2008).
2.4.3 Job Demands (JDM)
The job demands dimension refers to the cognitive and physical effort that an employee has to
exert in order to successfully perform a job (Sherehiy, 2008). According to Karasek (1979), Job
demands mean the demands of work situation.
2.4.4 Job Control (JC)
The job control dimension indicates the degree of freedom and independence an employee has
in scheduling work and deciding how to perform the work (Sherehiy, 2008). The job control
provides a range of control employees have over the certain aspect of the task performance,
likes the way they apply and the order in which they manage their tasks (Karasek, 1979).
2.4.5 Skill Variety (SV)
According to Hackman and Oldham (1975), skill variety refers to the extent to which the job
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needs to perform a tasks variety and use wide range of employee’s skills and abilities. Skill
variety describes the degree to which workers have control over the use of their skills (Karasek,
1979).
2.5 Structural Equation Modeling (SEM)
SEM is a comprehensive statistical approach to testing hypotheses about relations among
observed and latent variables. A major advantage of SEM is the ability to estimate a complete
model incorporating both measurement and structural considerations. We tested the
measurement and research models by applying a structural equation modeling (SEM) approach,
using the computer software program LISREL 8.5 with 195 samples. We used a variety of
indices to evaluate model fit. The seven fit indices used and values indicating acceptable model
fit include:
1. The ratio of the χ2 statistic to its degrees of freedom, with values of less than 3 indicating
acceptable fit;
2. Root mean squared error of approximation (RMSEA), with values below 0.08
representing acceptable fit;
3.

Goodness of fit index (GFI), with values exceeding 0.9 indicating good fit;

4. Adjusted GFI (AGFI), with values exceeding 0.8 indicating acceptable fit (Ngai et al.,
2007).
3. Hypotheses and Proposed Model
This Proposed model is composed of two kinds of variables: Agility Strategy (AS) and Work
Organization (WO). The conceptual model incorporating the research hypotheses is shown in
the following figure.
Job uncertainty
Product
Job complexity
Organization
WO

AS

Job demands

Cooperation
Job control
People
Skill variety

Figure1. Research proposed model
According to the above-mentioned figure research main hypothesis is:
H1: AS will positively inﬂuence WO meaningfully.
And Research Sub hypothesizes are:
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H2: AS is deﬁned as a higher-order construct which represents (a) Product, (b) Organization, (c)
Cooperation and (d) People.
H3: WO is deﬁned as a higher-order construct which represents (a) Job uncertainty, (b) Job
complexity, (c) Job demands, (d) Job control and (e) Skill variety.
4. Research Methodology
4.1 Research Method
Research method is used for this article is descriptive-correlation. This study was using second
source (library and other recorded observations) data and case study. First we studied literature
of AS, WO, SEM, and researches about AS's impact on different aspects of a company. Criteria
were extracted and we distributed questionnaires between experts and professionals in five
companies in the Iranian Textile Industry and 195 filled questionnaires were gathered. At the
end we utilize structural equation modeling (SEM) by Lisrel 8.5 software and analysis output
was published.
4.2 Statistical Population and Sample Size
The formal survey was conducted based on the preliminary survey and the duration is
approximately four months, from September 2010 to December 2010. Statistical population in
this research is including Industrial Experts in five companies in the Iranian Textile Industry
and composed of three management levels (Operational managers, Middle managers and Top
managers). There were 400 Experts in these five companies.
With regard to population, sample size was determined and it was about 196 persons. We used
random classified sampling for this research. Table 3 is illustrating the ratio of this groups and
sample sizes. After distribution of 300 questionnaires with an overall response rate of 65%; we
could gather 195 filled questionnaires from experts. Participants were informed of the main
objective of the study, and also were presented with a written definition of keywords to build
shared concept. They were encouraged to sincerely respond to all the questions in the
questionnaire and were assured of absolute anonymity.
Table 3. Population and sample size in 5 companies in the Iranian Textile Industry
Company
Population
size
% in
population
Sample size
% in sample

Laleh Mehregan
Textile
59

Negin
Carpet
88

Mashhad
Carpet
121

Mashhad
Leather
83

14.75%

22%

30.25%

20.75%

28
14.36%

47
24.1%

56
28.72%

36
18.46%

Mashhad
Spinning

Total

49

400

12.25%

100%

28
14.36%

195
100%

4.3 Information Gathering Tools
Implemented questionnaires are composed of two parts: 21 questions about AS's dimensions
make the first part, Product (with 8 questions), Organization (with 5 questions), and
―Cooperation‖ and ―People‖ (with 4 questions each). Second part was about WO that
contained 11 questions about Job uncertainty, Job complexity, Job control, and Skill variety
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(with 2 questions each) and Job demands (with 3 questions).
4.4 Reliability and Validity
4.4.1 Reliability
The summary statistics of formal survey are shown in Table 4. For reliability evaluation we
utilized Cronbach's alpha. The Cronbach's alpha reliability of all the ten latent variables are
more than 0.6 (α>0.6), which indicates all scales demonstrate good reliability.
Table 4. The summary statistics of formal survey
instrument
Product (P)
Organization (Org)
Cooperation (Co)
People (Pe)
AS
Job uncertainty
(JUN)
Job complexity
(JCM)
Job demands (JDM)
Job control (JC)
Skill variety (SV)
WO
Total

N
8

Mean
2.4603
3.1713

5

3.0205

4
4
21
2

2.4269
…..
3.4688

2

3.4762
3.2503

3

3.8571

2

3.2802

2
11
32

…..
…..

SD
0.9747
1.1891
1.2025
1.0195
…..
1.2497
1.3063
1.0966
1.3361
1.2421
…..
…..

α
0.929
0.886
0.856
0.862
0.949
0.817
0.817
0.741
0.857
0.654
0.847
0.913

N = Number of questions (items), SD=standard deviation; α= Cronbach's alpha coefficient.
4.4.2 Validity
For evaluating validity of questionnaires, we used content validity and construct validity.
4.4.2.1 Content Validity
Content validity deals with how representative and comprehensive the items were in creating
the scale. It is assessed by examining the process by which scale items are generated (Moon
and Kim, 2001). Content validity assured us that all aspects and parameters that impact on main
content were evaluated. For testing content validity after devising a framework for
questionnaire, we asked 30 experts to modify it if needed. These experts evaluated all
implemented criteria in questionnaire and modified it.
4.4.2.2 Construct validity
Construct validity determines the extent to which a scale measures a variable of interest (Moon
and Kim, 2001). In this research we used factor analysis for considering the structure of
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research. Exploring factor analysis and criteria factor was used to investigate construction of
questionnaire. Factor analysis depicted that all mentioned criteria are measured in these
questionnaires.
5. Data Analysis
Data analysis is accomplished by inferential statistics techniques particularly exploratory
factor analysis and confirmatory factor analysis. In this section 21 variables related to AS and
11 variables related to WO are factored through factor analysis method. Results shown in
Tables 5 to 6.
The relationships between variables are identified using exploratory factor analysis and then
the factoring is implemented. The result is applied in structural equation modeling (SEM) used
in confirmatory factor analysis. The variables are properly factored during the exploratory
factor analysis. Through confirmatory factor analysis in structural equation modeling (SEM)
factoring is either accepted or rejected. The software SPSS 18.0 is applied for first analysis and
Lisrel 8.53 is applied for the second. In the following sections the results of exploratory factor
analysis and after that the results of SEM are presented. The secondary hypothesis, that is H2
and H3, are studied. Finally the main hypothesis is explained after the confirmatory factor
analysis of both sides of the model separately. In fact we have tested our proposed model in
three steps: 1.AS: its latents and indicators; 2.WO: its latents and indicators; and, 3.The effect
of AS on WO.
5.1 The Results of Exploring Factor Analysis
5.1.1 Exploring factor analysis result of AS's questionnaire
We considered 21 questions by factor analysis and based on 195 gathered questionnaires;
KMO was 0.882 showing that the sample size was enough. Also considering the fact that sig. in
Bartlett test was lower than 0.05. The Total Variance Explained for the seven factors in the
questionnaire was found to be 72.67%, which explains the variance of the concept of AS, in
fact indicating a high level of reliability for the questionnaire. The result of Exploratory Factor
Analysis for the AS model has been shown in Table 5.
Table 5. Rotated Component Matrix for the AS model
questioners
P1
P2
P3
P4
P5
P6
P7
P8
ORG1
ORG2
ORG3

Product (P)
.557
.646
.724
.597
.821
.728
.625
.730
.185
.299
.487

Organization
(Org)
.319
.474
.220
.287
.206
.250
.446
.137
.777
.695
.778
377

Component
People
(Pe)
.488
.069
.197
.195
.279
.382
.319
.177
.233
.312
.180

Cooperation
(Co)
.139
.212
.305
.366
.111
.161
.147
.341
.249
.068
-.040
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ORG4
ORG5
CO1
CO2
CO3
CO4
PE1
PE2
PE3
PE4

.587
.108
.409
.076
.211
.374
.323
.556
.239
.106

.531
.795
.146
.037
.310
.152
.178
-.026
.143
.310

.125
.061
.243
.151
.216
.133
.755
.582
.792
.780

.252
.183
.672
.876
.732
.710
.137
.343
.178
.245

5.1.2 Exploring factor analysis result of WO's questionnaire
We considered 11 questions by factor analysis and based on 195 gathered questionnaires; KMO
was 0.791 showing that the sample size was enough. Also considering the fact that sig. in
Bartlett test was lower than 0.05. The Total Variance Explained for the four factors in the
questionnaire was found to be 80.01%, which explains the variance of the concept of WO, in
fact indicating a high level of reliability for the questionnaire. The result of Exploratory Factor
Analysis for the WO model has been shown in Table 6.
Table 6. Rotated Component Matrix for the WO model
Component
questioners

Job
Demands
(JDM)

Job
Contro
l (JC)

Job
Uncertainty
(JUN)

Job
Complexity
(JCM)

Skill
Variety
(SV)

JUN1

.107

.170

.863

.240

.111

JUN2

.079

.273

.825

.255

.081

JCM1

.139

.149

.210

.857

.216

JCM2

.178

.219

.341

.804

.059

JDM1

.750

.214

-.008

.165

.234

JDM2

.813

.266

.074

.080

-.092

JDM3

.762

-.178

.205

.109

.340

JC1

.153

.825

.304

.173

.097

JC2

.140

.889

.160

.176

.142

SV1

.149

.089

.091

.140

.802

SV2

.109

.114

.067

.080

.846

5.2 The Results of Confirmatory Factor Analysis
5.2.1 X model; Measurement Model of AS
In the initial step we applied confirmatory factor analysis in Lisrel 8.5 and eventually
conducted path diagram of X model as per Figure 2. We have tested relationship between AS
latent and its indicators. Fitness's indices in Table 7 shows good fitness of our X model, proving
selected indicator are good representative for each dimension of AS. Also AS is deﬁned as a
higher-order construct which represents (a) Product, (b) Organization, (c) Cooperation and (d)
People. So our second hypothesis (H2) is supported.
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Table 7. AS model fitness indices
fitness indices
Chi-Square/df
P-value
Root Mean Square Error of
Approximation (RMSEA)
Goodness of Fit Index (GFI)
Adjusted Goodness of Fit Index (AGFI)

Measure of
Index
1.9267
0.000
0.037
0.94
0.92

Figure 2. Standardized Solutions Model for AS
Figure (2) shows the extent each variable describes AS. The ranking of the variables is as
follows: 1. Product, 2. Organization, 3. People, 4. Cooperation.
Also, the followings are the results of figure2:
The significant factors in Product are P5 and P6 with the same correlation coefficient of 84%,
which are ―Compared to competitors, the time-to-market of new services and products is
379
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higher‖ and ―Putting more effort into customer support than other competitors in the industry‖.
1. The significant factor in Organization is Org3 with the correlation coefficient of 92%,
which is ―Organizational strategies and goals are communicated to all employees‖.
2. The significant factor in Cooperation is Co1 with the correlation coefficient of 81%,
which is ―the preferring way to solve problems‖.
3. And the significant factor in People are Pe1 and Pe2 with the same correlation coefficient
of 80%, which are ―focusing the employees on organizational goals and success‖ and ―the
employee’s compensation depends on the quality of their performance‖.
5.2.2 Y model; Measurement Model of WO
In next step we adopted confirmatory factor analysis for WO and its indicators in Lisrel 8.5 and
eventually conducted path diagram of Y model as per Figure 3. We have tested Relationship
between WO latents and its indicators. Fitness's indices in Table 8 shows good fitness of our X
model, proving selected indicator are good representative for each dimension of WO. Also WO
is deﬁned as a higher-order construct which represents (a) Job uncertainty, (b) Job complexity,
(c) Job demands, (d) Job control and (e) Skill variety. So our third hypothesis (H3) is supported.
Table 8. WO model fitness indices
fitness indices
Chi-Square/df
P-value
Root Mean Square Error of
Approximation (RMSEA)
Goodness of Fit Index (GFI)
Adjusted Goodness of Fit Index (AGFI)

Measure of
Index
2.0505
0.00012
0.074
0.93
0.88

Figure (3) shows the extent each variable describes AS. The ranking of the variables is as
follows: 1.Job complexity, 2.Job uncertainty, 3. Job control, 4. Job demands, 5. Skill variety.
Also, the followings are the results of figure3:
1. The significant factor in Job uncertainty is JUN2 with the correlation coefficient of 86%,
which is ―have to handle surprising or unpredictable situations‖. Also, JUN1 with the
correlation coefficient of 82% is of great importance, which is ―performing the tasks that are
clearly defined‖.
2. The significant factor in Job complexity is JCM2 with the correlation coefficient of 88%,
which is ―coming across problems that we have not encountered before‖.
3. The significant factor in Job demands is JDM1 with the correlation coefficient of 75%,
which is ―requiring quick decisions in work‖.
4. The significant factor in Job control is JC1 with the correlation coefficient of 91%, which
is ―allowing workers to decide the order in which things are done‖.
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5. And the significant factor in Skill variety is SV1 with the correlation coefficient of 73%,
which is ―Similarity in the tasks that perform in a typical work day‖.

Figure 3. Standardized Solutions Model for WO
5.2.3 Structural Model; the Effect of AS on WO
For entering data gathered from questionnaires in SEM for investigating our main hypothesis,
we define a new variable for every latent variable and use the mean of scored answers. So we
define 10 variables (4 for AS and 5 for WO). In other words, we performed our Structural
model applying 7 dimensions of AS and 4 component of WO.
As shown in Figure 4, AS can determine 33.64 percent (0.582) of WO variances which is a
significant role. Fitness's indices in Table 9 show good fitness of the Structural model. So our
main hypothesis (H1) is supported. Also ―Product‖ and ―People‖ are fairly most important
dimensions of AS and in the WO, ―Job complexity‖ and ―Job uncertainty‖ are fairly most
important dimensions of WO.
Table 9. The Structural Model Fitness Indices
fitness indices
Chi-Square/df
P-value
Root Mean Square Error of
Approximation (RMSEA)
Goodness of Fit Index (GFI)
Adjusted Goodness of Fit Index (AGFI)
381

Measure of
Index
1.3819
0.00289
0.044
0.96
0.93
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Figure 4. Structural model: the effect of AS on WO
6. Summary and Concluding Remarks
This research intended to investigate the relationship between AS and WO by using SEM in the
Iranian Textile Industry. For this investigation, first we studied in hand literature and extracted
impressive criteria on AS and WO. Then we devised a questionnaire and distributed it to
experts and professionals in five companies in the Iranian Textile Industry. At the end, we
analyzed output from questionnaires by utilizing SEM. We have tested our proposed model in
three steps: 1.AS: its latents and indicators; 2. WO: its latents and indicators; and 3.The effect
of AS on WO.
This study has some limitations. First, we measured AS as independent variable which may
differ in different industry and make it fairly difficult to generalize it. Second, we study
perceived AS and WO rather than the reality.
In spite of the aforementioned limitations, there are important managerial implications
obtained from the findings. According to research findings, AS is deﬁned as a higher-order
construct which represents (a) Product, (b) Organization, (c) Cooperation and (d) People. Also
WO is deﬁned as a higher-order construct which represents (a) Job uncertainty, (b) Job
complexity, (c) Job demands, (d) Job control and (e) Skill variety. Finally, we found that AS
will positively inﬂuence WO meaningfully. Also ―Product‖ and ―People‖ are fairly most
important dimensions of AS and in the WO, ―Job complexity‖ and ―Job uncertainty‖ are fairly
most important dimensions of WO.
Obtained results in this research is in a same direction in some aspects with other findings in
different studies. For example, our results are supporting Sherehiy (2008), shown that there
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was a positive relationship between AS and WO in six small size enterprises (SMEs) in the
USA. She stated that AS has a significant positive impact on WO.
Findings in this research are increasing our knowledge about relationship between AS and WO
in textile industry. For future studies we suggest more empirical studies in different companies.
Also we suggest that researchers consider relationships between AS and WO in textile industry
with investigating key elements in environment (like supply, demand, and technology
uncertainty).
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Appendix A
Respondents are asked to rate the extent or degree of current practice of the following items on
a five-point Likert scale with 1=―strongly disagree‖ to 5=―strongly agree‖.
Product (P) (Sherehiy, 2008; Lin et al., 2006; Jackson and Johansson, 2003; Tsourveloudis and
Valavanis, 2002; Yusuf and Adeleye, 2002; Sharifi and Zhang, 1999; Yusuf et al., 1999;
Goldman et al., 1995).

P1— My company looks for opportunities to add new profitable services or other
values to our products.


P2— My company looks for opportunities to customize our products.



P3— Quality in my company is measured through customer satisfaction.



P4— My company’s products can be easily customized for an individual customer.


P5— Compared to competitors, the time-to-market of my company’s new services and
products is higher.
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P6— My company puts more effort into customer support than our competitors in the
industry.


P7— My company focuses on selling standard products.


P8— My company adds value to products by providing information and service to our
customers.
Organization (Org) (Sumukadas and Sawhney, 2004; Arteta and Giachetti, 2004; Jackson and
Johansson, 2003; Tsourveloudis and Valavanis, 2002; Yusuf et al., 1999; Sharifi and Zhang,
1999; Goldman et al., 1995).


Org1— My company is effective at meeting changing goals and objectives.



Org 2—In my company, the change is recognized as an opportunity.



Org 3— Organizational strategies and goals are communicated to all employees.


Org 4— In my company, it is difficult to move workers between different tasks
(reversed coded).

Org 5— In my company, it is easy to reconfigure physical and human resources to meet
changed customer demands.
Cooperation (Co) (Sherehiy, 2008; Lin et al., 2006; Sumukadas and Sawhney, 2004; Jackson
and Johansson, 2003; Sharifi and Zhang, 1999; Kathuria and Partovi, 1999).


Co 1— In my company, cooperation is the preferred way to solve problems.



Co 2— My company encourages co-operation among its workers.



Co 3— My company establishes long-term contracts with major suppliers.


Co 4— My company’s products/services are designed in cooperation with the
customers and suppliers.
People (Pe) (Sumukadas and Sawhney, 2004; Jackson and Johansson, 2003; Kathuria and
Partovi, 1999; Sharifi and Zhang, 1999; (Goldman et al., 1995; Yusuf et al., 1999).


Pe 1— In my company, the employees are focused on organizational goals and success.


Pe 2— In my company, the employee’s compensation depends on the quality of their
performance.


Pe 3— In my company, the number of cross-trained workers is high.


Pe 4— In my company, the employees at all levels are encouraged to participate in
decision making process.
Job uncertainty (JUN) (Pulakos et al., 2002; Allworth and Hesketh, 1999).


JUN 1— In my job, the tasks I perform are clearly defined.



JUN 2— In my job, I have to handle surprising or unpredictable situations.
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Job complexity (JCM) (Ohly et al., 2006; Pulakos et al., 2002; Fay and Frese, 2001; Frese et al.,
1998).


JCM 1— In my job, I have to deal with problems which are difficult to solve.



JCM 2— In my job, I come across problems that I have not encountered before.

Job demands (JDM) (Sherehiy, 2008; Plonka, 1997).


JDM 1— My work requires quick decisions.



JDM 2— My job requires working very hard.



JMM3— I do not have enough time to get the job done.

Job control (JC) (Yusuf et al., 1999; Kathuria and Partovi, 1999; Plonka, 1997; Karasek and
Theorell, 1990; Walton and Susman, 1987; Dawis and Lofquist, 1984).


JC 1— My job allows me to decide the order in which things are done.



JC 2— How much influence do you have on the amount of work assigned to you?

Skill variety (SV) (Pulakos et al., 2002; Plonka, 1997; Karasek, 1979; Forsythe, 1997; Karasek
and Theorell, 1990; Hackman and Oldham, 1975).


SV 1— The tasks I perform in a typical work day are very similar (reversed coded).



SV 2— To what extent do you use all your knowledge and skills at work?
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