
ORGANIZATIONAL CULTURE AND ORGANIZATIONAL 

CONFLICT: COMBINED EFFECT ON EFFECTIVENESS 

OF MARKETING STRATEGY 

by 

PHANI TEJ ADIDAM, B.Com. 

A DISSERTATION 

IN 

BUSINESS ADMINISTRATION 

Submitted to the Graduate Faculty 
of Texas Tech University in 

Partial Fulfillment of 
the Requirements for 

the Degree of 

DOCTOR OF PHILOSOPHY 

Approved 

August, 1996 



P 
'^ 
^ r 

I 

Copyright 1996, Phani Tej Adidam 



insight, support, and exalted sense of humor were instrumental in the timely 

completion of this dissertation; Dr. Dale Duhan, who always provided a congenial 

and amiable atmosphere that pulled me through my doctoral program; and Dr. Larry 

Austin, who was always approachable, and lent charitable advice all through my stay 

on the seventh floor. 

I express my deep sense of respect and gratitude toward Dr. Shelby Hunt, who 

is a phenomenal role model for budding academicians, and who enlightened me on the 

critical issues of philosophy and scholarly writing in academe. His comments after 

my seminars and on my conceptual model were very helpful. I would also like to 

thank Dr. Robert Wilkes, whose seminar courses I always enjoyed; and Dr. Patrick 

Dunne, who provided me with a practical perspective of life within and beyond 

academics. 

It has been my privilege to work with many doctoral colleagues—Steve Edison, 

George Kirk, Dennis Arnett, Randy Sparks, Chris Cox, Shahid Ali, Steve German, 

Jim Walton, and Mark Johlke~who are wonderful (and older) people, and with whom 

I enjoyed my manic and magic moments of doctoral life. I also had the pleasure of 

knowing and interacting with Khurshid Rana, Siva Natarajan, Partha Sarkar, and 

Avantika Sarkar, who were the mainstay of my infinitesimal social life in Lubbock. 

Great appreciation is extended to my brothers-Rakesh Mullick, Ramesh 

Malla, and Reddi Prasad Bingi-who, along with Seema Mullick, Kyeong Malla, and 

Revathi Bingi, provided constant encouragement, affection, and love, ever since I 

decided to enter the doctoral program. A special thank you to the families of 

111 



Mullicks, Singamsettis, Gujrals, Gokhales, and Chitrapus for binding my family 

together in India. 

Finally, words are not sufficient to describe my feelings toward my wife, 

Kranthi, who pulled me through the final stages of this dissertation by constantly 

pushing me to complete this work. To her 

IV 



TABLE OF CONTENTS 

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS ii 

ABSTRACT ix 

LIST OF TABLES x 

LIST OF FIGURES xi 

CHAPTER 

I. INTRODUCTION 1 

Overview 1 

Research Objectives 4 

Importance of the Research 4 

Structure of Dissertation 5 

II. REVIEW OF LITERATURE AND CONCEPTUAL DEVELOPMENT . . 6 

Introduction 6 

Development of a Theoretical Model 6 

Organizational Culture 9 

Clan Culture 12 

Adhocracy Culture 13 

Market Culture 13 

Hierarchical Culture 13 

Organizational Conflict 14 

Cognitive Conflict 16 



Affecdve Conflict 17 

Cooperation 17 

Strategy Formulation 18 

Comprehensiveness and Situation Audit 20 

Emphasis on Competitive Advantage(s) 20 

Strategy Implementation 21 

Team integration 22 

Communication Quality 22 

Resource Commitment 23 

Consensus Commitment 23 

Outcomes 24 

Learning 24 

Perceived Success 25 

Summary 25 

III. RESEARCH METHOD 28 

Introduction 28 

Questionnaire Development 28 

Measures of the Constructs 29 

Organizational Culture 30 

Organizational Conflict 33 

Cooperation 33 

Situation Audit 34 

VI 



Comprehensiveness 34 

Emphasis on Competitive Advantage(s) 36 

Team Integration 37 

Communication Quality 38 

Consensus Commitment 38 

Resource Commitment 39 

Learning 39 

Perceived Success 41 

Environmental Change 41 

Scale Purification 42 

Method of Data Collection 43 

Non-response Bias 44 

Sample Characteristics 45 

IV. ANALYSIS 49 

Two-Step Approach to Strucmral Equation Modeling 50 

Objectives for Testing the Measurement Model 51 

Measurement Model Respecification Procedure 53 

General Approach to Testing the Measurement Model 53 

Full Measurement Model 56 

Analysis of the Strucmral Model 58 

Proposed and Revised Structural Models 58 

Respecification of the Strucmral Model 67 

Vll 



V. CONCLUSIONS AND DISCUSSIONS 76 

Introduction 76 

Discussion 76 

Organizational Culture 77 

Organizational Conflict 78 

Cooperation 79 

Strategy Formulation 79 

Strategy Implementation 81 

Outcomes 83 

Major Contributions 83 

Limitations 85 

Future Research 86 

REFERENCES 89 

APPENDICES 

A. QUESTIONNAIRE 102 

B. PRENOTIFICATION LETTER TO RESPONDENTS 108 

C. LETTER OF INTRODUCTION TO RESPONDENTS 110 

D. REMINDER POSTCARD TO RESPONDENTS 112 

E. FINAL MEASUREMENT ITEMS 114 

Vlll 



ABSTRACT 

Marketing strategy research can be classified into content and process, with the 

former dealing with the specifics of a chosen or intended strategy, and the latter with 

factors that influence strategy formulation and implementation. Process issues have 

been underresearched in the marketing strategy literature. 

Two key process variables that have been posited to affect market planning 

and performance are organizational culture (Deshpande, Farley, and Webster 1993: 

Deshpande and Webster 1989; Weitz, Sujan, and Sujan 1986) and organizational 

conflict (Amason 1996; Jaworski and Kohli 1993; Menon, Bharadwaj, and Howell 

1996). Although anecdotal evidence exists regarding the combined influence of 

organizational culture and conflict on marketing strategy planning and 

implementation, these two constructs have not been researched in a single 

comprehensive model of marketing strategy effectiveness. 

This dissertation focuses on the combined effects that two organizational 

factors, culture and conflict, have on the effectiveness of marketing strategy 

formulation and implementation processes. Cooperation mediates the effect of 

organizational conflict on the implementation process. This research develops and 

tests a comprehensive theoretical model of marketing strategy effectiveness. The 

results help managers develop specific kinds of cultures that could either discourage 

conflict and/or encourage cooperation, which would ultimately have an impact on the 

effectiveness of marketing strategy planning and implementation. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Overview 

Prior to the early 1960's, the main practitioners of strategic thinking were 

army generals. General Carl von Clausewitz wrote in 1830 what is still considered to 

be "the book" on war, and dedicated over 60 percent of it to strategy (Graham 1956). 

Since the late 1960s, strategic thinking has been one of the most important elements 

in the arsenals of most large American industrial businesses, with some practicing 

more than others. Now, nearly 30 years later, understanding why some strategies 

succeed and why others fail is the central theme in marketing and management 

strategy research. Many researchers have attempted to identify several key variables 

that affect performance (Capon, Farley and Hoenig 1990; Fredrickson 1984; Miller 

and Cardinal 1994; Miller and Friesen 1978, 1984). Hansen and Wernerfelt (1989) 

felt that organizational variables explained twice as much variance in profit as 

traditional industry structure variables. Nevertheless, research on the organizational 

context of market planning and performance has been sparse (cf. John and Martin 

1984; Kohli and Jaworski 1990; Ruekert and Walker 1987a). 

The extant literature in marketing strategy has extensively investigated content 

issues such as sources of competitive advantage (cf. Bharadwaj, Varadarajan, and 

Fahy 1993; Day and Wensley 1988; Eliashberg and Chatterjee 1985; McKee, 

Varadarajan and Pride 1989), timing of market entry (cf Colder and Tellis 1993: 



Robinson and Fornell 1985; Robinson 1988), and resource allocation (cf Buzzell and 

Gale 1987; Jacobson and Aaker 1985, 1987; Piercy 1987). Unfortunately, research 

into process issues such as factors affecting the development and implementation of 

marketing strategy are less established (cf Curren, Folkes, and Steckel 1992; John 

and Martin 1984; Kohli and Jaworski 1990; Ruekert and Walker 1987a, 1987b). Two 

key process variables that have been posited to affect market planning and 

performance are organizational culture (Deshpande, Farley, and Webster 1993; 

Deshpande and Webster 1989; Mahajan, Varadarajan, and Kerin 1987; Parasuraman 

and Deshpande 1984; Weitz, Sujan, and Sujan 1986) and organizational conflict 

(Barclay 1991; Jaworski and Kohli 1993; Menon, Bharadwaj, and Howell 1996). 

Despite the centrality of organizational culture to marketing strategy issues, 

there has been relatively little scholarly study of its impact in a marketing context. 

Parasuraman and Deshpande (1984) suggested that greater attention be paid to 

organizational culture along with structural explanations for managerial effectiveness. 

Additionally, the development of a customer orientation within organizations is raising 

questions related specifically to organizational culture (Bonoma 1984; Webster 1981, 

1988). Deshpande, Farley, and Webster (1993) found that the underlying 

organizational culmre is an important determinant of business performance. 

However, there are very few studies that have empirically investigated the effect of 

organizational culture on the effectiveness of a marketing strategy. As the external 

environment is becoming more and more turbulent, managers are beginning to 

develop specific cultures that would lead to effective formulation and implementation 



of marketing strategies, and thereby achieve better business performance. Therefore, 

understanding what kinds of cultures positively affect both planning and 

implementation of marketing strategies is critical to marketing strategy theory. 

In a study sponsored by the American Management Association, Thomas and 

Schmidt (1976) found that managers "have a lively and growing interest in learning 

more about both the prevention and management of conflict" (p. 318). The study 

concluded that chief executive officers, vice presidents, and middle managers devoted 

approximately 26 percent of their time to managing conflict, which they rated as 

equal to or slightly higher in importance to other managerial activities. In fact top 

managers would like to generate consensus in terms of strategic planning and 

implementation rather than manage conflict in organizations (Eisenhardt and Zbaracki 

1992). However, it is increasingly becoming accepted in the corporate and academic 

world that while conflict "on the one hand improves decision quality; on the other, it 

may weaken the ability of the group to work together" (Schweiger, Sandberg, and 

Ragan 1986, p. 67). Menon, Bharadwaj, and Howell (1996) empirically investigated 

the effect of conflict on the effectiveness of marketing strategy planning and 

implementation. 

The combined effect of organizational culture and conflict on the effectiveness 

of marketing strategy planning and implementation has not been researched. 

Surprisingly, only anecdotal evidence exists regarding the combined influence of 

organizational culture and conflict on marketing strategy planning and 

implementation. No empirical investigation of the combined effect of the influence of 



organizational culture and conflict on the effectiveness of marketing strategy has been 

documented in the extant literature. 

Research Objectives 

Two major objectives were identified for this research. The first objective was 

to develop a conceptual model of the combined effect of organizational culture and 

conflict on the effectiveness of marketing strategy. The model integrates the relevant 

research from several disciplines. The second objective was to empirically test the 

model. 

Importance of the Research 

The present research investigates the joint role of organizational culture and 

conflict as they affect marketing strategy planning and implementation. Different 

empirical studies have separately investigated the effects of organizational culture and 

conflict on marketing strategy effectiveness. Both constructs influence the 

effectiveness of strategy planning and implementation. However, there are some 

kinds of cultures that might have differential impacts on various types of conflicts in 

an organization. The results from this research will provide a prescription that would 

enable the manager to develop specific kinds of cultures that could either encourage 

cognitive conflict or discourage affective conflict, which would ultimately have an 

impact on the effectiveness of markering strategy planning and implementation. 



Structure of Dissertation 

Chapter II reviews the relevant literature and presents the development of a 

theoretical model by providing a detailed discussion of its components. The model 

integrates relevant literature from marketing, strategic management, organizational 

behavior, and decision sciences. Chapter III presents the details of questionnaire 

development, measures, method of data collection, and characteristics of the sample. 

Chapter IV discusses the research methodology, which includes the statistical analysis 

to empirically test the structural model derived from the research model. Finally, 

Chapter V discusses the results, limitations and future research directions. 



CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE AND CONCEPTUAL DEVELOPMENT 

Introduction 

As a first step towards the integration of related research, this chapter develops 

a conceptual model of the joint role of organizational culture and conflict in 

effectiveness of marketing strategies. This chapter is organized as follows. The first 

section presents the proposed conceptual model. A detailed discussion on the 

development of the model along with description and review of the literature of each 

construct in the model cû e provided. 

It should be noted that this concepmal development is based on research from 

several disciplines such as marketing, strategic management and organizational 

behavior. The intent is not to develop these areas but to integrate the knowledge of 

these areas as they relate to the current theoretical model. The final section 

summarizes the chapter. 

Development of a Theoretical Model 

A theoretical model showing the joint role of organizational culmre and 

conflict on marketing strategy effectiveness is summarized in Figure 2.1. The 

literature on the process of marketing strategy formulation and implementation 

(Cameron and Freeman 1991; Deshpande, Farley, and Webster 1993; Deshpande and 

Webster 1989; Lincoln and Kalleberg 1990; Menon, Bharadwaj, Adidam, and Edison 
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1996; Narver and Slater 1990; Ruekert, Walker, and Roering 1985; Yeung, 

Brockbank, and Ulrich 1991) suggests that organizational culture can significantly 

affect organizational effectiveness. For example, Deshpande, Farley, and Webster 

(1993) found that organizations with more emphasis on the market culture achieve 

superior business performances. Given that culture affects behavior in an 

organization, it is hypothesized to have an effect on conflictual behavior and 

cooperation (Deshpande and Webster 1989; Zammuto and Krakower 1991). 

Another segment of the literature on the process of marketing strategy 

formulation and implementation (Bonoma 1985; Frankwick, Ward, Hutt, and Reingen 

1994; Jaworski and Kohli 1993; John and Martin 1984; Kohli and Jaworski 1990; 

Menon, Bharadwaj, and Howell 1996; Ruekert and Walker 1987a, 1987b) suggests 

that conflict and cooperation can significamly affect organizational effectiveness. For 

example, Ruekert and Walker (1987a) found that while a firm's strategic orientation 

affects the level of organizational conflict, conflict resolution mechanisms can 

significantly improve interdepartmental relationships and strategy implementation 

efforts. Menon, Bharadwaj, and Howell (1996) found that while dysfunctional 

conflict had deleterious consequences for the effectiveness of the strategy process and 

organizational performance, functional conflict improved both the effectiveness of the 

strategy process and organizational performance. Finally, Mason and Mitroff (1981) 

and Wooldridge and Floyd (1989, 1990) found that cooperation in the strategy 

implementation process leads to effective and successful accomplishment of the tasks, 

and thereby, achieves superior organizational performance. 
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However, given that the joint implications of organizational culture and 

conflict have not been investigated within the same context, there is a need to 

integrate and test them to gain a better understanding of their joint effect on marketing 

strategy and firm performance. Against this backdrop, this smdy is the first in the 

literamre to integrate the key aspects of organizational culture and conflict, and to 

examine their effects on perceived outcomes of the strategies and organizational 

performance. 

In general, the model suggests that the four dimensions of organizational 

culture (clan, adhocracy, market, and hierarchical) are expected to directly influence 

the two dimensions of organizational conflict (cognitive and affective) and 

cooperation, and indirectly the seven dimensions of marketing strategy planning and 

implementation. Organizational conflict and cooperation are expected to directly 

influence the seven dimensions of strategy planning and implementation respectively. 

Perceived outcomes of the strategy are expected to be influenced by the seven 

dimensions of markering strategy planning and implementation. An elaboration of the 

theoretical rationale for these inter-relationships follows. 

Organizational Culture 

The field of organizational behavior offers a considerable and rich theoretical 

literature on organizational culture. Deshpande and Webster (1989) reviewed more 

than 100 studies in organizational behavior, sociology, and anthropology and defined 

organizational culmre as "the pattern of shared values and beliefs that help individuals 



understand organizational functioning and thus provide them with the norms for 

behavior in the organization" (p.4). Deshpande and Webster (1989) reviewed five 

alternative theoretical paradigms for smdying culmre, each with unique marketing 

research implications. One such paradigm, organizational cognition, has been 

developed relatively more than the others in terms of formal conceptual framework, 

specification of variables, and operationalization of measures, and is therefore the one 

used in this study. This perspective on organizational culture focuses on managerial 

information processing and views organizations as knowledge systems. 

The applicability of such a perspective to understanding culture and 

specifically its relationship to marketing strategy is discussed by Webster and 

Deshpande (1990). Quinn (1988; Quinn and McGrath 1985; Quinn and Rohrbaugh 

1983) proposed what is labeled a "competing values" model of organizational 

effectiveness. Quinn's well accepted description of organizational culture is chosen to 

guide this study, both because of its theoretical soundness in integrating cultures to 

other organizational components (Miles and Snow 1978; Mintzberg 1979; Quinn and 

McGrath 1985) and its operational ization through a psychometrically sound instrument 

(see Figures 3.1, 3.2, 3.3, and 3.4). The argument of organizational culture (as an 

attitudinal construct) having an impact on conflict and cooperation (behavioral 

constructs) is grounded in cognitive theory (Yeung, Brockbank and Ulrich 1991) and 

institutional theory (Selznick 1957). Specifically, the competing values model 

identifies four cultural aspects as shown in Figure 2.2. 

10 
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As we can see in Figure 2.2, two key dimensions define the four culture 

aspects. These key dimensions represent a merging of two major theoretical 

traditions from the organizational behavior literamre, the systems-structural 

perspective (Van de Ven 1976; Zey-Ferrell 1981) and the transaction cost perspective 

(Williamson 1975). Due to the merging of these two streams, the weaknesses of each 

are compensated for by the strengths of the other (Ruekert, Walker, and Roering 

1985; Ouchi and Van de Ven 1980). As noted in Figure 2.2, one axis describes the 

continuum from organic to mechanistic processes; that is, whether the organizational 

emphasis is more on flexibility, spontaneity, and individuality or on control, stability, 

and order. The other axis describes the relative organizational emphasis on internal 

maintenance (i.e., smoothing activities, integration) or on external positioning (i.e., 

competition, environmental differentiation). The four resulting culture aspects are 

labeled clan, adhocracy, market, and hierarchy. A brief description of each is given 

below: 

Clan Culture 

Clan culture aspects are those organizational cultures that place primary 

emphases upon human resources. These organizations have a family atmosphere and 

utilize regular personnel assessment to determine the morale of their members. 

Teamwork and cohesion are central values. Clan type firms empower their 

employees and practice a participative management style. Loyalty and tradition hold 

the organization together. 

12 



Adhocracy Culmre 

Adhocracy culmre aspects are dynamic and entrepreneurial. These 

organizations scan the external environment regularly for opportunities to grow and 

innovate. The firm is creative and flexible, and is often structurally decentralized. 

These firms are amenable to risks taken to achieve expansion through resource 

acquisition. The organization is held together through the group commitment to 

innovation and development. 

Market Culmre 

Market culmre aspects are driven organizations. These firms focus upon 

productivity and goal achievement. Their managerial emphases is upon competitive 

action, efficiency, and profitability. Goal clarity and direction outweigh relationships 

and conformity. The glue holding the group together is the task and its 

accomplishment. Transactions are governed by market mechanisms (Ouchi 1980). 

Hierarchical Culture 

Hierarchical culture aspects place primary emphasis upon order and control. 

These firms are often centralized in structure, and strive for predictability through 

routinization and formalization. They place high importance upon permanence and 

stability. They tend to have extensive rule sets designed to encourage continuity and 

group cooperation. 

13 



It is important to note that these culture aspects are modal or dominant ones 

rather than mumally exclusive ones. By implication, most firms can and do have 

elements of several aspects of cultures, perhaps between product groups even within 

the same strategic business unit (SBU). However, over time, one aspect of culmre 

emerges as the dominant one. 

Organizational Conflict 

Conflict is certainly one of the major organizational phenomena. It has been 

observed that, "no current investigation of how organizations operate is complete 

without an understanding of the significance of conflict and the techniques of its 

management" (Robbins 1974, p. xiii). 

Robbins presented three philosophies of organizational conflict. The 

philosophy of conflict of the classicists was based on the assumption that conflict was 

detrimental to an organization, and as such, must be reduced or eliminated. This 

stage was followed by the behavioralists' philosophy, which can best be described as 

the recognition that conflict is inevitable in organizations. They accept the presence 

of conflict and even occasionally advocate the enhancement of conflict for increasing 

organizational effectiveness. The philosophy of the interaction ists is the third 

philosophy, which is characterized by the recognition of the absolute necessity of 

conflict, and the explicit encouragement of opposition (Robbins 1974, pp. 13-14). 

In structural terms, organizational conflict is acknowledged as important by 

most theorists (Assael 1969; Barclay 1991; Baron 1985; Cosier and Schwenk 1990; 

14 



Hickson, Butler, Cray, Mallory, and Wilson 1986; Janis 1982; Menon, Bharadwaj, 

and Howell 1996; Mintzberg, Raisinghani, and Theoret 1976). In marketing, much 

of the work with conflict began in the late 1960's, addressed by Alderson (1965), 

Assael (1968), and Stern and Gorman (1969). However, it is not yet well understood 

(Eisenhardt and Zbaracki 1992). While organizational conflict appears to be 

important for high-quality decisions, it also appears to be an impediment to 

cooperation (Amason 1996). Therefore, much of the management and marketing 

literamres can be divided into two perspectives of conflict. In one tradition, in which 

social integration and stability are emphasized, conflict is seen as disruptive, 

dangerous, and indicative of underlying social pathologies. This tradition has been 

influential in American management circles, and many American managers regard 

conflict as a problem to be defused or suppressed as quickly as possible. Conflict 

management strategies from this perspective focus particularly on conflict resolution 

(Brown 1983). In another important tradition, in which social diversity and 

development are emphasized, conflict is seen as energizing, creative, and evidence of 

social dynamism. In this tradition, conflict management strategies emphasize 

differentiation and conflict stimulation (Robbins 1974; Schwenk 1989). 

It is now recognized that conflict within certain limits is essential to 

productivity. Research has shown conflict to be multidimensional (Jehn 1994; Pinkley 

1990; Rahim 1983). Conflict can be cognitive (functional) to the extent to which it 

results in the creative solution to problems that otherwise would not have been 

possible. Little or no conflict in organizations may lead to stagnation, poor decisions. 

15 



and ineffectiveness (Rahim and Bonoma 1979). On the other hand, organizational 

conflict left uncontrolled may have affective (dysfunctional) outcomes. Therefore the 

central theme is that "too little manifestation of conflict is stagnancy, but uncontrolled 

conflict threatens chaos" (Hampton, Summer, and Webber 1973, p. 670). 

Cognitive Conflict 

When conflict is functional, it is generally task oriented and focused on 

judgmental differences about how best to achieve common objectives (Baron 1991; 

Brehmer 1976; Cosier and Rose 1977). This type of conflict is called cognitive 

conflict (Amason and Schweiger 1994). Cognitive conflict is inevitable in the 

decision making process because "different positions see different environments" 

(Mitroff 1982, p.375). This percepmal diversity leads to conflict over how best to 

develop strategies (Wiersema and Bantel 1993). Cognitive conflict contributes to the 

strategy planning process because the synthesis that emerges from the contesting of 

the diverse perspectives is generally superior to individual perspectives themselves 

(Mason and Mitroff 1981; Schwenk 1990). Schweiger, Sandberg, and Rechner 

(1989) found that cognitive conflict encouraged thorough evaluation of an alternative's 

underlying assumptions. Cognitive conflict also enhances cooperation (Mason and 

Mitroff 1981; Schweiger and Sandberg 1989). As team members debate their 

perspectives, they exercise voice in the decision process (Folger 1977). Therefore, it 

is further proposed that cognitive conflict during the marketing strategy process will 

increase the effectiveness of marketing strategy formulation and implementation. 

16 



Affective Conflict 

When conflict is dysfunctional, it tends to be emotional and focuses on 

personal incompatibilities (Brehmer 1976; Cosier and Rose 1977). This type of 

conflict is called affective conflict. Affective conflict seems to emerge in teams when 

cognitive disagreement is perceived as personal criticism, and has the potential to mrn 

into a full-scale emotional conflict. For instance, it is likely that the criticism and 

debate necessary for cognitive conflict could be interpreted as political gamesmanship, 

where one team member tries to gain influence at the expense of another (Eisenhardt 

and Bourgeois 1988). The resuking incredulity would trigger personal, affective 

conflict, fostering cynicism, avoidance, or countereffort that could undermine the 

strategy planning process. Since the above factors can lower cooperation and 

coordination of marketing strategy activities (Robbins 1974; Ruekert and Walker 

1987a&b) effectively, they also lower the effectiveness of marketing strategy planning 

and implementation. 

Cooperation 

As important as they are, high-quality strategies mean little if they cannot be 

implemented, and successful implementation requires an atmosphere of cooperation 

within the organization (Amason 1996). Indeed, Child stated that "the implementation 

of strategies developed depends upon securing the cooperation of all the team 

members" (1972, p. 14). Bonoma and Johnston (1978) believe cooperation to be a 

major variable of interest in marketing, and distinct from conflict. The importance of 

17 



cooperation is supported by the findings of Brown (1979), who found strong evidence 

that cooperation among the team members results in superior implementation of 

strategies, and thereby superior performance by firms. This active cooperation is 

important because strategic decisions are rarely articulated in full detail (Mason and 

Mitroff 1981; Mintzberg, Raisinghani, and Theoret 1976). To effectively usher a 

decision through the complex web of operational details of implementation, team 

members must cooperate with each other. Therefore, it is proposed that high levels 

of cooperation will enhance the overall effectiveness of the process of strategic 

implementation. 

Cooperation is also important because it reduces the likelihood that a particular 

strategy will become the target of cynicism or countereffort (Guth and MacMillan 

1986). In other words, cooperation will mediate the effect of cognitive and affective 

conflict on the implementation process. Therefore, following Mason and Mitroff 

(1981), it is proposed that cognitive conflict will positively affect the cooperation 

among the implementation team members, while affective conflict will negatively 

affect the cooperation among the implementation team members. 

Strategy Formulation 

The fields of management and marketing have been traditionally dominated by 

an emphasis on normative models of strategy formulation (Frankwick, Ward, Hutt, 

and Reingen 1994; Hutt, Reingen, and Ronchetto 1988). These models describe the 

strategy formulation process as involving activities such as establishing goals, 
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monitoring the environment, assessing internal capabilities, searching for and 

evaluating alternative course of actions, and developing an integrated plan to achieve 

goals. 

On the other hand, the process based approach decries the normative approach 

because the organizational decision maker is not a completely rational and calculating 

being; rather he or she develops strategies through "....messy, disorderly, and 

disjointed processes around which competing factions contend" (Pennings 1985, p.2). 

Strategic alternatives and their associated consequences are rarely known with clarity, 

and choices, when made, are often of a satisficing nature—reflecting the discovery and 

selection of a satisfactory, rather than an optimal alternative (March and Simon 1958). 

Mintzberg, Raisinghani, and Theoret suggest that the "strategy development process 

is dynamic, operating in an open system where it is subjected to interferences, 

feedback loops, dead ends, and other factors" (1976, p. 250). Combining these two 

approaches, strategy formulation has been shown to affect organizational performance 

(Dess 1987; Fredrickson 1984; Miller and Cardinal 1994; Miller and Friesen 1978, 

1984; Pearce, Freeman, and Robinson 1987; Ramanujam, Venkatraman, and Camillus 

1986; Robinson and Pearce 1983; Shrivastava and Grant 1985). 

Menon, Bharadwaj, Adidam, and Edison (1996) identified three elements of 

strategy formulation: Comprehensiveness, Simation Audit, and Emphasis on 

Competitive Advantage(s). 
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Comprehensiveness and Situation Audit 

These factors are focal issues of the normative models" school of strategy 

formularion. This school accentuates the idea of a rational approach to strategy 

formulation. These models involve the activities of establishing goals, explicitly 

analyzing the organizational strengths and weaknesses, considering the environmental 

threats and opportunities, searching for and evaluating alternative actions and plans, 

and developing an integrated plan to achieve the goals (Frankwick, Ward, Hutt, and 

Reingen 1994; Fredrickson 1984). Documentation of the selected plan is also 

important, and is a reflection of the organizational and personnel commitment to the 

formulation process (Pearce, Freeman, and Robinson 1987). High levels of each of 

these two dimensions will lead to a successful strategy performance and organizational 

and managerial learning. 

Emphasis on Competitive Advantage(s) 

This is a product of the resource-based theory of competitive advantage 

(Alston and Gillespie 1989; Barney 1991; Pemose 1959; Wernerfelt 1984). This 

theory holds that a competitive advantage must be sustained and must be difficult to 

be imitated or acquired by competitors. Further, firms are expected to develop 

competencies and emphasize them in die strategy making process. The emerging 

perspective on organizational effectiveness (e.g., Bourgeois and Eisenhardt 1988; 

Quinn 1988; Quinn and Rohrbaugh 1983) suggests that high organizational 

performance also requires the simultaneous mastery of seemingly contradictory or 
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paradoxical organizational skills. Thus, if a firm has two competitive advantages, 

which are seemingly paradoxical, it would be difficult to imitate, and hence would 

lead to high organizational performance. More emphasis on the core competencies 

and capabilities of an organization would lead to high strategy performance. 

Formulating any business strategy requires the close coordination of the above 

mentioned activities across many functional departments and work units within the 

SBU (Mintzberg 1979). The process through which the managers explicitly recognize 

and perform these activities is critical for the effectiveness of a strategy. 

Strategy Implementation 

Several scholars have attempted to relate a great variety of organizational 

variables to the successful implementation of one or more strategies (cf Menon, 

Bharadwaj, Adidam, and Edison 1996). Some reflect the structure of the overall 

corporation, some reflect the structure, processes, or programs within separate 

functional or work units, and some involve the characteristics of individual employees 

and their roles within the business. Implementing any business strategy requires the 

performance and coordination of a variety of tasks and activities across many 

funcrional departments and work units within the SBU. Good implementation has 

been directly linked to performance of a business unit (Amason 1996; Bonoma 1984, 

1985; Walker and Ruekert 1987). 
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Menon, Bharadwaj, Adidam, and Edison (1996) identified four factors of 

strategy implementation: Team Integration, Communication Quality, Resource 

Commitment, and Consensus Commitment. 

Team integration 

It is important to have a well-integrated team, because this would have a 

positive influence on the process of strategy implementation. A smoothly coordinated 

and well organized team is a key descriptor for integration (Guth and Macmillan 

1986). High levels of interdependence among team members lead to higher levels of 

mutual understanding and support among the members (Anderson 1982; Anderson, 

Lodish, and Weitz 1987). The better the integration of the team, the better would be 

the implementation effort, and therefore the outcome of the strategy. 

Communication Oualitv 

Full and complete communication of the strategy that is generated in the 

formulation process is necessary for good implementation of strategies, and hence 

good performance of the business unit. Communication could be formal as well as 

informal. Continuous interaction among the key players is necessary to disseminate 

the information about the strategy. Barriers to communication decrease the amount 

and quality of communication and information exchange within the implementation 

team (Thomas, Walton, and Dutton 1972). Organizations that have systems that 
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facilitate open and extensive communications among team members tend to show 

superior performance (Anderson and Narus 1990). 

Resource Commitment 

The role of resource commitment to organizational performance and successful 

implementation of strategies has been extensively discussed in the management 

literature (Ansoff 1965; Guth and MacMillan 1986; Tichy 1983; Venkatraman and 

Ramanujam 1987). Resources are described in terms of personnel as well as material 

(or capital) resources. Any lack of resource commitment would seriously reduce the 

quality of the implementation of the strategy (Bonoma 1984). Resource commitment, 

in the form of personnel commitment, direcdy and favorably impacts the 

implementation of the strategy, and therefore its outcome. 

Consensus Commitment 

Consensus commitment is the mental commitment of the team members to 

participate and share ideas and responsibilities of the task. The role of consensus 

commitment has also been extensively dealth with in extant research (Amason 1996). 

Many have argued that processes promoting consensus among team members are 

more likely to enhance organizational performance than processes that do not promote 

consensus (Bourgeois 1980; Dess 1987; Dess and Origer 1987). Guth and Macmillan 

(1986) provided evidence that strong consensus commitment among members of the 

implementing team is of paramount importance to the organization. Although a high 
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quality strategy could have been formulated, the functional managers could resist 

implementation of the plan due to their perceived self-interest. Hence, it is important 

to generate a mental (consensus) commitment in the implementation team, which 

would directly lead to a high level of performance (Guth and Macmillan 1986), 

We now shift our focus to the key outcomes (or consequences) of the 

effectiveness of marketing strategy formulation and implementation. 

Outcomes 

There is extensive literature that links organizational culmre, strategic planning 

and implementation to performance outcomes (Amason 1996; Ansoff et al. 1970; 

Bracker, Keats, and Pearon 1988; Capon, Farley, and Hulbert 1994; Capon, Farley, 

and Hoenig 1990; Deshpande, Farley, and Webster 1993; Miller and Cardinal 1994; 

Miller and Toulouse 1986). Traditionally, only financial outcomes that dealt with 

market share, market performance, market growth, and profitability were studied. 

However, recently, other kinds of percepmal outcomes (learning) are also becoming 

popular. 

Learning 

Venkatraman and Ramanujam (1987) assert that one of the three shortcomings 

of extant research is the exclusive preoccupation with the financial payoffs from 

planning. They conclude that it is logical and necessary to expand the 

conceptualization of planning effectiveness to include 'process benefits.' Hence, 
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managerial or organizational learning is an important process benefit through which 

managers can consistently evaluate the quality of their strategic decisions 

(Chakravarthy 1986). 

Perceived Success 

The perceived success of the strategy, in this study, refers to the perceived 

outcomes of strategies in terms of tangible, market based effectiveness such as 

increased market share, sales, and profits. Given that the goal of marketing strategy 

is to effectively and efficiently allocate and coordinate resources to achieve strategic 

objectives, such as superior market performance, we believe that higher quality 

marketing strategies will be related to higher level of market performance. 

Summary 

This chapter presented the development of a concepmal model of the combined 

role of organizational culture and conflict on the effectiveness of marketing strategy 

planning and implementation in organizations. The mediating role of cooperation is 

also discussed in detail. The model is developed based on the literature from several 

disciplines. 

Organizational culture and conflict are very important determinants of 

effectiveness of marketing strategies. Organizational culmre is the pattern of shared 

values and beliefs that help individuals understand organizational functioning, and thus 

provide them with the norms for behavior in the organization (Deshpande and 
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Webster 1989). There are four predominant aspects of cultures in an organization: 

Clan, Adhocracy, Market, and Hierarchical. These culmre aspects are dominant ones 

rather than mutually exclusive ones. By implication, firms can and do have elements 

of several aspects of cultures. 

One of the important behavioral constructs in an organization is organizational 

conflict. According to Deutsch (1969, p.7), "A conflict exists whenever incompatible 

activities occur." There are two types of conflict: cognitive and affective. Cognitive 

conflict contributes to the strategy development process because the synthesis that 

emerges from the contesting of the diverse perspectives is generally superior to the 

individual perspectives themselves (Mason and Mitroff 1981; Schwenk 1990). 

Affective conflict seems to emerge in teams when cognitive disagreement is perceived 

as personal criticism, which may further foster cynicism, avoidance, or countereffort 

that might undermine the strategy development process (Finkelstein 1992). Active 

cooperation among the team members is very important, and this enhances the 

effective implementation of the strategy (Mason and Mitroff 1981; Mintzberg, 

Raisinghani, and Theoret 1976). Therefore, cooperation will mediate the effect of 

conflict on the implementation process. 

Organizational culture, conflict, and cooperation affect the effectiveness of the 

planning and implementation of marketing strategies, and hence their outcomes. 

Strategy planning has three dimensions: situation audit, comprehensiveness, and 

emphasis on strengths. Strategy implementation has four dimensions: team 

integration, communication quality, resources commitment, and consensus 
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commitment. Strategy performance outcomes comprise perceived successes in terms 

of financial outcomes (market share, remrn on investments) as well as process 

outcomes (managerial and organizational learning). 
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CHAPTER III 

RESEARCH METHOD 

Introduction 

This chapter presents the details of the questionnaire development, measures 

development, issues of scale purification, method of data collection, and 

characteristics of the sample. The issues of response rate and non-response bias are 

also discussed in detail. 

Ouestionnaire Development 

We began the questionnaire development by interviewing twenty two 

marketing directors and vice-presidents of local companies. These discussions 

enabled us to develop items for constructs that did not have existing measures. A 

draft of the questionnaire was then developed and administered to fifteen senior vice 

presidents of local companies. As the unit of analysis is a strategy that was recently 

formulated and implemented by the senior executives, the survey instrument was 

completed with specific reference to a recent strategy in which the respondent was 

involved. Taking into account their feedback, a revised questionnaire was personally 

administered to six doctoral students and faculty members who possessed substantial 

business experience. This third phase of the pretest revealed no major problems with 

any of the measures or response formats. 
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During this pretest, we learned that typically a qualified key informant could 

be identified who was knowledgeable about the process of strategy formulation and 

implementation, and could easily respond to the questions posed in the survey 

instrument. In particular, respondents had no problem answering questions relating to 

the process of strategy formulation and implementation or in reconstructing events 

before, during, and after the whole strategy process. The use of key informants in 

the marketing and strategic decision making literatures can be found in Andrews and 

Smith (1996) and Amason (1996). Hence, constructs used in this research are 

measured using self-report measures of the respondents' perceptions. Support for the 

use of self-report measures based on key respondent's perceptions is found in Walker, 

Churchill, and Ford (1977). 

Measures of the Constructs 

As mentioned above, constructs used in this research are measured using self-

report measures of the respondents' perceptions. Further, each measure is identified 

as formative or reflective in type. When designing measures of unobserved 

constructs, it is important to determine whether the questionnaire responses are 

"reflections" (thus reflective measures) of this unobservable, or if they, taken 

collectively, define the construct (Fornell and Brookstein 1982). For formative 

measures, composites of the facets of the construct are often used to determine the 

amount of the construct present. As Howell (1987, p. 121) explains, 

multidimensional composites are like "'checklist' tasks, wherein each item represents 
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a single dimension and 'more' of the construct is defined as higher frequency or 

intensity across its dimension." 

The items and response formats for the measures are listed separately as they 

are discussed, and collectively as they appeared in the questionnaire in Appendix A. 

Also, the coding designation (e.g., "comp3") for each item is listed to the left of the 

item, to simplify the process of identifying the items in question later in the 

discussion. Items that have been reverse-coded are designated by an asterisk (*). 

Organizational Culture 

This scale was adapted from Quinn's competing values model (Quinn and 

Spreitzer 1991, Yeung, Brockbank, and Ulrich 1991). This scale has been subjected 

to the most intense validity testing. There are sixteen items for the four aspects of 

culture: Clan, Adhocracy, Market, and Hierarchical. The extent to which each 

statement describes the respondent's business unit was assessed using a 5-point 

scoring format (1= low; 5= high). The measures are formative since we are 

measuring different dimensions of each cultural aspect in a firm. The measures are 

shown in Figures 3.1, 3.2, 3.3, and 3.4. 

30 



The extent to which each statement describes the culture in my business: 

(low/high) 

cull This division is a very personal place. It is just like an extended family. 

cul2 People in this division seem to share a lot of themselves. 

cul7 Loyalty is an important factor for cohesiveness in this division. 

cul8 Commitment runs high in this division. 

cull3 This division emphasizes the importance oi human resources. 

Figure 3.1 Clan Culture Items 

The extent to which each statement describes the culture in my business: 

(low/high) 

cul3 This division is a very entrepreneurial place. People are willing to take 

risks. 

cul9 An important factor for cohesiveness in this division is commitment to 

innovation. 

cull4 This division emphasizes growth through the development of new ideas. 

Figure 3.2 Adhocracy Culmre Items 
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The extent to which each statement describes the culture in my busmess: 

(low/high) 

cul4 This division is a \eiy formal and structured place. People pay strict 

attention to procedures. 

cuUO An important factor for cohesiveness in this division is an adherence to 

formal rules and policies. 

cull5 This division emphasizes permanence and stability. 

Figure 3.3 Hierarchical Culture Items 

The extent to which each statement describes the culture in my business: 

(low/high) 

cul5 This division is a very outcome-oriented place. 

cul6 In this division, people are concerned with getting the job done. 

culU An important factor for cohesiveness in this division is an emphasis on 

tasks and goal accomplishment. 

cull2 A production and achievement orientation is shared by people in this 

division. 

cull6 Accomplishing goals is very important in this division 

Figure 3.4 Market Culture Items 
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Organizational Conflict 

Cognitive and affective conflict were measured with three items each from a 

scale developed and used by Jehn (1994). The responses were recorded on five-point, 

Likert-type scales with anchors ranging from 1, "none" to 5, "a great deal." The first 

three relate to affective conflict while the last three relate to cognitive conflict. The 

reflective measures, as used, includes the items shown in Figure 3.5. 

During the process of the strategy development: (none/a great deal) 

cfl ...how much anger was there among members of the group? 

cf2 ...how much personal friction was there among members of the group? 

cf3 ...how much were personality clashes between group members evident? 

cf4 ...how many disagreements over differing ideas were there in the group? 

cf5 ...how many differences concerning the content of the strategy did the group 

have to work through? 

cf6 ...how many differences of opinion were there within the group? 

Figure 3.5 Conflict Items 

Cooperation 

In the strategy literamre, very little work has been performed involving the 

measurement of cooperation. However, scales used by Guth and MacMillan (1986) 
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have been adapted for various studies. This research also adopted a three item 

reflective scale of cooperation. The items are given in Figure 3.6. 

During the process of the strategy implementation: (strongly disagree/strongly 

agree) 

copl ...there was cooperation among the key players. 

cop2 ...the team members helped each other during critical phases. 

cop3 ...the team members were effective in collaborating with each other. 

Figure 3.6 Cooperation Items 

Simation Audit 

A four-item formative scale is used to measure this construct. This is adapted 

from Ramanujam, Venkatraman, and Camillus (1986). This measures the extent to 

which the decision makers systematically analyze the internal and external trends and 

situations while formulating the strategy. The four items of the formative measure 

are displayed in Figure 3.7. 

Comprehensiveness 

This scale reflects the degree to which alternative strategies were analyzed 

before selecting a specific strategy. It also analyzes the depth to which the chosen 

strategy was planned in order to remove any deficiencies or inconsistencies. The 
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During the development of this strategy: (Strongly disagree/strongly agree) 

sal ...the decision makers thoroughly analyzed the strengths and weaknesses of 

your organization. 

sa2 ...a systematic identification of the organizational strengths and weaknesses 

was performed. 

sa3 ...environmental opportunities and threats were comprehensively assessed. 

sa4 ...evaluation of environmental opportunities and threats was a main issue. 

Figure 3.7 Situation Audit Items 

Please answer the following: (strongly disagree/strongly agree) 

compl During the development of the strategy, several alternative courses of 

action were explicitly considered. 

comp2 During the development of the strategy, alternative strategies were 

adequately analyzed. 

comp3 The chosen strategy was comprehensive. 

comp4 The chosen strategy allowed for contingencies. 

Figure 3.8 Comprehensiveness Items 
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In developing your strategy, to what degree did the strategy emphasize the 

following tactics (not emphasized/strong emphasis), and is each tactic a major 

source of competitive advantage for your division (yes/no)? 

eml Pricing below competitors 

em2 Introduction of new products 

em3 Development of a broad range of products 

em4 Building brand image 

em5 Maintaining a strong influence over channels of distribution 

em6 Advertising expenditures above the industry average 

em7 Sales promotion expenditures above the industry average 

Figure 3.9 Emphasis on Competitive Advantage(s) Items 

measure was adapted from the well tested scale of Fredrickson (1984). Four items of 

the scale were used to measure the level of comprehensiveness of the developed 

strategy. The items of the reflective measure are displayed in Figure 3.8. 

Emphasis on Competitive Advantage(s) 

An index was used to measure this construct. Based on the discussions with 

twenty senior marketing vice presidents of local firms, a list of seven marketing 

tactics were selected from Dess and Davis (1984). The respondents were asked to 

indicate the level to which each of these seven tactics were emphasized during the 
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development of the strategy. Subsequently, the respondent was asked to mention 

whether each tactic was historically a major source of competitive advantage. A 

composite of the "extent to which the firm emphasized these tactics" was derived by 

using only those items which represented a historic advantage to the division. The list 

of the seven tactics are in Figure 3.9. 

Team Integration 

Team integration is a major issue in the area of strategy implementation. In 

spite of this conceptual recognition, a satisfactory scale to measure this construct does 

not exist. Hence, a new scale was developed using the concepmal domain of team 

integration enunciated by Guth and MacMillan (1986). This 3-item scale reflects the 

extent to which the implementation team was well integrated, coordinated, and 

organized. The items of the reflective measure are displayed in Figure 3.10. 

Please answer the following questions: (strongly disagree/strongly agree) 

intl The implementation team was well organized. 

int2 There was good coordination of the activities of group members during 

implementation. 

int3 The group implementing this strategy worked as a team during the 

implementation. 

Figure 3.10 Team Integration Items 
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Communication Ouality 

The idea of communication quality has also been given a lot of prominence in 

the strategy literature (Anderson and Narus 1990). Unfortunately, a scale to measure 

the quality of the communication among the team members involved in a strategy 

does not exist. Hence, a 4-item reflective scale was developed for this research. 

This measure reflects the extent to which there was continuous interaction and 

communication among the team members. The items are given in Figure 3.11. 

During the implementation of this strategy: (strongly disagree/strongly agree) 

cql ...the key players involved had a lot of interaction. 

cq2 ...team members openly communicated with each other. 

cq3 ...information was quickly shared among the team members. 

* cq4 ...there was a communication gap among the key members of the team. 

Figure 3.11 Communication Quality Items 

Consensus Commitment 

Prior to the current study, no measurement scale existed that could be used to 

measure the commitment of the personnel toward the strategy. However, the 

Organizational Commitment Questionnaire (OCQ) developed by Mowday, Steers, and 

Porter (1979) was adapted to reflectively measure the domain of the construct. Four 

items were selected, which are displayed in Figure 3.12. 
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Please answer the following questions: (strongly disagree/strongly agree) 

coml There was a consensus regarding the implementation of this strategy. 

com2 The key parties "bought in" or were "on board" with the strategy's 

implementation plan. 

*com3 Some of the key parties exhibited significant resistance to the 

implementation of the strategy. 

com4 People involved in this strategy were enthusiastic about the 

implementation plan. 

Figure 3.12 Consensus Commitment Items 

Resource Commitment 

This 3-item reflective scale is also adapted from the OCQ scales (Mowday, 

Steers, and Porter 1979). The domain of the construct was adapted from Bonoma 

(1984). The items that reflectively measure this construct are displayed in Figure 

3.13. 

Learning 

Percepmal measures of outcome that assessed, among other things, the overall 

improvement in their organizational learning because of lessons learned from that 

strategy were utilized to measure this construct. This scale also measures the level of 

development of managerial skills of the key players involved in the formulation and 
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implementation of the strategy (Naman and Slevin 1993). The four items that 

reflectively measure this scale are displayed in Figure 3.14. 

Please answer the following questions: (strongly disagree/strongly agree) 

com5 The right kinds of resources were allocated to the implementation efforts. 

com6 Adequate budgetary and material resources were allocated to the 

implementation efforts. 

com7 Skilled personnel resources were assigned to the implementation. 

Figure 3.13 Resource Commitment Items 

As an outcome of this strategy we: (Low/High) 

outl ...gained improved understanding about the market. 

out2 ...made changes in the way we do things 

out3 ...further developed the managerial skills of the key players. 

out4 ...made overall improvements in our organization from lessons learned. 

Figure 3.14 Learning Items 
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Perceived Success 

Perceptual measures of performance that assess net profits, growth rate, and 

overall strategy performance were utilized to measure this construct. To provide an 

appropriate frame, the respondents were asked to rate the performance of their 

strategy relative to their initial expectations. While objective performance measures 

may be more ideal, research evidence points out that managerial perceptions and 

assessments of financial and market performance are consistent with objective 

performance measures (Dess and Robinson 1984; Hart and Banbury 1994; 

Venkatraman and Ramanujam 1986). The three items that reflectively measure this 

construct are displayed in Figure 3.15. 

Compare the outcome of this strategy with the initial expectations. (Low/High) 

out5 The overall strategy performance compared to expectations has been 

out6 The net profits relative to expectations have been 

out7 The growth in sales relative to expectations has been 

Figure 3.15 Perceived Success Items 

Environmental Change 

Since we were primarily interested in measuring environmental change as a 

control variable, a 5-item formative scale was utilized to capmre this construct. The 
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items were selected from the scale developed by Dess and Origer (1987). The level 

of change in their division's market environment over the past three years was 

captured on these five components. The items are displayed in Figure 3.16. 

Indicate the level of change for the following areas: (No change/Very frequent 

change) 

envl Market opportunities 

env2 Competitive intensity 

env3 Legal and political constraints (e.g.. Government Regulations) 

env4 Production/ services innovation in your industry 

env5 Research and development activity in your industry 

Figure 3.16 Environmental Change Items 

Scale Purification 

Since existing and extensively tested scales are used for a number of 

constructs; no pretesting was attempted with senior managers for the following 

reasons. Given the value of respondent time (Tootelian and Gaedeke 1987), 

especially top management level executives, attempting a pretest, especially with well 

validated scales was deemed unnecessary. Pre-testing the survey instrument at lower 

levels in the organization was considered inappropriate as well as inadequate. Most 

of the scales were adapted after intensive discussions with senior marketing executives 
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of local companies. Therefore, content validity of the measures used was assessed 

based on feedback provided by academic domain experts, and subsequently, 

measurement purification analyses was performed on the data collected in the survey. 

Method of Data Collection 

A random sample of 1500 senior executives of American companies was 

drawn from a mailing list secured from a commercial source. A prenotification letter 

was sent to each of these senior executives, which explained the purpose of the 

research (See Appendix B). We mentioned that they shall be receiving a 

questionnaire within the next week. In the subsequent week, the questionnaire along 

with a letter of introduction and a postage paid business reply envelope, was mailed to 

this sample of senior executives (see Appendix C). As mentioned in the earlier 

section, a critical incident technique was adopted and the respondents were requested 

to refer to the formulation and implementation process of a marketing strategy for 

which performance data was available. 

A reminder postcard was mailed to each individual approximately two weeks 

after the questionnaire was sent (see Appendix D). The total of 235 returned 

questionnaires represents a 15.67% response rate. However, further investigation of 

this response rate is necessary. Following Peterson (1975) and Wiseman and 

Bilington (1984), we contacted one hundred randomly chosen respondents to 

determine non-deliverable and non-compliance rates. On the basis of this procedure, 

we determined that 26% of the mailings were non deliverable (e.g., incorrect address, 
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respondents being no longer with the firm). An additional 18% of the surveys did not 

reach the respondents (company gatekeepers apparently prevented the potential 

respondents from seeing the questionnaires). Finally, 4% of the respondents reported 

the presence of a corporate or personal policy of not responding to academic surveys. 

The total of 235 (226 usable) returned questionnaires represents a 30.12% response 

rate. This rate can be considered satisfactory, given that studies with top management 

as the respondent achieve around a 20% response rate (cf Powell 1992; Tootelian 

and Gaedeke 1987). 

Non-response Bias 

Armstrong and Overton (1977) propose that non-response bias can be assessed 

for mail surveys by comparing the responses of early respondents with those of late 

respondents. The notion is that late respondents are more likely to be similar to those 

in the sample that chose not to respond. As such, one can simply assess group effects 

on the responses to various items measured through the use of multivariate analysis of 

variance (MANOVA). For the present smdy, early and late respondents were 

compared. The results, shown in Table 3.1, indicate that there were no significant 

differences between the two groups on the means of two variables, namely conflict 

and perceived success of the strategy. Therefore, we can assume that non-response 

bias is not a problem. 
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Table 3.1 Test for the Presence of Non-response Bias' 

Group 

Early vs. Late Respondents 

Value" 

0.257 

F 

1.137 

Prob > F 

0.309 

" Items used: Conflict, Perceived Success 
^ Hotelling's T^-statistic 

Sample Characteristics 

The present sample consisted of key senior executives in American businesses 

of different sizes. Several characteristics of the individuals who responded are 

displayed in Table 3.2. Because this survey targeted at senior marketing executives, a 

very high proportion (70.4%) of the respondents held the job tide of either a vice 

president-marketing or a marketing director. Likewise, tenure, or years with the 

industry are also very high. As might be expected in a national survey on marketing 

strategies, a high proportion (40.2%) of strategies focused on new product 

introductions (see Table 3.3). Size of the firms represented in the sample are 

displayed in Table 3.4. 
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Table 3.2 Respondent Characteristics 

Job Title Number (N=226) Percentage 

C.E.O./President 

Director - Marketing 

Vice President - Marketing 

Marketing Manager 

Product Manager 

7 

68 

91 

54 

6 

3.1 

30.1 

40.3 

23.9 

2.6 

Years with the Firm Number (N=226) Percentage 

1 - 5 

6 - 10 

11 - 15 

16-20 

21 -25 

> 26 

74 

56 

41 

27 

14 

14 

32.7 

24.8 

18.1 

12.0 

6.2 

6.2 

Mean: 11.16 years 
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Table 3.2 Continued 

1 -5 

6 - 10 

11 - 15 

16-20 

21 -25 

^ 2 6 

Mean: 18.59 years 

Years in the Industry Number (N=226) Percentage 

34 

39 

42 

41 

48 

22 

15.1 

17.3 

18.6 

18.1 

21.2 

9.7 
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Table 3.3 Focus of the Strategy 

Focus Number (N=226) Percentage 

New product introduction 

New mcU'ket entry 

Channel strategy 

Strategic alliance 

Promotional campaign 

Brand strategy 

Pricing strategy 

Improve market share 

91 

30 

30 

24 

20 

16 

11 

4 

40.2 

13.3 

13.3 

10.6 

8.8 

7.1 

4.9 

1.8 

Table 3.4 Respondent Firm Characteristics 

Sales of the Division Number (N=220) Percentage 

:<. $50 million per year 55 

$ 50 million - $ 249 million per year 79 

$ 250 million - $ 1 billion per year 48 

> $ 1 billion per year 38 

25.0 

36.0 

21.8 

17.2 
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CHAPTER IV 

ANALYSIS 

Strucmral equation modeling was employed among the set of observable 

variables. The purpose of this analysis was to separate the variability in the response 

factor explained by the exogenous or independent variables from the variability due to 

specific factors not considered, and the variability associated with the intercorrelations 

of the exogenous variables. In this manner, it was possible to attribute some direct 

effects due to the exogenous factors being studied and indirect effects due to 

intervening relationships between exogenous variables and the endogenous or 

dependent variable. 

Structural equation modeling is appropriate for the current research for the 

following reasons (Bagozzi and Yi, 1989): 

1. Structural equation models allow for a more complete modeling of theoretical 

relations compared to traditional analyses which are limited to associations 

among measures. Structural equation modeling allows testing the whole model 

and thus is more appropriate for investigating the research model. 

2. Structural equation modeling is useful when there are several theoretical 

constructs underlying dependent variables. The concepmal model includes 

four exogenous or independent variables and eleven endogenous or dependent 

variables. 
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Structural equation modeling allows incorporation if a priori theoretical 

relations among the dependent variables explicitly into the analysis. 

Structural equation modeling is useful when basic measurements tend to be 

umeliable. It provides a natural way to correct for measurement error in the 

measures of variables and thus reduces the chances of making Type II errors. 

In the standard analysis using MANOVA or other similar procedures one 

assumes that measurement error is negligible. 

Structural equation modeling procedures do not involve the restrictive 

assumption of homogeneity in variances and covariances of the dependent 

variables across groups. Thus, the procedures can handle the cases in which 

homogeneity assumptions are violated. 

Two-Step Approach to Structural Equation Modeling 

Although the structural equation model can be evaluated simultaneously for the 

qualities of the measures and the ability of the structural model to capture the causal 

relations of the unobserved constructs, clearly the most appropriate approach is a two-

step approach as recommended by Anderson and Gerbing (1988). Using this 

approach, the measures are analyzed simultaneously, but separately from the 

strucmral model, to determine the quality of the measures in terms of the traditional 

concerns for scienrific measures; that is, their validity and reliability. This approach 

was adopted in the present research and will be discussed presently. The LISREL 
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VIII (Joreskog and Sorbom, 1993) program was employed in this research to carry 

out the data analysis. 

Objectives for Testing the Measurement Model 

The procedures involved in the measurement model analysis are very similar 

to confirmatory factor analysis. The model is represented in two equations. The first 

equation: 

y = Aytj + € 

specifies the relations between the observable indicants (p x I vector y) and the 

endogenous latent constructs (ly) through the loadings (the p \ m matrix Ay of X's) of 

the observable indicants and their error terms (the p x 1 vector e). The second 

equation: 

specifies the relations between the observable indicants (q x 1 vector x) and the 

exogenous latent constructs (0 through the loadings (the q \ n matrix A, of X's) of 

the observable indicants and their error terms (the ^ x 1 vector 6). Typically, 

however, during measurement model phase of the analysis one does not discriminate 

between endogenous and exogenous constructs. Thus, for simplicity, all items are 

treated as indicants of exogenous variables. 

When multiple indicants of a latent construct are used, by convention one 

indicant's coefficient (\) for die construct is set to equal 1.00. This sets the scale for 

the latent construct to be the same as the observed indicator. A similar process is 
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involved in determining the measurement error for single-item measures and 

suggestions for how measurement error should be estimated vary. For single item 

measures, the researcher must provide the portion of the variance of the item due to 

error and the portion to assigned for the loading, X. Dillon and Goldstein (1984, p. 

456) suggest that the error term 5 be set to zero, making the single item a perfect 

indicant of the construct. Hayduk (1987) suggests that the portion of the variance 

specified as due to error be somewhat consistent with expectations, or similar to the 

observed error of indicants from multi-item constructs. As noted by Anderson and 

Gerbing (1988, p. 415), the choice is often arbitrary, and most often conservative 

estimates are used. In fact, the impact of the decision is rarely of any consequence, 

as has been explained by Hayduk (1987). In the present analysis, the values for Q^, 

were set at 0.19, and the values for Xy were set at 0.9. 

Once the scales have been set and allowances made for the error portion of the 

variance of single-indicant measures, the LISREL program attempts to find a solution 

for the equation 

x = A,̂  + 6 

given the hypothesized measurement model's parameters that provides a model-

specified variance-covariance matrix, E, that best reproduces the observed variance-

covariance matrix S. Thus, it is one objective of the measurement model phase of the 

analysis to arrive at a group of indicators for each latent construct whose variance is 

largely composed of the common variance between the items of the construct 

intended. At the same time, one would like items with little variance that is either (a) 
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unexplained (indicated by large terms appearing on the diagonal of the variance-

covariance matrix of error terms, Ĝ , where reliability = 1 - O /̂ô ), (b) commonly 

shared with multiple items proposed to measure some other construct(s) (indicated by 

large modification indices for AJ, or (c) shared with one or more indicants of the 

intended construct, or indicants of another construct, this shared variance not being 

commonly shared by all items of the given construct(s) (indicated by large off-

diagonal terms for the modification indices of matrix 9^). 

Measurement Model Respecification Procedure 

Following this approach for the current smdy, items were candidates for 

deletion from the model if they: (a) displayed non-significant loadings (XJ for the 

expected construct; (b) shared large, unexplainable shared variance due to error 

(Os's)with other indicants, as indicated in the modification indices for Ĝ ; or (c) 

shared common variance with multiple indicators of some other construct(s), as 

indicated by large modification indices for A,. At each stage, it was necessary to 

beair in mind that the most defensible decision is that based not only on statistical 

indicators, but on content considerations and the underlying theory of the model as 

well. Items were deleted in a stepwise fashion; the specific progression of the 

respecification is discussed later in this chapter. The next section discusses the 

general procedure used for the measurement model analysis and respecification. 
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General Approach to Testing the Measurement Model 

Before specifying the measurement model, an exploratory factor analysis was 

performed on each construct that is reflectively measured. Most of the indicants 

loaded on the relevant construct, except in the case of affective and cognitive conflict. 

Instead of loading on two distinct dimensions, all the six indicants loaded on one 

single factor. The Cronbach's alpha was 0.92, indicating a strong reliability 

coefficient. Further, discriminant validity between the two scales of affective and 

cognitive conflict was examined using a procedure suggested by Bagozzi and Phillips 

(1982). Confirmatory factor analysis was conducted using LISREL VIII. The two-

factor model was run twice, once constraining the correlation between affective 

conflict and cognitive conflict to unity, and once freeing the parameter. A chi-square 

difference test was then used to test if the chi-square value of the unconstrained model 

was significamly lower, in which case discriminant validity would be upheld. 

Unfortunately, the test for discriminant validity between cognitive conflict and 

affective conflict failed (Ax̂ d) = 3.21). Hence, for all subsequent analyses, a single 

construct was defined for conflict, instead of two. We now proceed with the 

measurement model analysis. 

As mentioned earlier, this research uses both formative and reflective scales. 

To facilitate the analysis of the measurement model, measurement of the nine 

reflective constructs (comprehensiveness, team integration, communication quality, 

consensus commitment, resources commitment, learning, perceived success, conflict, 

and cooperation) were analyzed first, separate from the formative measures. The 
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covariance matrix served as the input for the analysis. With the exception of 

principal components analysis discussed later, all analyses were conducted using 

LISREL VIII. Exploratory factor analysis and principal components analysis were 

conducted using SAS 6.07. 

The initial measurement model included 34 items across nine constructs. The 

resulting model fit was x̂ 49i) = 1537.8 (p = 0.000). The goodness-of-fit index 

(GFI) = 0.83, the adjusted goodness-of-fit index (AGFI) = 0.77, the standardized 

root mean square residual (RMR) = 0.09, and the root mean square error of 

approximation (RMSEA) = 0.08. Such indices would suggest an ill-fitting model. 

The lack of fit in the initial specification can be traced to five problematic 

indicants: com4, cql, cf6, compl, and cf2. A close inspection of each of these 

indicants is necessary. We see that com4 tends to crossload on almost every latent 

variable. It indicates the amount of enthusiasm with the implementation plan (Figure 

3.12). While this essentially falls in the domain of consensus commitment, it is not 

surprising that it crossloads on other constructs such as resource commitment, 

cooperation, team integration, communication quality, and perceived success. Hence, 

this item was deleted. Similarly, cql crossloaded on team integration, cooperation, 

and consensus commitment. It refers to the level of interaction in the implementation 

team, and hence is not surprising either. 

The two items of conflict (cfl and cf6) showed a tendency to crossload on 

other indicants of conflict. These two items were also candidates for deletion, as 

their ideas were effectively captured by other indicants of conflict. The wording of 
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compl was problematic, and certainly did not capture the domain of the 

comprehensiveness construct. The indicant rates the extent to which several 

alternative courses of action were explicitly considered during the development of the 

strategy. The word "several" could be interpreted in different ways. For some 

managers, considering four different courses of action might not have been rated as 

"several," but for some other managers, even the consideration of three courses of 

action might have been rated as "several." Hence, due to the possible ambiguous 

nature of this item, it was deleted. Further, error variances between com5 and com7, 

and out4 and out6 were allowed to correlate. 

It is certainly true that greater improvement in model fit could be achieved by 

further modification, primarily by deleting more items. However, rather than engage 

in wholesale item deletion, the current reflective construct measurement model was 

deemed to yield an acceptable fit. Table 4.1 shows the results of the first step of the 

analysis, in which 29 of the 34 items were retained. The resulting model fit was 

x'(330) = 597.8 (p = 0.0001), GFI = 0.92, AGFI = 0.85, RMR = 0.03, and 

RMSEA = 0.04. Loadings are also reported in Table 4.1. The reliability for the 

composite of the measures of the construct, and the average variance extracted are 

listed in Table 4.2. The next step was to integrate the formative constructs and test 

the full measurement model. 
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Full Measurement Model 

Prior to integrating the formative measures into the full measurement model, 

principal components analysis was performed as one means of assessing individual 

item contribution and/or redundancy with the scale items. 

Formative measures are most appropriately used when the individual scale 

items contribute uniquely to the construct as a whole. As evidence of the unique 

contribution of each item in the scale, the number of principal components required to 

explain the variance structure in the scale would equal the number of items in the 

scale; that is, each item would load perfectly on one principal component, and would 

not contribute to the formation of any other principal component. Since such a 

standard is unlikely to be realized empirically, each principal component should have 

only one highly-loaded item, and have an eigenvalue close to one. The results of 

obliquely rotated principal component analysis of the formative scales did provide 

evidence that many items contribute in a unique fashion to their construct. The items 

that did not contribute uniquely to a single construct were deleted. Similarly, 

redundant items were also removed. Finally, each of the four aspects of 

organizational culture had three indicants each, and situation audit had two indicants. 

The final group of items is listed in Appendix E. 

The resuking measurement model yielded an acceptable fit x̂ (459) = 893.4 (p 

= 0.0003), GFI = 0.89, AGFI = 0.80; RMR = 0.041, and RMSEA = 0.052. The 

loadings are listed in Table 4.3. Based on these outcomes, analysis of the sttiicmral 
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model was undertaken, and the details and results of this analysis are discussed in 

later sections. 

Anderson and Gerbing (1988) propose that a reasonable measure of 

discriminant validity is to determine if any of the confidence intervals (± two 

standard errors) for the estimated correlations (<l>) for the constructs include 1.0. 

Table 4.4 presents these estimated correlations. Although we do note that eleven of 

the correlations are greater than 0.50 (and for good theoretical reasons), none of them 

fail this test. The respecification process is outlined in Table 4.5. 

Analysis of the Structural Model 

If the analysis of the measurement model is successful, measurement 

respecification is obviated or minimal during the analysis of the structural model. 

Such was the case in the present analysis. Upon moving to the analysis of the 

structural model, one item, com6, required deletion from the measurement model. 

However, before any further discussion of the structural model respecification, the 

results of the analysis of the proposed and revised models will be reviewed. 

Proposed and Revised Structural Models 

The concepmal model proposed in Chapter II could not be analyzed using the 

measures that resulted from the measurement model analysis listed in Table 4.3. This 

is due to the lack of discriminant validity between the affective and cognitive conflict 

scales. Hence, as mentioned previously, both the scales were merged into one single 
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Table 4.5 Summary of Measurement Model Respecification Process 

Changes made 
from previous Test GFI AGFI RMR RMSEA Y- df 

Reflective Measures 

None 0.83 0.77 0.09 0.081 

Delete com4 0.87 0.80 0.06 0.075 

Delete cql 0.88 0.80 0.05 0.069 

Delete cf6 0.89 0.81 0.04 0.061 

Delete compl 0.90 0.83 0.04 0.054 

Delete cf2 0.91 0.84 0.03 0.049 

Free TD (com5 and com7) 0.91 0.84 0.03 0.048 

Free TD (out4 and out6) 0.92 0.85 0.03 0.048 

1537.8 

1091.3 

963.2 

784.7 

682.1 

630.6 

615.4 

597.8 

491 

459 

428 

398 

369 

332 

331 

330 

Full Measurement Model 

None 0.89 0.80 0.041 0.052 893.4 459 
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scale of conflict. The results of this revised analysis are displayed in Table 4.6. and 

in the illustrated model shown in Figure 4.1. The revised structural model has a 

resulting GFI of 0.88, AGFI = 0.80, RMR = 0.041, RMSEA = 0.059. CFI = 

0.90, NFI = 0.92 and x̂ 506) = 965.17 (p = 0.000). Assessing the results in terms 

of the paths, 21 of the 30 proposed paths have the correct direction of signs and 

significant r-values. However, nine of the proposed paths, are not supported as they 

did not have significant r-values. In addition, the modification indices for lambda Y 

indicated the need for some respecification in the measurement model. 

Respecification of the Structural Model 

Based on the results of the analysis of the revised structural model, steps to 

respecify the model were undertaken. The approach to respecification was consistent 

with that proposed by Joreskog and Sorbom (1990). As noted by Joreskog and 

Sorbom, only those respecifications of the structural model that can be explained by 

theory should be made. Generally, many alternative models will display equal 

goodness-of-fit measures, and are "observationally equivalent" (p.94). Therefore, the 

researcher must make respecifications in light of substantive arguments for the 

validity of such modifications relying on theory to guide such arguments. 

The first respecification of the structural model involved the deletion of com6 

from the resource commitment construct (Figure 3.13), the only change made to the 

measurement model. The deletion of this item was important, and resulted in another 

hypothesized path (Resource Commitment ^ Perceived Success) becoming significant. 
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This item was deleted since it strongly crossloaded with two other constructs, which 

could not be theoretically justified. 

In the next and final respecification, all the nine structural residual covariances 

(i/'ij's) that were found to be non-significant, were fixed to zero. This was based on 

the recommendation of Joreskog and Sorbom (1990), which stated that all estimated 

parameters whose r-values are not significant should be considered for fixing at zero. 

The modification indices for B and F did not indicate any need for inclusion of 

paths that had not been specified in the model. Respecification of the revised model 

resulted in the final structural model presented in Figure 4.2, whose paths are listed 

in Table 4.7. For this model, the GFI = 0.89, AGFI = 0.81, RMR = 0.037, 

RMSEA = 0.053, CFI = 0.92, NFI = 0.93, and x'(480) = 910.54 (p = 0.000). The 

model's fit has slightly improved over the revised model, and 22 paths out the 30 

hypothesized paths are significant. All the paths involved are consistent with theory. 

A summary of the steps taken in the respecification of the strucmral model is 

presented in Table 4.8. The four exogenous variables have both direct and indirect 

effects on the cooperation construct. Therefore, the total effects of the exogenous 

variables on cooperation will be the sum of both their direct and indirect effects. On 

the other hand, the remaining constructs have either a direct effect or an indirect 

effect on other constructs. Therefore, the total effects of one construct on another 

construct are equal to either the direct or indirect effect of that construct solely. 

Table 4.9 lists the total effects that result from the final structural model. Table 4.10 

lists the variance explained for each of the endogenous constructs by the strucmral 

68 



equations. The specific hypotheses and results are discussed in Chapter V. It should 

be noted that in testing the structural model, every possible path has as implied, a 

separate hypothesis. The antecedents were allowed to correlate in both the revised 

and the final structural models. These correlations are displayed in Table 4.11. 
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Table 4.6 Revised Strucmral Model 

Path Estimate t-value 

Clan ^ Conflict 
Clan -^ Cooperation 
Adhocracy ^ Conflict 
Adhocracy -> Cooperation 
Hierarchical -^ Conflict 
Hierarchical -» Cooperation 
Market -^ Conflict 
Market -* Cooperation 
Conflict ^ Situation Audit 
Conflict -^ Comprehensiveness 
Conflict -^ Emphasis on Strengths 
Conflict -^ Cooperation 
Cooperation -^ Team Integration 
Cooperation -* Communication Quality 
Cooperation -» Consensus Commitment 
Cooperation -* Resource Commitment 
Situation Audit -^ Learning 
Situation Audit -^ Perceived Success 
Comprehensiveness -> Learning 
Comprehensiveness -* Perceived Success 
Emphasis on Strengths -^ Learning 
Emphasis on Strengths -» Perceived Success 
Team Integration -^ Learning 
Team Integration -^ Perceived Success 
Communication Quality -» Learning 
Communication Quality -* Perceived Success 
Consensus Commitment -^ Learning 
Consensus Commitment -^ Perceived Success 
Resource Commitment -^ Learning 
Resource Commitment -^ Perceived Success 

-0.03 
0.53 

-0.45 
0.47 

-0.16 
-0.02 
0.43 
0.22 
0.03 

-0.48 
-0.59 
-0.32 
0.71 
0.70 
0.39 
0.51 
0.91 
0.52 
0.82 
0.64 
0.35 
0.87 
0.38 
0.43 
0.54 
0.73 
0.56 
0.52 
0.71 
0.79 

-0.34 
5.61 

-3.02 
2.41 

-1.94 
-0.20 
3.04 
2.01 
0.04 

-2.12 
-4.03 
-4.01 
10.15 
5.32 
5.56 
6.89 
1.61 
3.27 
3.41 
2.13 
1.74 
1.49 
1.85 
0.29 
1.48 
1.94 
1.36 
2.02 
2.23 
1.46 

GFI = 0.88 
NFI = 0.92 

AGFI = 0.80 
RMSEA = 0.059 

RMR = 0.041 CFI = 0.90 
x'(506) = 965.17 (p = 0.000) 
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Table 4.7 Final Structural Model 

Path Estimate t-value 

Clan -* Cooperation 
Adhocracy -» Conflict 
Adhocracy -^ Cooperation 
Hierarchical -^ Conflict 
Market -^ Conflict 
Market -^ Cooperation 
Conflict -^ Comprehensiveness 
Conflict -* Emphasis on Strengths 
Conflict -* Cooperation 
Cooperation -» Team Integration 
Cooperation -» Communication Quality 
Cooperation -^ Consensus Commitment 
Cooperation -^ Resource Commitment 
Simation Audit -^ Perceived Success 
Comprehensiveness -» Learning 
Comprehensiveness -^ Perceived Success 
Emphasis on Strengths -^ Learning 
Team Integration -^ Learning 
Communication Quality -^ Perceived Success 
Consensus Commitment -^ Perceived Success 
Resource Commitment -* Learning 
Resource Commitment -* Perceived Success 

0.57 
-0.51 
0.51 

-0.21 
0.49 
0.20 

-0.59 
-0.73 
-0.37 
0.79 
0.75 
0.46 
0.59 
0.56 
0.98 
0.69 
0.31 
0.28 
0.78 
0.65 
0.86 
0.89 

6.12 
-3.14 
2.43 

-1.94 
3.94 
1.99 

-2.81 
-4.56 
-4.38 
10.27 
5.80 
6.13 
7.22 
3.23 
3.92 
2.41 
1.84 
1.75 
2.10 
1.91 
2.39 
1.69 

GFI = 0.89 AGFI = 0.81 RMR = 0.037 CFI 
NFI = 0.93 RMSEA = 0.053 x'(480) = 910.54 (p 

Table 4.8 Summary of Structural Model Respecification Process 

Changes made from 
Previous Test GFI AGFI RMR RMSEA x' 

= 0.92 
= 0.000) 

d.f 

Revised Model 0.88 0.80 0.0410.059 965.17 506 

Delete com6 0.89 0.81 0.038 0.055 899.53 471 

Fixed nine PSI's to zero 0.89 0.81 0.037 0.053 910.54 480 
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Table 4.9 Total Effects 

Effects Estimate 

Clan -^ Cooperation 0.63 
Clan -^ Team Integration 0.50 
Clan -» Communication Quality 0.47 
Clan -^ Consensus Commitment 0.29 
Clan -» Resource Commitment 0.37 
Clan -* Learning 0.28 
Clan -^ Perceived Success 0.33 
Adhocracy ^ Conflict -0.51 
Adhocracy -^ Cooperation 0.64 
Adhocracy ^ Comprehensiveness 0.18 
Adhocracy ^ Emphasis on Strengths 0.22 
Adhocracy -> Team Integration 0.36 
Adhocracy -* Communication Quality 0.19 
Adhocracy -^ Consensus Commitment 0.30 
Adhocracy -^ Resource Commitment 0.42 
Adhocracy -* Learning 0.36 
Adhocracy -^ Perceived Success 0.46 
Hierarchical -^ Conflict -0.21 
Hierarchical -^ Cooperation 0.07 
Hierarchical -^ Comprehensiveness 0.06 
Hierarchical -* Emphasis on Strengths 0.13 
Hierarchical -^ Team Integration 0.11 
Hierarchical -^ Communication Quality 0.09 
Hierarchical -^ Consensus Commitment 0.08 
Hierarchical -^ Resource Commitment 0.21 
Hierarchical -* Learning 0.06 
Hierarchical -^ Perceived Success 0.12 
Market ^ Conflict 0.49 
Market -» Cooperation 0.20 
Market -* Comprehensiveness -0.32 
Market -» Emphasis on Strengths -0.41 
Market -* Team Integration 0.09 
Market -* Communication Quality 0.14 
Market -^ Consensus Commitment 0.05 
Market -^ Resource Commitment 0.20 
Market -^ Learning 0.35 
Market ^ Perceived Success 0.40 
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Table 4.9 Continued 

Effects 

Conflict -» Cooperation 
Conflict -^ Comprehensiveness 
Conflict -^ Emphasis on Strengths 
Conflict -^ Team Integration 
Conflict -^ Communication Quality 
Conflict -* Consensus Commitment 
Conflict -^ Resource Commitment 
Conflict -^ Learning 
Conflict -^ Perceived Success 
Cooperation -> Team Integration 
Cooperation -» Communication Quality 
Cooperation -* Consensus Commitment 
Cooperation -• Resource Commitment 
Cooperation -^ Learning 
Cooperation -^ Perceived Success 
Situation Audit -^ Perceived Success 
Comprehensiveness -* Learning 
Comprehensiveness -^ Perceived Success 
Emphasis on Strengths -» Learning 
Team Integration -* Learning 
Communication Quality -^ Perceived Success 
Consensus Commitment -^ Perceived Success 
Resource Commitment -^ Learning 
Resource Commitment -> Perceived Success 

Estimate 

-0.37 
-0.59 
-0.73 
-0.28 
-0.26 
-0.16 
-0.21 
-0.15 
-0.24 
0.79 
0.75 
0.46 
0.59 
0.45 
0.54 
0.56 
0.98 
0.69 
0.31 
0.28 
0.78 
0.65 
0.86 
0.89 
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Table 4.10 Variance of Endogenous Constructs Explained by Structural Equations 

Construct 

Conflict 
Cooperation 
Situation Audit 
Comprehensiveness 
Emphasis on Strengths 
Team Integration 
Communication Quality 
Consensus Commitment 
Resource Commitment 
Learning 
Perceived Success 

Explained V 

0.58 
0.57 
0.28 
0.61 
0.23 
0.83 
0.93 
0.56 
0.66 
0.91 
0.63 

Table 4.11 Correlations of the Exogenous Constructs of the Final Structural Model 

Clan Adhocracy Hierarchical Market 

Clan 

Adhocracy 

Hierarchical 

Market 

1.00 

0.57 

0.08 

0.48 

1.00 

-0.35 1.00 

0.56 0.11 1.00 
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CHAPTER V 

CONCLUSIONS AND DISCUSSIONS 

Introduction 

The final chapter discusses the findings from the data analysis. These findings 

are integrated with the extant research. The limitations and contributions of this 

research are discussed. The chapter concludes with a brief discussion of future 

research possibilities. 

Discussion 

This study has attempted to accomplish two tasks. The first task was to 

initiate the development of a comprehensive framework of the process of marketing 

strategy planning and implementation that would reflect the changing boundaries, 

structures, and capabilities of organizations. Within this framework, a conceptual 

model of the combined effect of organizational culture and organizational conflict on 

the effectiveness of marketing strategies was developed (Figure 2.1). This model 

integrates key strategic organizational constructs in a single model, and thereby 

introduces nomological relationships. The second task was to find some empirical 

corroboration of this model so that managerial and research implications could be 

derived. The discussion of the key findings of this research is organized around the 

components of the model. 
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Organizational Culmre 

Improving organizational culture assists in regaining competitiveness and 

revitalizing declining performances. The findings on aspects of organizational culture 

are theoretically consistent with the competing values model from which the 

conceptual framework was derived (Quinn 1988). More specifically, it is interesting 

to see that the competing values of the adhocracy culture outperformed those of the 

diagonally opposing hierarchy culture (in the diagonally opposite quadrant in Figure 

2.2), and those of the market culture outperformed those of the clan culture. 

Moreover, as hypothesized by Deshpande, Farley, and Webster (1993), culmres 

stressing entrepreneurship (adhocracy) had higher perceived successes of marketing 

strategies than those dominated by competitiveness (market), internal cohesiveness 

(clan) or by rules (hierarchy). 

Adhocracy and hierarchy aspects of culmre inhibited conflict during the 

strategy planning processes, while market culture encouraged conflict. These mixed 

findings might be due to the scale of conflict that was used in this study. Sufficient 

discriminant validity was not found between cognitive and affective conflicts, and 

hence a single construct was derived. Future research must overcome this problem of 

discriminant validity between cognitive and affective conflicts. 

The process of strategy formulation was more effective in adhocracy and 

hierarchy culmres, than in market cultures. Adhocracy and clan culmre aspects 

enhanced the role of cooperation during the strategy implementation process. 

Organizations with a dominant market culture had a negative effect on cooperation. 
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This is not surprising as market cultures stress the need for competitiveness among 

the key players and the necessity to achieve a superior performance than other 

colleagues in the team. The same relationships hold true for the implementation of 

strategies also. The process of strategy implementation is smoother and much more 

effective in adhocracy and clan cultures than market cultures. Market cultures stress 

individualism over teamwork. 

Organizational Conflict 

The major problem of this study was the lack of discriminant validity between 

the two hypothesized constructs of cognitive and affective conflicts. Hence, a 

combined construct, named as conflict, took the shape of dysfunctional conflict. 

Consistent with extant research, and as hypothesized, conflict had a negative effect on 

cooperation (Amason 1996; Schwenk 1990). Conflict also had negative consequences 

on the processes of strategy formulation and implementation (Schweiger, Sandberg, 

and Ragan 1986), and thus on the perceived outcomes of the strategy (Barclay 1991). 

The presence of conflict in the strategy formulation team did not allow them to 

emphasize their organization's core competencies and competitive advantages. It also 

led to the development of superficial and sketchy strategies. As hypothesized, 

organizational conflict did not have a direct effect on the implementation of strategies, 

but was mediated by cooperation (Mason and Mitroff 1981). Not surprisingly, 

conflict negatively affected team integration and communication quality. 
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Since the relationship between conflict and other organizational factors is more 

complex, it is important that further research be done so that this complexity could be 

analyzed and understood. 

Cooperation 

Cooperation has emerged as a key construct in organizational decision making 

(Bonoma and Johnston 1978). Consistent with extant research (Brown 1979), this 

study found strong evidence that cooperation among team members results in superior 

implementation of strategies, and thereby superior perceived performance of these 

strategies. Following Guth and Macmillan (1986), cooperation had the maximum 

impact on team integration, followed by communication quality, resource commitment 

and consensus commitment. Therefore it is abundantly clear that in order to 

effectively implement a decision, team members must cooperate with each other. 

This reduces the likelihood that a particular strategy will become the target of 

cynicism or countereffort. 

Strategy Formulation 

The effectiveness of the strategy formulation process has not been given much 

importance in the marketing literature. This is due to the assertions of several 

scholars (Mintzberg, Raisinghani, and Theoret 1976; Pennings 1985) that the process 

of strategy planning is inherently messy, dynamic, and subjected to individual whims 

and fancies. However, this research hypothesized three dimensions of the process of 
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strategy formulation: comprehensiveness, situation audit, and emphasis on competitive 

advantage(s). High levels of these three dimensions lead to highly effective marketing 

strategies. 

Of these three dimensions, it was found that comprehensiveness had the 

maximum impact on both the perceived success of the strategy and the managerial 

learning in the organization. Comprehensiveness is defined as the extent to which 

organizations attempt to be exhaustive and/or inclusive in making and integrating 

strategic choices. Following Fredrickson (1984), it was found that more 

comprehensive strategies have a higher likelihood of being perceived as successful. 

Managers also learn from such strategies, and thereby make sure that the next 

strategy will be as, if not more, comprehensive than the current one. 

Situation audit had an impact on the perceived success of the strategy. 

Situation audit is defined as the extent to which the organizational strengths and 

weaknesses, and the environmental oppormnities and threats are explicidy, 

thoroughly, systematically, and rigorously analyzed and evaluated during the strategy 

planning process. Since this is a routine activity that every manager indulges in (or 

thinks that he or she indulges in), it does not enhance the managerial learning in the 

organization. Many organizations motivate their managers to perform a situation 

audit even without considering the consequences. Therefore, they simply perceive it 

to be an important and effective step in the formulation process. Thus we see that 

situation audit impacts only the perceived success of the strategy, and not the 

managerial learning in the organization. 
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The resource-based theory of competitive advantage holds that firms must 

develop and sustain competencies in their chosen fields of marketing operations. 

Therefore, organizations that emphasize their core competencies in the strategy 

planning process would find their strategy to be effective, and thereby successful (Day 

1994). This study found that managerial learning is affected by the level to which 

core competencies are emphasized during the strategy planning process. As they 

develop more strategies, they would learn to lay more emphasis on the organizational 

competencies. Also, they would be inclined to perceive these strategies to be more 

successful than others. However, in this study we did not find any effect on the 

perceived success of the strategy. Are there any mediating effects that could account 

for this finding? More research needs to be done in order to investigate this 

interesting finding. 

Strategy Implementation 

In extant research, good implementation of strategies has been directly linked 

to the performance of a business unit (Amason 1996; Bonoma 1984; Walker and 

Ruekert 1987). However, no study explicitly stated the various dimensions of the 

process of strategy implementation. This research hypothesized four dimensions of 

the process of strategy implementation: team integration, communication quality, 

resource commitment, and consensus commitment. High levels of these four 

dimensions lead to highly effective marketing strategies. 
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Of these four dimensions, it was found that resource commitment had the 

maximum impact on both the perceived success of the strategy and the managerial 

learning. Resources are generally described in terms of personnel as well as material 

(or capital) resources. Following Venkatraman and Ramanujam (1987), it was found 

that the right kind and amount of resources are important for the perceived success of 

the strategy. Following Tichy (1983), it was found that a low commitment of 

resources would affect the level of learning in organizations, and would thereby 

inhibit strategic change. 

Team integration has a positive influence on the process of strategy 

implementation. High levels of interdependence among team members lead to higher 

levels of mutual understanding and support among the members, and thereby high 

levels of managerial learning. Team members learn from each other, and offset each 

others' deficiencies by providing a complementary effect. This study did not find any 

support for the effect of team integration on the perceived success of the strategy. 

This might be perhaps because while a team is necessary, in order to complement 

each member's deficiencies, it might also inhibit and suppress healthy competition and 

decisiveness among them. This might lead to a low perception of achieved success. 

Good communication quality is also very important to the success of the 

implementation effort (and the strategy). High levels of communication quality lead 

to better exchange of information within the team. This study found that information 

on the current status of the strategy leads to a high perceived success of the strategy. 

Unfortunately, we did not find any relationship between die level of communication 
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quality and managerial learning. This may be because limited, concise, and precise 

information exchange might smoothen the implementation process, but might not lead 

to any new discoveries in the thought processes of managerial functioning. 

Finally, consensus commitment is the mental commitment of the team 

members to participate and share ideas and responsibilities of the task. Following 

many research studies (Dess 1987; Dess and Origer 1987), this study also found that 

promoting consensus in the team leads to higher perceptions of strategy success. On 

the other hand, the drive to promote consensus in a team might also inhibit the 

creativity process, and thereby the learning process. Hence, this smdy did not find 

any significant effect of consensus commitment on managerial learning. 

Outcomes 

This model explains 91 % of the variance of the managerial and organizational 

learning construct, thereby making it a key process outcome. Extant literature has 

neglected process outcomes, and has focused on content outcomes only. This 

research proves that there are key process outcomes that are very important. This 

model also explains 63% of the variance of the perceived success of the strategy. 

Major Contributions 

The managerial and theoretical contributions of the study are potentially 

substantial. First, this smdy develops a comprehensive model for the process of 

marketing strategies. Such studies in die marketing literamre have been very limited. 
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This research introduces nomological relationships by focusing on organizational 

culture, conflict, and cooperation as key factors that directly and indirectly influence 

the effectiveness of marketing strategies. The present study serves to show that 

cooperation is a key mediating factor between organizational conflict and the strategy 

implementation process. The conceptual model broadened the area of conflict by 

including cognitive and affective states of conflict. 

The second potential contribution is that it provides an a priori basis for 

enhancing the effectiveness of marketing strategies. Now, rather than wait for the 

outcome, managers can enhance the effectiveness of strategic planning and 

implementation process by focusing on seven key dimensions. These seven 

dimensions could also provide a basis for conducting post-hoc analyses on ongoing 

and past strategies. 

The third contribution is that it provides a key role for the adhocracy aspect of 

organizational culture. This research found that organizations which are dominated 

by adhocracy culture have the highest rate of success in formulating and implementing 

marketing strategies. Hence, it provides new and appropriate directions for top 

managers to revitalize organizations by adopting the adhocracy culture. Fourth, 

managerial and organizational learning was found to be a key process outcome 

variable in the strategy literature. This provides new directions to marketing 

researchers by integrating this variable in fumre models that emphasise process issues. 

The fifth, and final, potential contribution is diat it reopens the doors for 

conducting more research on process issues of strategic thinking rather than focusing 
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merely on content issues. Extant research has overemphasized the reliance on content 

issues. This smdy attempts to strike a balance between the two issues of content 

versus process in the strategy literature. 

Limitations 

The limitations of this research fall into two categories, limitations of the 

measurement and limitation of the method. 

Theoretical concepts seldom permit unambiguous operationalizations. The 

major limitation of this research was found in the scales of affective conflict, 

cognitive conflict, and environmental change. As mentioned in Chapter 4, this smdy 

did not find any discriminant validity between the scales of cognitive and affective 

conflicts, and therefore, could not test the hypothesized conceptual model. The scale 

that was used in this study was adapted from previous studies. However, their target 

respondents' sample was at the middle management level in a firm. This smdy uses 

the scale on the top management of the firm. This difference in the target respondent 

profile might be a possible reason for this finding. 

The environmental change construct did not provide a large variance and 

range. Thus, this study could not use this construct as a control variable for 

investigating the differential relationships between culmre and conflict under stable 

and mrbulent environments. Almost 83% of the firms had a rating between 3.1 and 

3.2 on this 5-point scale. Hence, creating an artificial division between firms 
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working under conditions of high and low environmental changes would be 

inappropriate. 

The study was conducted with cross-sectional data. The issue of causality 

cannot be determined by this study due to the nature of the design. A longitudinal 

study might have alleviated this problem. It is also possible that many hypotheses 

might have different results in a longitudinal study. Moreover, in a longitudinal 

study, issues of managerial learning and perceived success of strategies can be cross

checked with the actual progress reports and outcomes. This would provide a richer 

understanding of the process of developing and implementing strategies. 

Another methodological constraint was faced in the number of indicants that 

were used to measure each construct. Since the survey had to collect information on 

several constructs, it was impossible to have more than three or four indicants of each 

construct. While this might have made the questionnaire more manageable, it 

certainly resulted in some methodological deficiencies. 

Future Research 

At present, there is some controversy about the measurement of organizational 

culture. Most research on the phenomenon has employed qualitative methods, 

particularly ethnography. In contrast, this study is based in the tradition of survey 

research, ft-om which there have been very few studies (Ouchi and Wilkins 1985). 

Some researchers argue that quantitative methods have no place in the smdy of 

organizational culture (Smircich 1983), because it is "too much a product of the social 
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scientist's rather than the participant's point of view" (Ouchi and Wilkins 1985, p. 

470). Others feel that "the whole point of the contemporary study of organizational 

culture is to go beyond the method of the anthropologist by applying multivariate 

statistical analysis" (Ouchi and Wilkins 1985, p. 478). Hence, following the direction 

provided by Jelinek, Smircich, and Hircsh (1983) and Zammuto and Krakower 

(1991), this study can be compared with anthropological studies of organizational 

culture, and hopefully triangulate these two varied view points. Therefore, an 

anthropological study that integrates the key constructs presented in the conceptual 

model is called for. 

The second area of future research would also need to integrate antecedent 

conditions of organizational culture. Issues of organizational structure and managerial 

style are portentous in this respect. Another important and perhaps substantial issue 

might be in the cû ea of cultural clarity versus cultural dominance. Is it purposeful to 

adhere to one single aspect of culture (e.g., clan) rather than incorporating two 

aspects of culture (e.g., clan and adhocracy)? Is it worthwhile having two modal 

cultures, or would firms with equal representation of all culture aspects improve 

performance? These questions are not only significant, but are also interesting to 

study. 

This smdy investigated the lingering impact of conflict on the implementation 

process through cooperation. Future studies must also investigate the direct impact of 

conflict on the implementation process. It would be interesting to see whether the 

direct effects of conflict dominate over the indirect effects or vice versa. 
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Confidence in the strategy might play a critical role in the implementation 

process. Strategies in which top managers have high confidence levels might be 

perceived to be successful. However, since these issues have not been investigated 

before, it would be an interesting study. 

Finally, the conceptual model could be applied across various industries which 

have high turbulence (e.g., information technology, health-care, and insurance). 

Investigations of the influences of national culture on organizational culmre has also 

been sparse and ignored (Deshpande, Farley, and Webster 1993). Such investigations 

would provide good information to current and prospective global firms regarding the 

differential effectiveness on various culture aspects in different nations. 

88 



REFERENCES 

Alderson, Wroe (1965), Dynamic Marketing Behavior. Homewood, IL: Richard D. 
Irwin, Inc. 

Alston, Lee J. and William Gillespie (1989), "Resource Coordination and Transaction 
Costs: A Framework for Analyzing the Firm/Market Boundary," Journal of 
Economic Behavior and Organization, 11(2), 191-212. 

Amason, Allen C. (1996), "Distinguishing Effects of Functional and Dysfunctional 
Conflict on Strategic Decision Making: Resolving a Paradox for Top 
Management Teams," Academy of Management Journal, 39, 123-148. 

Amason, Allen C , and D. M. Schweiger (1994), "Resolving the Paradox of Conflict, 
Strategic Decision Making, and Organizational Performance," International 
Journal of Conflict Management, 5, 239-253. 

Anderson, James C. and David W. Gerbing (1988), "Strucmral Modeling in Practice: 
A Review and Recommended Two-Step Approach," Psychological Bulletin, 
103 (3), 411-423. 

Anderson, James C. and James A. Narus (1990), "A Model of the Distributor Firm 
and Manufacturer Firm Working Partnerships," Journal of Marketing, 54 
(January), 42-58. 

Anderson, Paul F. (1982), "Marketing, Strategic Planning and the Theory of the 
Firm," Journal of Marketing, 46 (Spring), 15-26. 

Anderson, Erin, Leonard Lodish, and Barton Weitz (1987), "Resource Allocation 
Behavior in Conventional Channels," Journal of Marketing Research, 24 
(February), 254-62. 

Andrews, Jonlee, and Daniel C. Smith (1996), "In Search of the Marketing 
Imagination: Factors Affecting the Creativity of Marketing Programs for 
Mature Products," Journal of Marketing Research, 33 (May), 174-187. 

Ansoff, Igor H. (1965), Corporate Strategy. McGraw Hill, New York. 

Ansoff, Igor H., Avner, J., Brandenburg, R. G., Portner, F. E., and Radosevich, R. 
(1970), "Does Planning Pay? The Effect of Planning on Success of Acquisition 
in American Firms," Long-Range Planning, 3, 2-7. 

89 
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For the purpotM of ibii tludy. we define oirketUii itriltgjr lo he "in Imegmed let of iciionj mobiluin| reiourcei lo c*piulu« on ourta 
opportunitiei.- In tniwehng ihe following lurvey, piciie keep in miikl i rcccw t>ra(citY Jcvcl..n.:j ,ni imnkmeiicd wiihin your divUioo. 

PART I 

STRATKGY HACKCROUNn 

I. 

II. 

III. 

Wh*l wu Ihe key topic or focus o/tht Uraltgy ttui you «r« lulng ii t reference fnf Ihc survey (e.g., new product iniraductioa, new 
market entry, channel ilraugy, new iinieglc alliance, advcniaing campaign, etc.)? 

Topic or focua of Knlegy: 

How directly were you Involved in the iirategy development and the linplemeixaiioa phaiei or did you receive formal or Informal 
reporu of actlviilea during these phases? 

Clrdc Ike •on appreprtaic btolTCBcml 

• ' During strategy developmeoi: 

During strategy implemenuiion: 

How InpofUU were the prublemi or Issues addressed In the strategy to. 

Your organiulionT 

You u a manager? 

I l i |h direct 
involveinuil 

l l i |h Jiraci 
Invutvemeia 

the strategy to 

Moderalc direct 
invotvcmenl 

Modenlc direct 
lavotvcmcm 

No) impofun 

1 

1 

Some di/cd 
lovutvemcn 

Sooi* dirwx 
Uivu4vctncAi 

Routine 

2 3 

2 3 

loduraJy iavoKc4/ 
rtcuvod reporu 

Indirvolr lavatv«4/ 
rvcMved rcpofu 

Vcrjr impMUM 

4 5 

4 5 

IV. How would you rate the intensity of time preuure on the team during the stages of ttniegy developcnem and implemeoiatiofl? 
$(run|l)r t>iu|R« NeuinJ Afree Suuoflr 
Oiu(fe* A | m 

There wu latensc time prciaur* during the foimulation of ihia strategy. 1 2 3 4 5 

There was lotensc tUnt prtssur« during the Implemenution of this strategy. I 

PART 2 

STRATERY DEVELOPMENT 

I. In this section we would like Infunnation on the proceu thai wis used to dcrclop this stralegjr. 
Stranfly Diugrce Ncwni Afiu Stnofly 
l)iu{rec A|rcz 

During iht dtvtlopmenl of this straitfy... 

Ihe decisioo malters thoroughly tulyzed the strengths and weaknesses of 
your organization. 

a systematic identificatioo of (he urganiuUunal strengths and weaknesses was performed. 

environmenul opportunities and threats were comprehensively asseued. 

evaluation of environmental oppuitunitles and threats was a main issue. 

several akeniative counes of action were explicitly considered. 

alternative stniegiea were adeijualely analyzed. 

TXt chosen Urategy... 

wu comprehculv*. 

allowad for eontingcitelM. 
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I I . In developing your strategy, to what degree did the iiraicgy tmphasUc Ihe followlnR laclks, and U each ijclle a m^. 
cumpctklvc advantage for your dlvUluo? Plcaie note iliai there irc ijui rcspanscs for each item. 

Pricing below competitors 

Imroduction of new products 

Developmeoi of a broad range of products 

Budding brand image 

Mainuining a sirung iidluence over channels of dislribuiion 

Advenising expendilures above the indiutry average 

Sales promotion expenditures above the industry average 

CXher (please mention) 

• mtjor source 

Yei 

Yci 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yea 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

of 

III. In organizations il is common for coofUct and coopcralloa to occur during the stages of strategy development. Keeping this in 
mind, please respond to the following items. 

None On occaiioa A |rul deil 
During the process cf the strategy development... 

how much anger was there among meinhera of the group? 

how much penonal friction was there among members of the group? 

how much were peraonaliiy clashes between group memben evident? 

bow many disagreemenu over differing ideas were there in Ute group? 

how many differences concerning the cooieat of the strategy did the group have lo 
work through? 

how many differences of opinion were there within the group? 
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PART 3 

STRATKCY IMI^I•EM^•.NTATI()r^ 

We now .pccificilly direct your allenlion lo the ImpltnitnUllon of die choien ilrjicgy 

I. In this .cclion, we would lUie information liul can help in belter uiKjerju.Kj die learn Ihal was rcspoowhl. for implcmrnlmK this 
Uralciur. 

SlriHî ly Diufrrc Nc^ir.i Agree SlfiKî t) 
Diugrce Ajtte 

The unplciTKnlaliun learn wai well organized. 1 2 3 4 5 

There was good coordination of ihe activities of group members during iinpkinenuiion I 2 3 4 S 

The group implementing this strategy worked as a iciin during Ihe iinpleincmjiloo. 1 2 3 4 5 

This section focuses on die role and quality of formal and Informal commuDlcalloo during die implemenuiion pruce.i 

During the Unplemenlation itf ihii strategy ... 

die key playera involved had a lot of interaction, 

learn memben openly communicated with each other, 

information wis quickly shared among die team memben. 

there was a cummunicaiion gap among the key memben of the team. 

Slrungljr I)uj(rcc Neutral Agree S^nmgly 
IH^jgrcc Agra 

1 2 

1 2 

1 2 

1 2 

3 

3 

3 

3 

4 

4 

4 

4 

5 

5 

5 

5 

I I I . Once a strategy is formulated, the division cummiu to die implemenution. Pteate indicate die degree to which this plan had the 
commJtmenI and support of relevant personnel: 

Slnin|l)r D i u ( r u Nculrel Agree Slru>\gl; 

There was a conicnius regarding the unplcmcnution of diis strategy. 

The key panics 'bought in* or were 'on board' widi die strategy's iinplemeiutiun plan. 

Some of die key panics exhibited significant resistance lo the iniplcinciuaiion of die strilcgy. 1 

People involved in diis strategy were enthusiastic about the implemenution plan. 

Tlie right kinds of resources were allocated lo die iinplciiKnuiiun efforts. 

Adequate budgeury and material resources were allocated lo die implementation effons 

Skilled penonnci resources were assigned to die implemenution. 

IHugrcc 
1 2 

1 2 

f. 1 2 

1 2 

1 2 

1 2 

1 2 

3 4 

3 4 

3 4 

3 4 

3 4 

3 4 

3 4 

Agree 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

IV. This section focuses on the cooperative lichavluri of Ihc rclcvart Icain incnilicn during the implemenution process. 

During the process of the strategy Implementation... 

there was cooperation among the key playen. 

Ihe team memben helped each other during critical phasca. 

Ihc team memben were effective In collaborating with each other. 

Slrufigly lltugrec Ncuiral Agree Smniflx 
Diuglec Agree 

1 2 

1 2 

1 2 

3 

3 

3 

4 

4 

4 

5 

S 

5 
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PART 4 

This section is co.Kerncd wiOi the outcome of the itratewr While smwering die .|ue.lio,u l.sted hcl„w, plca.c direct your mention 
to tnU strategy only. 

As an oulcunxt of this strategy we... 

gained improved uiulcriUiiding about die market. 

made changes in the way we do things 

funher developed die managerial skills of die key players. 

made overall improvemenu in our organization from lessons learned. 

The overall strategy perfonnance compared lo cx|K:cutions has been 

The net profits relative to expecutiuns have been . 

The growth in sales relative to expecutions has been . 

II.^h 

PARTS 

I. Please indicate die extent lo which each sUtcmcnt dcKrIbcs the culture In your business. None of die descriptions are any better 
than othen: diey are just different. 

Low Klutleraic High 

This division is a very personal place. It is just lUce an extended family. 

People in diis division teem lo share a lot of themselves. 

This division is a very entrepreneurial place. People are willing lo uke risks. 

This division is a vtry formal and j/ruc/ureJ place. People pay strict attention lo procedures. 

This division is a very outcome-oriented place. 

In this division, people are concerned with getting the job dune. 

Loyalty is an imporunt factor for cohesiveness in this division. 

CommitmenI runs high in this division. 

An imporunt facior for cohesiveness in this division ia commitment to iimovalion. 

An imporunt facior for cohesiveness in this division is an adlierence lo 
format rules ami policies. 

An imporunt factor for cohesiveness in this division is an emphasis 
on tasks ami goal accomplishment. 

A prtxluction and achievement orienUlion is shared by people in this division. 

This division emphasizes Ihe importance of human resources. 

This division emphasizes growth through the development of new ideas. 

This division emphasizes permanence arul stability. 

Accomplishing goals is very imporunt in this division. 
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This section deala with die level of turbulence and change In your division's market envlrooment over die past diree years 

Please indicate die level of change for die following areas: 

Market opponuniiies 

Competitive inieruily 

Legal and political constrainu (e.g.. Government Regulations) 

Production/ services innovation In your industry 

Research and developmeM activity in your Industry 

No 
Oungc 

Mu<Jcruc 
Chinfc 

Very frrifici^ 
Change 

I I I . This section focuses on some global rcmarki about the strategy. 
Stron{ly Disagree Neutral Agr 
Diugre* 

Straogty 
grce 

This was i well prepared strategy. 

We diought dui our division's performance would improve if we closely followed diia stnlegy 

We had a lot of confidence In die procedures diat were adopted to develop diis strategy. 

We had a lot of confidence in the process dul was adopted lo implemcM diis strategy. 

W« had complete confidence In die quality of diis strategy. 

IV. Finally, we would like to ask you a few demographic (|uestlont to assist in our sutistical analysis. 

Length of lime with diia firm 

Lengdi of lime in die industry 

Your Job title 

Siza of Division D Salsa under $50 million/year 
Q Sales between $50 million lo $249 million/year 
D Sales between $250 million lo $1 bUUun/year 
D Sales over $1 billion/year 
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March 29, 

3 ~ 4 ~ 5 
6 -
1- 8~ 
10? ~ 
11?~ 
12~, 13-

1996 

- 15 

Dear Colleague: 

For the past twenty years, researchers at the Center for Marketing Studies have been 
conducting research with major American and European companies on issues such as "making 
firms more market driven and more competitive," and "developing better market strategies." 

In about a week, you will receive a short survey for a major study that we are 
conducting on "How to develop an effective market strategy." You are part of a select group 
of key senior marketing executives in the U.S. invited to participate in this study. We would 
like to hear about your experience with the process of developing and implementing market 
strategies. 

I am sure that you would agree that improving our understanding of how to develop 
and implement effective strategies in these turbulent times is an important and timely issue. 
We sincerely hope that you will participate in this smdy. 

We thank you in advance for your assistance. 

Very truly yours. 

Phani T. Adidam 
Research Director 
Center for Marketing Studies 
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April 11, 1996 

3 - 4 ~ 5 ~ 
6 ~ 
7 ~ 8~ 
10?~ 
11?~ 
12~ , 1 3 - - 15 

Dear Colleague: 

For the past twenty years, researchers at the Center for Marketing Smdies have been 
surveying and speaking to hundreds of senior executives of major American and European 
companies on issues such as "making firms more market driven and more competitive," and 
"developing better market strategies." As part of our research investigations into these issues, 
we would like to hear about your experience with the process of developing and implementing 
market strategies. 

As you may be aware, the Center for Marketing Studies (CMS) is a non-profit 
business think-tank and research institution, which originated out of the Texas Tech 
University in the early 1970s. CMS is recognized around the country for its research on 
factors that improve firm performance and profitability and for its contribution to the 
advancement of management practice. 

The survey is interesting, short, and will not take more than 18-20 minutes to 
complete. So, would you please answer the survey right away. (Our research shows that 
when a busy executive postpones answering a survey to a later, "more convenient" time, the 
probability of a response drops precipitously.) However, if you feel that somebody else is 
better qualified to respond, please forward it to the appropriate person strongly encouraging 
him/her to participate in this smdy. In return for your contribution, we will send you a copy 
of the study findings. 

Thank you for your assistance. 
Very truly yours. 

Phani T. Adidam 
Research Director 
Center for Marketing Studies 

P.S. Please note that you are part of a small group of senior executives targeted for this 
study. So, given the small sample, every response is imponant and critical. 
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Dear Colleague: 

A few weeks ago you received a survey on "How to develop an 
effective marketing strategy." You are part of a select group of key senior 
marketing executives in the U.S. invited to participate in this study. Your 
response is crucial to the success of this project. Unfortunately, our records 
indicate that we have not yet received your response. 

If you have already mailed your response, then please accept our 
sincere appreciation. If not, we would request your cooperation by 
responding to the questioimaire. Incase you did not receive the questionnaire, 
then please call me at (806) 742-3165 for an additional copy of the same. We 
look forward to your participation in this important and interesting smdy. 

Very truly yours. 

Phani Tej Adidam 
Research Director 
Center for Marketing Studies 
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The extent to which each statement describes the culture m my business: 

(low/high) 

cull This division is a very personal place. It is just like an extended family. 

cul7 Loyalty is an important factor for cohesiveness in this division, 

cul 13 This division emphasizes the importance of human resources. 

Figure E.l Clan Culture Items 

The extent to which each statement describes the culture in my business: 

(low/high) 

cul3 This division is a very entrepreneurial place. People are willing to take 

risks. 

cul9 An important factor for cohesiveness in this division is commitment to 

innovation. 

cul 14 This division emphasizes growth through the development of new ideas. 

Figure E.2 Adhocracy Culture Items 
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The extent to wtiich each statement describes the culture in my business: 

(low/high) 

cul4 This division is a wery formal and structured place. People pay strict 

attention to procedures, 

cul 10 An important factor for cohesiveness in this division is an adherence to 

formal rules and policies. 

cul 15 This division emphasizes permanence and stability. 

Figure E.3 Hierarchical Culture Items 

The extent to which each statement describes the culture in my business: 

(low/high) 

cul5 This division is a very outcome-oriented place. 

cul 11 An important factor for cohesiveness in this division is an emphasis on 

tasks and goal accomplishment. 

cul 12 A production and achievement orientation is shared by people in this 

division. 

Figure E.4 Market Culture Items 
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During the process of the strategy development: (none/a great deal) 

cfl ...how much anger was there among members of the group? 

cf3 ...how much were personality clashes between group members evident? 

cf4 ...how many disagreements over differing ideas were there in the group? 

cf5 ...how many differences concerning the content of the strategy did the group 

have to work through? 

Figure E.5 Conflict Items 

During the process of the strategy implementation: (strongly disagree/strongly 

agree) 

copl ...there was cooperation among the key players. 

cop2 ...the team members helped each other during critical phases. 

cop3 ...the team members were effective in collaborating with each other. 

Figure E.6 Cooperation Items 
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During the development of this strategy: (Strongly disagree/strongly agree) 

sal ...the decision makers thoroughly analyzed the strengths and weaknesses of 

your organization. 

sa3 ...environmental opportunities and threats were comprehensively assessed. 

Figure E.7 Situation Audit Items 

Please answer the following: (strongly disagree/strongly agree) 

comp2 During the development of the strategy, alternative strategies were 

adequately analyzed. 

comp3 The chosen strategy was comprehensive. 

comp4 The chosen strategy allowed for contingencies. 

Figure E.8 Comprehensiveness Items 
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In developing your strategy, to what degree did the strategy emphasize the 

following tactics (not emphasized/strong emphasis), and is each tactic a major 

source of competitive advantage for your division (yes/no)? 

eml Pricing below competitors 

em2 Introduction of new products 

em3 Development of a broad range of products 

em4 Building brand image 

em5 Maintaining a strong influence over channels of distribution 

em6 Advertising expenditures above the industry average 

em7 Sales promotion expenditures above the industry average 

Figure E.9 Emphasis on Competitive Advantage(s) Items 

Please answer the following questions: (strongly disagree/strongly agree) 

intl The implementation team was well organized. 

int2 There was good coordination of the activities of group members during 

implementation. 

int3 The group implementing this strategy worked as a team during the 

implementation. 

Figure E.IO Team Integration Items 
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During the implementation of this strategy: (strongly disagree/strongly agree) 

cq2 ...team members openly communicated with each other. 

cq3 ...information was quickly shared among the team members. 

* cq4 ...there was a communication gap among the key members of the team. 

Figure E.ll Communication Quality Items 

Please answer the foUowmg questions: (strongly disagree/strongly agree) 

coml There was a consensus regarding the implementation of this strategy. 

com2 The key parties "bought in" or were "on board" with the strategy's 

implementation plan. 

*com3 Some of the key parties exhibited significant resistance to the 

implementation of the strategy. 

Figure E.12 Consensus Commitment Items 

Please answer the following questions: (strongly disagree/strongly agree) 

com5 The right kinds of resources were allocated to the implementation efforts. 

com7 Skilled personnel resources were assigned to the implementation. 

Figure E.13 Resource Commitment Items 
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As an outcome of this strategy we: (Low/High) 

outl ...gained improved understanding about the market. 

out2 ...made changes in the way we do things 

out3 ...further developed the managerial skills of the key players. 

out4 ...made overall improvements in our organization from lessons learned. 

Figure E. 14 Learning Items 

Compare the outcome of this strategy with the initial expectations. (Low/High) 

out5 The overall strategy performance compared to expectations has been 

out6 The net profits relative to expectations have been 

out7 The growth in sales relative to expectations has been 

Figure E.15 Perceived Success Items 
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