ELSEVIER

Marketing’s Integration with Other Departments

Kenneth B. Kahn

GEORGIA INSTITUTE OF TECHNOLOGY

John T. Mentzer

UNIVERSITY OF TENNESSEE

Interdepartmental integration is very much a part of a marketing depart-
ment’s activities, but what is meant by “integration” is not well defined.
Some literature has uscribed to an interaction perspective, where meetings
and documented information exchange predicate marketing's relationships
among departments. Other litevature has ascribed to a collaboration
perspective, where teams and collective goals are prescribed. And a third
group of literature has suggested that integration ts a composite of inter-
action and collaboration. An empirical study of 514 marketing, manufac-
turing, and R&D managers was undertaken to investigate which one of
these perspectives may be more valid for achieving performance success.
Findings indicate that collaboration distinguishes successful performance
and promotes marketing’s satisfaction in working with other departments
Managerial and future research implications are discussed. | sUsN res
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Ithough the marketing concept highlights integration as

a key component for marketing and overall company

success (Webster, 1988), much of the traditional mar-

keting literature views integration from an intradepartmental
perspective, where the focus is marketing's integration of prod-
uct, place, promotion, and price strategies. Such literature
tends to overlook integration from an interdepartmental per-
spective, where the focus 1s the integration of marketing’s
strategies with other departments’ strategies (Wind, 1981;
Ruekert and Walker, 1987; Olson et al., 1995). This is unfortu-
nate because evidence sug
tween marketing and other departments contributes to suc-
cessful marketing programs and successful company-wide

gests that “good” integration be-

initiatives, especially in the case of new product development
(Souder. 1987 Urban and Hauser, 1993; Olson et al., 1995).

But what is meant by “good” interdepartmental integration?
As yet, consensus over how the marketing department can be
properly mtegrated with other departments is lacking. This
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is evidenced by the existence of multiple characterizations for
the term “integration,” which confounds what approach for
integration a marketing manager should adopt. For example,
certain literature characterizes integration as an interactive
process, where communication activities like “meetings” and
“documented information exchange” predicate the relation-
ships between departments (e.g.. Ruekert and Walker, 1987,
Grillin and Hauser, 1992; Lim and Reid, 1992; Moenaert et
al., 1994), The marketing manager ascribing to this interactive
view of integration would favor more meetings, greater written
documentation, and increased information flows to promote
interdepartmental unity—the locus being communication be-
tween marketing and other departments. In this way, the
marketing manager would rely on activities to structure the
relationships between marketing and other departments
through the diffusion of market information. The question is
whether “interaction” between departments alone can achieve
performance success? Or can more meetings and greater infor-
mation [lows between departments by themselves become
overhurdening for marketing personnel, thereby diminishing
suceess?

A second stream ol literature describes integration as a
collaborative process, where “teams™ and “resource sharing’
typily interdepartmental relationships (e.g., Lawrence and
Lorsch, 1986; Schrage, 1990; Clark and Fujimoto, 1991). The
marketing manager who ascribes to a collaborative view of
integration would promote efforts that instill collective goals,
mutual respect, and teamwork between departments. This
markeling manager therelore would rely on those activities
that are more affective and relational-based, thereby building
espirit de corp within the organization as well as encouraging
relationships between departments. Through such relation-
ships, an appreciation and affinity for marketing contributions
and a market orientation might be realized. The question is
whether “collaboration” between marketing and other depart-
ments stimulates performance? Or does collaboration just im-
prove relationships, and not help to achieve department or
company performance goals?

A third segment of literature associates “inlormation-shar-
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Figure 1. Hypothesized framework of marketing's integration with
other departments illustrating the interaction, collaboration, and
composite perspectives.

ing” and “involvement” with interdepartmental integration to
suggest a composite view of integration, where integration
subsumes interactive and collaborative processes (Souder,
1977 Gupta, Raj, and Wilemon, 1986; Song and Parry, 1993).
The marketing manager ascribing to a composite philosophy
of integration would attempt to balance interaction and collab-
oraton activities. Although conceivahly a merging of both
views, the balancing of two different sets of activities may
become too laborious for the respective marketing manager.
Thus, the question is whether interaction and collaboration
have equal influence on performance success, Or would atten-
tion to one of the processes be more advantageous for achiev-
ing such success?

The above questions point to the research need of studying
interdepartmental integration. A further impetus is the diffi-
culties that marketing managers typically have in working with
other departments due to these departments” unwillingness to
work with marketing. and correspondingly, these depart-
menls’ resistance to the marketing concept and a market orien-
tation. A study was therefore undertaken with the ohjective
to better define interdepartmental integration by determining
whether marketing should interact, collaborate, or do both
simultaneously in order to achieve success?

Framework of
Interdepartmental Integration

Building on Ruekert and Walker (1987), a framewaork of inter-
departmental integration is proposed in Figure 1. A distinction
of this framework is its inclusion of collaboration along with
interaction activities; the latter being Ruekert and Walker's
focus. As shown, interdepartmental integration is illustrated in
accordance with the interaction, collaboration, and composite
perspectives [or integration. These three perspectives for inte-
gration and their proposed relationships are discussed to detail
the given framework of interdepartmental integration.
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Interaction View of Integration

An interaction view emphasizes the use of communication in
the form of meetings and information flows between depart-
ments (e.g., Grilfin and Hauser, 1992; Ruekert and Walker
1987; Woodward, 1965). In fact, much of marketing literature
highlights that “effective” integration is predicated on inter-
action, and thus, prescribes marketing’s increased contact with
other departments through information flows (e.g.. Carlsson,
1991; Griffin and Hauser, 1992: Moenaert et al., 1994 Urban
and Hauser, 1993).

Interaction activities are information exchange activities
that include committee meetings, teleconferencing, confer-
ence calls, memoranda, and the exchange of standard docu-
mentation (Galbraith, 1977; Van de Ven and Ferry, 1980).
By their nature, these activities do not necessarily require
emotions in order to be carried out, and may occur by the
devise of a schedule or the mandate of upper management.
Interdepartmental interaction (hereafter referred to as inter-
action) is defined as the information exchange process between
departments.

At the extreme, a strict interaction perspective may encour-
age departments to act independently with fixed contact points
(e.g., monthly meetings). Correspondingly, such indepen-
dence may encourage departments to be competitive, and
thus. more interested in optimizing in favor of their respective
department. This is not to say that interaction should be
avoided because marketing and other departments require
some degree of information dissemination (¢, Narver and
Slater, 1990; Jaworski and Kohli, 1993: Maltiz and Kohli,
1996). However, too much interaction may overburden mar-
keting personnel with having to attend too many meetings
and experience information overload. Interestingly, Maltz and
Kohli (1996) found that 100 little interaction had no elfect on
departments’ perceptions of market information quality—
a surrogate measure for performance, while too much inter-
action diminished perceptions of market information quality.
[t would appear that there i1s a certain level of interaction
necessary for effective relationships between marketing and
other departments,

Overall, literature supports a direct, positive relationship
between interaction and performance success (Carlsson, 1991;
Griffin and Hauser, 1992; Urban and Hauser, 1993: Maltz
and Kohli, 1996). Of the empirical research undertaken in
new product development, Dougherty (1987) found that
greater levels of communication across departments promoted
project success in a film cover project, while low levels of
communication across departments was a reason for [ailure
in a hattery product development project. Carlsson (1991)
also found that communication by way of task forces is an
important integration mechanism during the start-up and final
stages of product development.

As Figure 1 shows, interaction has a positive influence on
performance in terms of department success, overall company
success, product development success, product management



Marketing's Integration

success, and departments’ satisfaction with interrelationships.
It is reasoned that meetings and information exchange will
provide the necessary information 1o reduce the uncertainty
in undertaking an activity and thereby facilitate the different
types of performance (Galbraith, 1977; Daft and Lengel,
1984). More communication and the reduction in uncertainty
during interdepartmental decision making also will increase
departments’ satisfaction in working with the other respective
department(s).

HI: A department’s interaction with another department
will positively influence: its own department perfor-
mance; overall company performance; product devel-
opment performance; product management perfor-
mance; and satisfaction with its interrelationship with
that other department.

Collaboration View of Integration

Collaboration is commonly characterized as an alfective, voli-
tional, mutual/shared process (cf., Appley and Winder, 1977
Gray, 1985; Schrage, 1990; Sriram, Kraplel, and Spekman,
1992). Further, the collaboration view has defined integration
as “a state of high degrees of shared values, mutual goal
commitments, and collaborative behaviors” (Souder, 1987,
p. 1) and as “the quality or state of collaboration that exists
among departments that are required to achieve unity of effort
by the demands of the environment” (Lawrence and Lorsch,
1986, p. 11).

Collaboration is distinguished from interaction in that col-
laboration [ocuses on working together, having mutual under-
standing, having a common vision, sharing resources, and
achieving collective goals. Interdepartmental collaboration
(hereafter referred Lo as collaboration) is therefore defined as
an affective and volitional process where departments work
together with mutual understanding, common vision, and
shared resources to achieve collective goals.

In the strictest sense, departments in a collaboration envi-
ronment would view themselves as highly interdependent,
working closely together to achieve mutual/shared goals. Such
goals would stem [rom shared vision for the company Lo
which all departments agree. Penalties for “dealing” with other
departments would be nonexistent due to shared goals,
thereby promoting a cooperative internal environment.

While appealing, committing to a collaboration philosophy
would require a dramatic change in organizational climate
and culture (Schwartz and Davis, 1981). Collaboration would
decentralize authority Lo empower lower levels of management
to work with other departments, which might be problematic
if centralized decision making is preferred. Collaboration also
encourages informal interdepartmental efforts, which are un-
structured in nature. This may confuse employees over their
roles in the collaboration process and contribute to employee
confusion over their roles in the collaboration process and
contribute o employee frustration. A third issue is that collab-
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oration is an invalved process, which may not provide imme-
diate results because of time and resources spent 1o participate
in interdepartmental training and other interdepartmental ac-
tivities. Such training and activities without immediate results
might be undesirable from upper management's perspective.

Literature supports a direct, positive relationship between
collaboration and performance success. Lawrence and Lorsch
(1967, 1986) found that collaboration between departments
had a strong effect on performance. Souder (1977, 1987)
[ound that cases of severe disharmony between departments
(low levels of collaboration) resulted in dramatic failures,
whereas harmony between departments (higher levels of col-
laboration) resulted in significantly more successful projects.
And Tjosvold (1988) reported that collaboration between de-
partments promoted the winning of contracts, greater satisfac-
tion, improved productivity, improved morale, and depart-
ment conlidence.

As shown in Figure 1, collaboration should positively influ-
ence performance in terms of department success, overall
company success, product development success, product
management success, and departments’ satisfaction with inter-
relationships, This is because mutnal understanding, collective
gaals, and the sharing of information and resources will be
more cost-effective by minimizing duplicated efforts and re-
ducing time 1o complete activities related to the respective
department, the overall company. product development, and
product management. Mutual understanding, collective goals,
and the sharing of information and resources also will promote
goodwill across departments making personnel more satisfied
in working with other departments (Souder, 1987; Schrage,
1990).

H2: A department’s collaboration with another department
will positively influence: its own department perfor-
mance; overall company performance; product devel-
opment performance; product management perfor-
mance; and satislaction with its interrelationship with
that other department.

Composite View of Integration

The composite view ol integration implies a multidimensional
perspective of integration (Clark and Fujimoto, 1991; Gupta,
Raj, and Wilemon, 1985a, 1985b, 1986; Song and Parry,
1993). For example, Song and Parry (1993) and Gupta, Raj,
and Wilemon (1985a, 1985h. 1986) characterized and opera-
tionally defined interdepartmental integration as information
sharing and mvolvement. Clark and Fujimoto (1991) charac-
terized interdepartmental integration as communication and
teamwork.

While “information-sharing and involvement” or “commu-
nication and teamwork” closely parallel the given definitions
of interaction and collaboration, an empirical distinction of
the two constructs is lacking, Literature has portrayed integra-
tion as low to high integration, where low integration corre-
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sponds to low levels of “information-sharing and involvement”
or “communication and teamwork,” and high integration cor-
responds to high levels of “information-sharing and involve-
ment” or “communication and teamwork.” This may not be
necessarily true since marketing and another department
might meet together often, but not gain ground toward suc-
cessful implementation of a marketing strategy Likewise, de-
partments may collaborate, but not meet for extended periods
of time. Simply portraying integration on a continuum from
low to high integration may overlook specific elements of
interdepartmental integration. Another concern is that infor-
mation sharing and involvement might be interpreted as just
interaction, which would equate to more joint meetings and
forwarding of information between departments.
Consequently, a composite definition for integration
should reflect, both definitionally and empirically, the distinct
natures of interaction and collaboration. As Figure 1 suggests,
the composite view delines interdepartmental integration
(herealter, referred to as integration) as a multidimensional
process where interaction and collaboration have unique, sig-
nificant contributions. Based on this definition, interaction
and collaboration are considered unique processes that should
positively influence performance at the same time.

H3: Interaction and collaboration concurrently will have
positive influences on performance.

Methodology

A mail survey was employed to study the issue of marketing’s
integration with other departments. Questionnaire recipients
were department managers, which relied heavily upon the
assumption that managers represent the sentiments of their
departments (Phillips, 1981). It was presumed that depart-
ment managers would be most involved with interaction and
collaboration activities and most able to reflect appropriate
characterizations of the interdepartmental situation because
they oversee the functioning of their respective departments,
assign personnel to multifunctional assignments, and deal
directly with other departmental managers,

To limit the scope of departments analyzed, only the de-
partments of marketing, manufacturing, and research and de-
velapment (R&D) were canvassed. These three departments
were chosen due to their clear, direct impact on product
development and product management success as well as their
distinction as the “key task functions” within manufacturing
organizations (Woodward, 1965; Lorsch, 1965; Lawrence and
Lorsch, 1967, 1986).

Survey Sample and Response Rate

The survey sample was comprised of department managers
of manufacturers in the Electronic Industries Association
(EIA). The decision to concentrate on the electronics industry
was based on three factors: (1) focusing on one industry
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controlled for industry effects; (2) electronic firms typically
have separate marketing, manufacturing, and R&D depart-
ments; and (3) the nature of the electronics industry requires
careful management of the interrelationships between market-
ing, manufacturing, and R&D departments.

A sample of 860 companies having the three departments
of marketing, manufacturing, and R&D were identified from
the EIA membership directory. The individual survey response
rate after two mailing waves was 514 managers or 20%. Of
these 514 managers, 177 were marketing managers, 157 man-
ufacturing managers, and 180 R&D managers (note that the
survey asked respondents for their title to confirm that they
were managers ol the departments under study). Overall, the
response rate is comparable to other studies addressing inter-
departmental relationships. Also, the magnitudes of each de-
partment’s sample size are larger than various reflerenced stud-
les (e.g., Ruekert and Walker, 1987; Tjosvold, 1988), lending
further support for acceptance of the response rate.

The mean responding company was a manufacturer of
industrial products with annual sales of $223.801,501 and
employment of 1,371. The mean marketing department had
23 employees, the mean manufacturing department had 363
employees, and the mean R&D department had 57 employees.
Comparison of sales, company employment, and department
employment demographics between each wave’s respondents
revealed no statistically significant differences at @ < .05.
Thus, the characteristics of responding departments did not
appear biased by differences at a < .05. Thus, the characteris-
tics of responding departments did not appear biased by re-
sponse time, supporting the representativeness of this re-
sponse sample for electronic manufacturers with marketing,
manufacturing, and R&D departments.

Operationalization and Reliability of Constructs
Measures Lo tap the given constructs of interaction and perfor-
mance were adapted from previous studies concerning inter-
departmental relationships. Reliability procedures comprised
the use ol factor analysis and the calculation of Cronbach
alpha, in accordance with recommendations of Nunnally
(1977) and Churchill (1979). Unidimensional scales with item
loadings of greater than .5—as recommended by Hair et al.
(1992)—and a Cronbach alpha value of greater than 7—
as recommended by Nunnally (1977) for exploratory re-
search—were deemed acceptable. The Appendix presents the
study’s measures along with their respective reliability statis-
tics. All measures were pretested with five manufacturers to
ensure clarity, ease of filling, and favorable attitudes toward
completing the survey,

Interaction was adapted from Van de Ven and Ferry’s
(1980) measure of information flow. Respondents were asked
to eveluate the degree to which their department interacted
with other departments in terms of meetings, committees,
teleconferencing, phone conversations, phone mail, electronic
mail, and the exchange of various standard documentation.
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The 5-point scale of “never” to “quite frequently” was em-
ployed.

Reliability analysis on the interaction construct determined
two dimensions: meetings and documented information ex-
change. While the interaction construct was initially believed
1o be unidimensional, the discovery of these two dimensions 1s
not surprising because meetings and documented information
exchange naturally characterize interaction as either verbal
(immediate) communication or written communication. As
both dimensions conceivably would be important to main-
taining interdepartmental relations, the two constructs were
separated.

The meetings construct contained the items of meetings,
committees, phone conversations, phone mail, and electronic
mail. Electronic mail is considered meeting-related since elec-
tronic messages are instantaneous and may represent a real-
time dialogue. The meetings construct was unidimensional
across the three departments with the lowest value of lambda
equaling 2.46 and 49% of the variance explained. The lowest
Cronbach alpha value equaled .73. The written information
exchange construct included the items of exchange of forms,
exchange of reports, exchange of memoranda, and exchange
ol materials by fax. The construct was unidimensional across
the three departments with the lowest value of lambda equal to
2.35 and 59% of the variance explained. The lowest Cronbach
alpha value equaled .74

Collaboration was a newly constructed scale that asked
respondents about the degree to which their department and
other departments achieved collective goals, had mutual un-
derstanding, informally worked together, shared the same
vision lor the company, and shared ideas, information, and/
or resources. The 5-point scale of “never” 1o “quite frequently”
was used. The collaboration scale was found to be a very good
measure: the 6-item scale was unidimensional across the three
departments with the lowest lambda value equal to 4.16 and
69% ol the variance explained; the lowest value of Cronbach
alpha for the collaboration scale was 91,

Measures of performance were adapted from Lorsch (1965)
and Lawrence and Lorsch (1967, 1986). Respondents were
asked 1o grade their department’s performance, the company’s
overall performance, the company’s product development per-
formance (pre-launch activities), and the company’s product
management performance (launch and post-launch activities).
Respondents graded each of these four types of performance
on a scale of 0 to 100%, with 100% representing perfect
performance. A second scale asked respondents about their
satisfaction with relationships between their department and
other departments to assess interdepartmental relationship
performance. The 5-point scale of “very dissatisfied” to “very
satisfied” was used. Although reliahility analysis could not
be applied because the measures were single items, these
performance measures are akin to those used by Lawrence
and Lorsch (1967, 1986) and other studies, and thus, there
is a research precedence for Lheir use.
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Analyses

Regression analyses investigated marketing’s interaction and
collaboration with the departments of manufacturing and
R&D, and vice versa. While regression cannot determine cause
and ellect. it can suggest correlational relationships as they
apply to each of the hypotheses. Furthermore, regression is
a valid 100l for examining the relationship between several
independent variables and a dependent variable via how well
the independent variables predict the dependent variable (Hair
et al, 1992 pp. 24-25). Relying on the “cause and effect”
discussion that predicates each hypothesis as a substantiation
for which variable is a dependent and independent variable,
the examination of how well interaction and collaboration
predict (explain) performance is considered a surrogate mea-
sure for “influence.”

Specifically, the independent variables of cach regression
model included interaction as represented by meetings and
documented information exchange, and collaboration. The
dependent variable was each specific type of performance:
department performance, company performance, product de-
velopment performance, product management performance,
and satisfaction in working with the other respective depart-
ment. Variance inflation factor (VIF) statistics indicated no
multicollinearity elfects in any of the regression models (all
VIF statistics were below 2), supporting the use of regression.

Findings

A dramatic finding was the strong, significant relationship
between collaboration and performance (significance judged
al e < .05). As presented in Table 1, collaboration had signifi-
cant positive relationships with most performance outcome
rariables across each ol the interdepartmental relationships.
These findings generally support H2. Surprisingly, interaction
was shown to have no significant positive relationships with
performance, and in two cases, refllected significant negative
relationships with performance. Thus, there lacks general sup-
port for H1. Collaboration’s significance with performance
coupled with interaction’s insignificance also fails to support
H3. which hypothesized that collaboration and interaction
would uniquely and concurrently influence performance.

Specilic findings associated with each dvad analyzed are
now discussed. Table 1 presents the empirical findings for
each of the dyads analyzed.

Marketing Managers with Manufacturing and
Manufacturing Managers with Marketing
Marketing managers indicated that collaboration with manu-
[acturing improves marketing department performance, com-
pany performance, product development perlormance, prod-
uct management performance, and sausfaction in working
with manulacturing, Conversely, manufacturing managers in-
dicated that collaboration with marketing only improves prod-
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Table 1. Relationships between Interaction, Collaboration, and Performance Factors (Standardized Beta Coelficients)

Product Product Satisfaction
Department Company Development Management in Working with
Performance Performance Performance Performance Other Departments

Marketing Managers’ Integration with Manulacturing

Collaboration 0.26° 0.17" 0.18 034 0.61

Meetings -0.02 =0, I 0.01 —=0.03 0.02

Documented Info Exchange 0.08 0.06 =0.10 0.02 W E:

R 0.09 0.03 0.03 0.11 0.33
Manufacturing Managers' [ntegration with Marketing

Collaboration 0.04 —0.08 0.01 0.2V 043

Meetings 0.07 0.11 —0.07 —0:4 —0.01

Documented Info Exchange —=0.00 0.01 0.10 0.07 =0.17

R- 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.05 0.16
Marketing Managers’ Integration with R&D

Collaboration 0.21° 0.22¢ 043¢ 0.37 0.60

Meetings =0.14 —0.20" —0.06 —0.08 —0.10

Documented Info Exchange 0.12 0.15 =(0.15 -0.02 —0.08

R 0.05 0.07 0.14 0.11 0.29
R&D Managers’ Integration with Marketing

Collaboration 0314 0.24 0:35" 0.42° 0.49¢

Meetings =012 —0.06 —-0.01 -0.14 —0.20!

Documented Info Exchange —0.05 =010 —0.04 0.02 —0.01

R: 0.07 0.04 0.11 0.14 0.19
p< 0010
p = 0030

uct management performance and satislaction in working with
marketing. Because the strongest of these findings was collabo-
ration to satislaction, collaboration appears to be an important
factor in sustaining satisfaction across the marketing/manufac-
turing refationship. The collective findings of these two depart-
ments also suggest that the marketing/manufacturing relation-
ship is predicated on product management activities. In other
words, collaboration between marketing and manufacturing
appears o be directed at post-development (launch and post-
launch) activities.

Conceivably, the difference over how collaboration affects
department performance may be a source of problems. The
marketing department perceiving direct department gains
from collaborating with manufacturing might be more anxious
to initiate collaborative activities with manufacturing. On the
other hand, manufacturing managers who do not perceive
such direct department gains might hesitate, causing [riction.
One explanation for this difference may be that marketing
needs manufactured product that can be offered 1o the cus-
tomer in order to achieve dollar sales goals. Marketing there-
fore would be anxious to collaborate with manufacturing to
ensure that the proper volume is produced to meet dollar
sales expectations. Manufacturing being typically measured
on cost goals (which do not necessarily correspond o dollar
sales goals) would be mostly indifferent to dollar sales expecta-
tions.

As lor interaction, only one significant (e < .05) finding
was revealed: marketing's documented inlormation exchange

with manufacturing had a negative relationship with market-
ing's satislaction in working with manufacturing. The same
relationship was significant at a < .06 in the case of manufac-
turing managers (i.e., manufacturing’s documented informa-
tion exchange with marketing has a negative relationship with
manufacturing’s satisfaction in working with marketing).
Thus, it would appear that more documented information
exchange diminishes marketing's and manufacturing’s satis-
faction in working with each other. Such information ex-
change may be seen as unnecessary, or the time to document
such information may be viewed as unproductive.

Marketing Managers with R&D
and R&D Managers with Marketing

Unlike the marketing/manufacturing relationship, marketing
and R&D managers perceive collaboration as improving all
performance [actors. As shown in Table 1, marketing and
R&D managers reflected significant positive relationships be-
tween collaboration and each performance variable. It there-
fore appears that marketing/R&D collaboration is critical to
the success of both marketing and R&D departments. More-
over, this finding suggests that the marketing and R&D depart-
ments in electronic companies should collaborate to achieve
success. As in the case of the marketing/manufacturing rela-
tionship, collaboration’s effect on satisfaction reflected the
greatest level of significance across the two departments. This
illustrates that collaboration is an important factor in sus-
taining satisfaction across departments.
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Two significant findings were found regarding the inter-
action variables. Interestingly. this finding concerned meetings
in both marketing and R&D manager cases. Marketing manag-
ers reflected a negative relationship between meetings and
company performance, while R&D managers reflected a nega-
tive relationship between meetings and satisfaction in working
with marketing. It would appear that structuring lormal meet-
ings between marketing and R&D may be viewed as counter-
productive to some degree. Instead, both marketing and
R&D managers may prefer informality between the two de-
partments via collaboration.

Future Research

Based on the lindings of the present study, research should
continue Lo investigate interdepartmental integration with par-
ticular emphasis on collaboration. The framework ol Ruekert
and Walker (1987) therefore should be updated 10 include
collaboration as a key element of marketing’s interdepartmen-
tal relationships.

Of course, there is a need to confirm or refute collabora-
tion’s strong, positive impact on performance, If research con-
tinues to highlight collaboration’s significance, then future re-
search can turm toward determining the key antecedents 10
collaboration. There also is a need to clarify interaction’s role
in the integration process. As discussed, interaction’s insignifi-
cance may be due to a lack of variability, which would suggest
that a certain level of interaction is necessary between marketing
and other departments (as Maliz and Kohli, 1996, suggest) even
though interaction might not promote performance success
directly. The issue is whether a certain level of interaction is
necessary and if so, what that level of interaction should be.

Studies involving other industries, other departments aside
from the three investigated in this study, and other country
cultures would broaden the scope of the present lindings.
Studies using other methadologies like case studies and exper-
iments would provide multi-method validation and offer a
[uller understanding of marketing’s interdepartmental activi-
ties. Longitudinal studies would be valuable for studying the
influence of time on marketing’s interaction and collaboration
ellorts.

Conclusions and Implications

The objective of the present study was to better define inter-
departmental integration hy determining whether marketing
should interact, collaborate, or do both simultaneously in
order to achieve success. Based on the empirical [indings, it
is recommended that interdepartmental integration emphasize
a collaboration component to achieve better performance,
which favors marketing's (and other departments’) adoption
of a collaborative perspective toward interdepartmental inte-
gration

The empirical lindings provide insight into answers to the
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questions posed at the begimning of this article. In regard to
interaction, the following two questions were posed: (1) Can
“interaction” between departments alone achieve performance
success when working across departments?, and (2) Can more
meetings and greater information [lows by themselves become
overburdening for marketing personnel, thereby diminishing
suceess in working interdepartmentally? The findings of this
study suggest that interaction alone does not appear 1o have
a direct affect on perlormance success. In fact, the lack of
a positive relationship between interaction and performance
would imply that marketing managers should not simply in-
crease the number of meetings and/or documented informa-
tion exchange between departments for the sake ol improving
performance. Rather, it may be appropriate 1o use interaction
to establish contact and then let collaboration drive the inter-
action process. As for the second question, it would appear
that interaction has limited direct influence on performance
as illustrated by the level of insignificance associated with
cach of the interaction variables. There also appears 1o be the
suggestions that too much documented information exchange
between marketing and manufacturing and too many mectings
between marketing and R&D will impede performance be-
tween the two respective departments. Thus, too much inter-
action may be detrimental.

An alternative explanation may be that a certain level of
interaction is necessary between departments. In other words,
interaction may be a necessary. but not sufficient, factor for
top performance. If this is the case. regression would be unable
to detect interaction’s elfects due to a lack of significant varia-
tion in the level of interaction. Further study is needed.

The two questions asked in regard o collaboration were:
(1) Can “collaboration” between marketing and other depart-
ments stimulate performance? and (2) Does collaboration just
improve relationships, and not help 1o achieve department or
company performance goals? The striking findings of this
study illustrate collaboration’s strong positive relationship to
performance. Thus, il marketing managers (and other depart-
mient managers) are o truly integrate their departments with
other departments, collaboration appears to be a key factor—
not forced interaction through [requent meetings or greater
levels of documented information exchange. Study findings
also address the second question by showing that both inter-
departmental relationships and performance improve with
collaboration. As found, collaboration rellected a strong posi-
tive influence on marketing’s satislaction in working with the
other department as well as having a strong positive influence
on marketing department performance, company perfor-
mance. product development performance, and product man-
agement performance.

With the composite philosophy, the [ollowing questions
were posed: (1) Do interaction and collaboration have equal
influence on performance success? and (2) Would attention
to one of the processes he more advantageous for achieving
such success? The [indings of this study indicate that collabo-
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ration has the stronger impact on performance success. Find-
ings further suggest that collaboration alone has a significant
positive influence on performance success. Consequently, the
findings point to collaboration as a more advantageous inter-
departmental process for achieving performance success.

Hence, it would appear thgt the collaborative perspective
to marketing’s integration with other departments is prefera-
ble. The implication for marketing managers is that inter-
departmental programs need to focus on collaboration, not
interaction. Based on the given definition for collaboration,
efforts that achieve goals collectively, have mutual understand-
ing, work informally together, ascribe to the same vision, and
share ideas/resources should be pursued. Because many of
these activities are strategic in nature, any program that is
developed should include modifications of the strategic plan-
ning process and the strategic planning implementation pro-
cess. A recommended first course ol action would be for
marketing managers to characterize their current interdepart-
mental activities and determine whether they are collaborative
or interactive in nature. Then the focus should be to stimulate
collaboration in critical interdepartmental marketing activities
to ensure their successtul implementation, as well as promote
the marketing concept and affirm a market orientation.
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Interaction Scales

No. of Cronbach Eigenvalue % Variance

Construct Items Alpha (Factor #) Explained
Meetings 5 Marketing 76 262 52
Manulacturing 73 246 49
R&D Rk 250 0
Documented Information Exchange 4 Marketing 81 2.39 63
Manulacturing, 80 257 o+
R&D 14 2.35 59

During the past three months, to what degree did your department interact with the other two departments in regards to the below activities.

(N = never, 5 = seldom, OCC = occasionally, O = olten. QF =

quite lrequently)

Mean Factor Loadings
£

MKTG MEG R&D

Meetings

Meetings D e .69

Committees/Task Forces 73 72 79

Phone Conversations 15 il T3

Phone Mail 78 74 73

Electronic Mail 62 .60 58
Documented Information Exchange

Exchange of forms 76 T4 71

Exchange ol reports 38 47 85

Exchange of memorandums 84 84 86

Exchange of FAX materials 72 i 62
“ Note: Each questionnaire asked two guestions about the respective ment's vollaboration with the other twoe departmients Factor loadings. are the mean ol lactor loadings

across these two questions/measures: both were the same guestion ex

for the deparmens mvalved




62 J Busn Res K. B. Kahn and J. T. Mentzer
1998:42:53-62

Appendix. (continued)

Collaboration Scale

No. of Cronbach Eigenvalue % Variance

Construct Items Alpha (Factor #) Explained
Collaboration 6 Marketing 93 4.46 74
Manufacturing 91 4.16 69
R&D 92 4.24 71

During the past three months, to what degree did your department pursue the following activities with the other two departments. (N =
never, 5 = seldom, OCC = occasionally, O = aften, QF = quite frequently)

Mean Factor Loadings"

MKTG MFG R&D
Achieve goals collectively .86 78 84
Have a mutual understanding 87 88 86
Informally work 1ogether 84 85 84
Share ideas, information, and/or 88 82 85

Tesources

Share the same vision for the company 81 4 A7
Work together as a team 92 81 .88

" Note: Fach questonnaire asked two questions about the respective department’s collaboration with the other two depantments. Factor loadings are the mean of factor loadings
across these two questions/measures, both were the same question except for the departments involved

Performance Scales

Considering your company’s (division’s) overall business activily in the past year, please grade the following on a scale of 0% to 100%, with
100% meaning perfect performance.
Your department’s overall performance
Your company's/division’s overall performance
Your company's/division’s performance in product development
Your company's/division’s performance in product management
Circle the appropriate response that identifies the degree of your satisfaction with your department’s relationship with the other two departments.
Department A Very dissatisfied, Dissatistied, Neither dissatisfied nor satisfied, Satisfied, Very satisfied

Department B Very dissatistied, Dissatistied. Neither dissatisfied nor satisfied, Satisflied, Very satisfied




