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Marketing’s Influence Tactics in New Product Development:
A Study of High Technology Firms in China

Kwaku Atuahene—Gima and Haiyang Li

It has been widely recognized that marketing’s interaction with other functional
departments (e.g., R&D) has significant impact on new product success. How-
ever, little research addresses how marketing actually behaves in the process of
new product development (NPD). Drawing upon marketing, product innovation,
and organizational buying literatures, this study contributes to the literature by
delineating the types of influence tactics adopted by marketing and investigating
how the use of these tactics affects marketing’s influence on NPD decisions. Data
on 128 new product projects from 114 high technology firms in China were
collected from R&D perspective via on-site interviews. The findings indicate that,
from the R&D’s perspective, both marketing and R&D seem to have equivalent
influence on new product decisions. In terms of usage frequency, the most
frequently used influence tactics by marketing are persistent pressure, informa-
tion exchange, and recommendation (i.e., use of rational logic). Coalition for-
mation (e.g., seeking the support of peers) and upward appeal (i.e., seeking
support from superiors) tactics are moderately used. The less frequently used
tactics are legalistic plea (i.e., use of rules and regulations) and request. Regard-
ing the effectiveness of influence tactics, the results indicate that persistent
pressure, information exchange, and coalition formation lead to higher marketing
influence in NPD decisions. However, the use of an upward appeal tactic leads to
lower marketing influence. Recommendation, legalistic plea and request tactics
are unrelated to marketing’s influence. Our results also show that the efficacy of
marketing’s influence tactics is contingent upon the degree of functional inter-
dependence in the NPD stages and the degree of interdepartmental conflict.
Information exchange and coalition formation tactics are more effective at the
initiation stage of the NPD process whereas legalistic plea and persistent pres-
sure are more effective at the implementation stage. We further find that legalistic
plea is more effective but coalition tactic is less effective when the degree of
interdepartmental conflict is higher. Findings of this study provide managers
responsible for ensuring market-oriented NPD with a better understanding of
how the influence of marketing in the NPD process may be enhanced. Given our
focus on Chinese firms, they also suggest that managers need to be sensitive to the
cultural context of marketing influence. © 2000 Elsevier Science Inc.
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t has been widely recognized that marketing’sconsider the inherently political nature of the NPD

interaction with other functional departments (e.g.,process in which competing functions struggle for

R&D, engineering, finance) plays a critical role in control and dominance to shape the eventual outcomes
the new product development (NPD) procesq15]. The dominance of the rationalistic perspective of
[11,17,18,38,44]. Empirical evidence has consistentiNPD has led Ruekert and Walker ([38], p. 1) to com-
shown that marketing’s early involvement, its infor- ment that the marketing literature “largely ignores or
mation sharing and its relationship quality with R&D assumes away the political processes, jockeying for
and others have significant impact on new producinfluence, conflicts, and communication difficulties”
success [18,43,44]. that arise in NPD. Similarly, Workman [48] criticizes

Despite substantial prior research, our understandhat much effort in prior studies has been directed

ing of marketing’s role in the NPD process and itstoward developing normative procedures for NPD
impact on the outcomes is still limited. In particular, rather than empirically investigating the actual behav-
we have little knowledge abouitow marketing actu- ior of marketing in the process. These criticisms are
ally behaves in the NPD process to achieve influencechoed by Brown and Eisenhardt [5] and Li and Atu-
on the outcomes. Prior research recognizes the diffeehene—Gima [27], who argue that prior research has
ences in marketing and R&D personalities, theirprovided incomplete understanding of marketing's
“thought worlds” and the prevalence of disharmony.role in the NPD process because it downplays the fact
Yet, it has not gone the next step to investigate hovihat the process could be disorderly, disjointed, and
marketing achieves influence in such an environmentraught with politics.
Much of the literature has been driven by the econom- Responding to this critique of the literature, a few
ically rational view (e.g., resource dependence or instudies of NPD and marketing’s role from a political
formation processing perspective) of organizationaperspective have recently appeared. For example,
behavior (see [17] for a review). This literature fails to Markham and his colleague [29,30] examine the in-
fluence of new product champions and the effect they
have on projects and other people involved. Li and
Atuahene—Gima [28] make a distinction between mar-
Kirakt Atuahone Gimis Hod and Assodiate Prof - keting’s participation (i.e., its involvement in the NPD
waKu uahene—-GIme Head an Ssoclate Froressor o ar4 B . B .
keting and Innovation Management at the Department of Manage- process) and influence (I'e" aCh_Ieved_ ImpaCt on the
ment, City University of Hong Kong. He holds a BSc (Hons) in ~ behavior of team members) and investigate how mar-
Business Administration from the University of Ghana, Legon; a keting’s influence mediates its participation in the
Mcom (Marketing) from the University of New South Wales. He ;
received his PhD from the University of Wollongong, Australia. He NPD p.I‘OCGISS: Although _an I_mportant Com_plement to
began his career in materials management, marketing and product the rationalistic perspectlve in understandmg the role
management in the pharmaceutical industry before entering aca- of marketing, we still have little knowledge of the
demia. His primary research interests focus on new product devel- tactics that marketing actually uses to achieve influ-
opment and service development, technology licensing and mar- d wheth h . f . .
keting, and international marketing. His articles on these issues enc_e, "_in _W ether qr not these tactics are effective in
have appeared (or forthcoming) in theurnal of Product Innova- achieving influence in the NPD process.
tion Management, Organization Sciendeurnal of International The purpose of this study is to address some of the
Marketing Industrial Marketing Managemendournal of Market- aps identified in the literature. Drawin on mar-
Focused Managemenand others. This article is his sixth contri- g p . . ure. . g_ up .
bution to theJournal of Product Innovation Management keting, product innovation, and organizational buying
literatures, this study contributes to the literature by
Haiyang Liis research fellow at the Department of Management, delineating the types of influence tactics adopted by
City University of Hong Kong. He earned a Bachelor and a Master . . . .
in economics from Renmin University of China and received his marketmg a_nd _InveStlgatmg how the use of these tac-
PhD in strategic management and innovation in City University of  tiCS affects its influence on NPD decisions. Another
Hong Kong. His research interests focus on product innovation key contribution is that we exp|ore the extent to which
new venture_ management |n_tran5|t|on_al economies, high technpl- the NPD context factors affect the ef‘ficacy of market-
ogy marketing, and international business. His current research "~ " . L. . .
projects include marketing strategy of high technology new ven- INng's influence tactics. This is consistent with the
tures in China’s transitional economy and compensation strategy ~argument that influence is a context-specific process
for new product managers in China. His articles have appeared (or [9 16] Hence greater theoretical and managerial in-
are forthcoming) inJournal of International MarketingJournal of . h ’ I t’) ined b .. . .
Marketing Channels and International Journal of Technology Sig ts CO!" . € gaine y examining ContmgenCIeS
Management under which influence tactics are more or less effec-

tive. Further, we examine these issues in a specific
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context of Chinese firms since prior research suggestsupport for the notion that factionalism engenders
that influence behavior in NPD is affected by nationalpolitical behavior [28,48]. Second, the NPD process
culture [22,28,39,40]. engenders political behavior because of the power
More specifically, using a sample of Chinese highimbalance among the participants. Asymmetric power
technology firms, the current study is designed toengenders resistance and conflict among participants
provide preliminary answers to the following researchand hence fuels their use of influence tactics in deci-
guestions: sion-making [2,8]. Third, the NPD process is condu-
cive for political behavior because of its potential

e What is the degree of marketing’s influence in the. — L
NPD process? importance and significant effect on organizational

What influence tactics are available to marketing inrestllJErce_ allgjcanon and d_pO\I/vgr d|str:_but|on_. AS. Frotst
the NPD process? and Egri [15] argue, radical innovations give rise to

How frequently does marketing use these tactics t(5)olitical behavior largely because they cause funda-
achieve influence on NPD decisions? mental changes in task interdependence and relation-

How effective are the influence tactics in achievingSh'pS among _org_anlzatlonal functlon_s. Interdepen-
influence? de_nce _ often implies that one function needs to
Is the effectiveness of marketing'’s influence tacticerIIanISh some degree of control over resources a_lnd
dependent on the NPD context? putcomes [35]. Pgarcg [34] also notes that increasing
interdependence implies the need for greater coordi-
The remainder of this article is organized as fol-nation, joint problem solving and mutual adjustment,
lows. The next section provides theoretical back-all fertile conditions for political conflict and the use
ground of the study and portrays the research issues f influence tactics. Yet, prior research has looked at
detail. However, because of the embryonic stage of thehe interdependence between marketing and other
literature and the dearth of empirical research it apfunctions from the resource dependence perspective
pears premature to develop formal hypotheses abouihd has not examined the political behavior aspects of
the efficacy of marketing’s influence tactics. Rather,this phenomenon (see [17] for a review).
we adopt an exploratory approach to examine how Because politics in the NPD process results from
marketing achieves influence in the NPD process. Thiglifferent reasons, the related political activities may
section is followed by a discussion of the researctoccur at various levels in the organization. For exam-
methodology and measures. Finally, we present thple, Eisenhardt and Bourgeois [7] examine the politics
results and discuss the theoretical and managerial insamong top management teams in strategic decision
plications. making. Frost and Egri [15] demonstrate how the
interplay of power and politics between innovators and
Theoretical Background: The Political Nature  other organizational actors determines the success or
of NPD failure of innovation projects. Maute and Locander
[30] investigate how new product managers influence
Organizational decision-making is at its core a politi-stakeholders in NPD projects. Although the literature
cal process [7,15,35]. The political perspective asshows that functional interaction is embedded within a
sumes that organizational decision outcomes are urpolitical context involving struggles for resources and
certain, organizational actors have conflicting goalspower [44], to our knowledge few studies have sys-
and organizational conflicts will be resolved throughtematically investigated the political issues among
the exercise of power and influence. Hence, politicacross-functional participants, particularly between
influence activities are essential for reaching strategienarketing personnel and other members, in the NPD
decisions and achieving functional and organizationaprocess. This is unfortunate because, as noted eatrlier,
objectives [2,35]. marketing’s interaction with other departments has
The NPD process represents a fertile ground fobeen viewed as a critical factor for new product suc-
political behavior for several reasons. First, factional-cess [17,19,36]. In this study, we focus on the political
ism occurs in NPD teams [11,38,48] wherein differentactivities within a cross-functional context (e.g., mar-
functions particularly marketing and R&D/engineer- keting and R&D interaction). We argue that, because
ing develop “different thought worlds” and a sense ofmarketing’s interaction with other departments is a
“us” versus “them.” Given the proclivity for functional political process, understanding what and how influ-
sentiments, researchers in NPD have found strongnce tactics are used to achieve influence is a signif-
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icant issue both in theory and in practice. The precedmarketing personnel in the NPD process, prior con-
ing discussion raises the following research questionseptualizations are characterized within specific con-

_ L _ texts, some of which may not be readily applicable to
e What is the degree of marketing’s influence in they,o NPD context. For example, though reward is a

NPD process’? i . i widely used influence tactic [14,41], in the NPD con-
* Whatinfluence tactics do marketing use in the NPDy ¢ team members have little or no power to provide

process? rewards.
In this study, we adapt Frazier and Summers’ [13]
Influence and Influence Tactics in the NPD classification of influence tactics because it has been
Process widely used in the marketing literature and the mea-

sures have been shown to be reliable and valid [3,47].

Influencerefers to the degree of success that an influThe six influence tactics are: information exchange,
ence source has in changing the attitudes and behakecommendation (i.e., use of rational logic), request,
iors of an influence target [25,47]. It therefore reflectslegalistic plea (i.e., use of organizational rules and
the impact of the influence source on decisions of theegulations), threats and promises. However, threats
influence target. From a political influence perspec-and promises, are not used in this study because our
tive, cross-functional politics involve attempts by par-interviews with marketing and R&D managers show
ticipants from different departments involved in a de-that they may be difficult for targets to assess. Ven-
cision making process to enhance their impact on th&atesh et al. [47] also note that threats and promises
decision and its outcomes [7]. Power is the raw mamay be secret to all except the focal persons. There-
terial for such influence, reflecting the source’s ability fore, they are difficult to assess because they are not
to influence the perceptions, behavior, and/or decisiolpen to potential influence targets.
making of the target [13]. Because power sources We add three additional tactics to this classification:
describe only the potential for influence, Thompsonupward appeal, coalition formation and persistent
and Luthans ([46], p.75) argue that “power is mani-pressure. The first two tactics are rooted in the social
fested through behavioral actions.” Thus, research opsychology literature and are shown to be pervasive in
influence in the organizational politics paradigm mustthe lateral influence context (e.g., marketing and
focus on behaviors not on power. Similarly, with re- R&D) [4,25,50]. Further, empirical evidence in the
spect to interfirm interactions in distribution channels,NPD literature [12,48] and our pilot interviews with
Frazier and Summers ([13], p.43) contend that greateChinese managers show that these tactics may be
understanding is gained not by studying power per sd)ighly relevant in the NPD context. Indeed, Workman
but rather influence tactics: “the content and structurg48] finds them as the predominant tactics used by
of the communications utilized by a source firm’s marketing personnel to gain influence over engineer-
personnel in their influence attempts with targeting in the NPD process of a high technology firm
firms”. where marketing'’s role is constrained. Finally, persis-

Consistent with these arguments, in this study, weent pressure reflects the degree to which the influence
focus on marketing’s influence tactics in NPD deci-source persists in its efforts to achieve influence over
sion making. Pearce ([34], p.207) defines politicalthe target. Hence it is akin to the degree of effort and
influence activity as “the set of influence tactics thatassertiveness in putting one’s viewpoint to the influ-
attend shared decision making” within a team. Weence target [49,50]. Though this tactic has been em-
define marketing’sinfluence tacticsas the activities phasized in the literature [16,25], it has not been
that marketing personnel (the source) direct at teamsystematically investigated along with other types of
members (the target) for the purpose of effecting anfluence tactics in the NPD literature.
change in their perceptions, attitudes and behavior There is increasing consensus that influence tactics
[13]. The assumption is that the efficacy of powermay be categorized into soft and hard types based on
depends on the tactics by which marketing applies itshe degree of coercive intensity inherent in the tactics.
power and/or overcomes the power of others tdCoercive intensity refers to “the extent to which a
achieve influence. Influence tactics have been conceparget. . . feels that not complying with the wishes of
tualized and operationalized from a variety of dimen-the source will lead to adverse consequences for him
sions in different disciplines [13,14,24,45]. Although or her” ([47], p. 72). A soft strategy is designed to gain
there are several influence tactics potentially open tehe volitional compliance of an influence target to the
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demands of the influence source. In other words, withscribed as collectivist and high on power distance. In
soft influence tactic compliance is gained without co-a collectivist society, in contrast to an individualistic
ercion and threats to the influence target. Thus, irsociety, cooperative behavior, group harmony, inter-
using soft influence tactics, the source believes that thpersonal relations and authority orientation are highly
target has the option of noncompliance with little costvalued in organizations [22,39,40]. For example, in the
[9,24]. Hence, gaining compliance by using soft tac-NPD process, the team’s goals have precedence over
tics is based on creating interpersonal liking, buildingindividual’'s goals [39]. Power distance reflects the
a sense of obligation, and reciprocity [24,37]. In con-willingness of individuals in a society to accept an
trast to soft tactics, hard influence tactics involve co-unequal distribution of power and a deference of
ercion and threats. By using this type of tactics, thepower to people with expertise, status and rank. It
source expects compliance to be gained through exeshapes people’s beliefs about the primacy of internal
cising power in an impersonal and manipulative wayrules and regulations such that people in high power
[9]. The source uses threats believing that the infludistance societies have greater respect for authority
ence target faces high costs for noncompliance andnd follow established rules and regulations. In a high
hence will comply with his/her demands [37]. Com- power distance culture, hierarchical structures are used
pared with soft tactics, it is suggested that hard tacticto preserve social order and distribution of power [22].
are less effective in gaining influence because theyased on prior research findings [22,28,39,40], the use
lead to low task commitment from the target, reduceand effectiveness of marketing’s influence tactics are
process efficiency, and lead to poor performance antikely to be affected by these cultural dimensions.
dissatisfaction [7,49,50]. In summary, in the NPD context of firms in a
Drawing on previous research [9,13,37,43], in thiscollectivist and high power distance culture, we focus
study we categorize information exchange, recomen seven types of influence tactics in this study: soft
mendation, and requests as soft influence tactics béactics - information exchange, recommendation, re-
cause they clearly involve little or no threat and coer-quest, and coalition formation; and hard tactics—le-
cion. Coalition formation is also categorized as a sofgalistic plea, upward appeal, and persistent pressure
tactic because it is devoid of threats and challenges t(see Table 1). Though not exhaustive, these seven
the authority of the influence target [37]. The influ- tactics cover a wide variety of soft and hard influence
ence source mobilizes the support of co-workers whaactics potentially relevant to marketing's effective-
are likely to use rational persuasion and personal amess in influencing other team members in the NPD
peals to get the influence target to comply with theprocess.
demands of the influence source [9]. Legalistic plea,
upward appeal, and persistent pressure are categorizegbquency of Use and Efficacy of Marketing’s
as hard influence tactics. Legalistic plea involves thqnfluence Tactics
evoking of organizational rules and regulations to gain
compliance, and thus involves a threat of adversén terms of usage frequency, Pearce [34] suggests that
consequences for noncompliance. Upward appeal drard tactics predominate in a political arena. The logic
taking matters over the head of the influence targeis that where decision making is characterized by
involves a direct threat to his/her authority [9]. Finally, different thought worlds, factionalism, and interfunc-
use of persistent pressure with an influence target isonal conflict, communication becomes unidirectional
believed to convey or presage the threat of poorecharacterized by negativity and hostility. Hence, in the
working relationship or other antagonistic behavior onNPD process, differences in goals and philosophies
the part of the influence source if compliance is notbetween marketing and other departments undermine
forthcoming from the target [9]. the effective application of soft tactics. The reason is
The preceding discussion is conceptually and emthat when marketing and other departments differ on
pirically grounded in the Western literature on partic-means and ends there would be little basis for rational
ipant influence behavior in the NPD process. Few, ifpersuasion, logical arguments, effective information
any, cross-cultural research exists on influence tacticexchange and requests. Perhaps the decreased effec-
in the NPD process ([28,39,40] for exceptions). Wetiveness of soft influence tactics explains why hard
examine influence tactics in the context of Chinesdactics were prevalent in a high technology firm stud-
firms, hence we expect some effect of culture on theéed by Workman [48]. The preceding discussion raises
relationships explored. Chinese culture has been déwo questions:
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Table 1. Marketing’s Influence Tactics in the New Product Development Process*

Influence Tactics Definition Sources
Soft Tactics

Information exchange Marketing provides general market information and discussions on general NPD issue$13]
without suggesting specific actions to the influence target.

Recommendations Marketing uses reason, logic and rational persuasion to convince the influence target fia
following a specific course of action is likely to be beneficial to the NPD effort.

Request Marketing informs other members to take suggested actions based on personal [13]
relationships.

Coalition formation Marketing builds alliances with co-workers and members from other departments to gaif4,24,48]

support for its viewpoint or demands on the influence target.
Hard Tactics

Legalistic plea Marketing cites organizational rules and regulations that require the influence target to [13]
perform a certain action.

Upward appeal Marketing appeals to superior or high authority in the organization to support its [4,24,48]
viewpoint or demands on the influence target.

Persistent pressure The amount of effort, persistence and pressure that marketing brings to bear on the [16,25]

influence target to accept its viewpoint or demands

* We caution that this binary categorization into soft and hard tactics is not sensitive enough to capture the finer differences among thesepéetics. P
may use similar tactics in different ways [9], which may affect the degree of perceived coercive intensity involved. For example, regardingatiessoft t

it has been argued that recommendation appears to entail a certain level of coercion [47]. At this embryonic stage of this research, we areangble to arr
these influence tactics on a continuum from soft to hard to reflect the degree of coercive intensity in each tactic.

e What is the relative frequency of marketing’s use ofpartmental power given the fact that marketing issues

influence tactics? become more important in launching and promoting
e How effective are marketing’s influence tactics in new products. These different power positions suggest
achieving influence in NPD projects? that the perceived importance of marketing differs

Across the two phases such that the effectiveness of a

Prior research suggests that the degree of influen o . . .
|§pecmc influence tactic used varies accordingly.

that the source has on the target varies with the tas e qi . ¢ iigord
specific situational characteristics [9,16]. Thus, to € second important contingent factorimgerde-

fully understand the efficacy of marketing's influence Partmental conflictRuekert and Walker [38] suggest
tactics in the NPD process, a contingency approach ithat the amount qf conflict between marketing person-
needed. Two contingent factors have engaged exteff€! and people in other departments may result in
sive attention in the literature and are particularlyr®duced interfunctional performance. Seers [42] finds
noteworthy. The first one is theegree of interdepen- that the relationship quality among team members
dencebetween marketing and other functions as redetermines their influence activities. The literature
flected by their interaction at each stage of the NPCFUggests that where there is a high degree of conflict
process. Griffin and Hauser [17] suggest that the NPIPetween marketing and R&D, R&D is likely to feel
stage is an important situational variable affecting the/ulnerable about being misled by marketing and is less
degree of integration and interaction between marketikely to use information provided by marketing [19].
ing and R&D in the process. Marketing’s power will Because of lack of trust and cooperation between
change in NPD decisions across different stages. Fothem, such behavior is engaged in to remove any
lowing Johne’s [23] categorization of the NPD stage, perception of being controlled by the marketing func-
the initiation stage involves idea generation, screeningon [33]. Hence, interdepartmental conflict may re-
and concept development and testing whereas the indluce marketing’s influence because R&D may ignore
plementation stage comprises the actual product déts contributions to the NPD effort.

velopment, marketing and product launch. It is possi- The discussion above suggests that the degree of
ble that since the initiation stage has greater technicaiteraction at each stage of the NPD process and
complexity than the implementation stage, R&D mayinterdepartmental conflict have potential in moderat-
have greater departmental power and responsibility ang the effect of marketing’s influence tactics on its
this stage than marketing will. Conversely, at the im-influence in the NPD process. However, we are unable
plementation stage, marketing may have greater dde develop specific hypotheses for each influence tac-
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tic given the dearth of theory and empirical researching’s behavior than other members of the project team.
We pose an empirical question: Third, R&D respondents in this sample had partici-
pated in an average of 4.93 projects, which gave them

e To what extent is the effectiveness of marketing'ssypstantial experience to comment on the behavior of
influence tactics dependent on the interdependencgeijr marketing counterparts.

at each stage of the NPD process and the degree of

interdepartmental conflict?
P Research Method

Marketing’s Influence Tactics: Whose Perspective? Sample and Data Collection

The assumption underlying the conceptualization ofA random sample of 200 firms was selected from a
influence and influence tactics is that the effectivenessample frame provided by the Association of High and
of marketing’s involvement in the NPD process de-New Technology Enterprises in the Beijing Experi-
pends on its success in influencing other team menmmental Zone (BEZ). All the firms held the New-tech
bers and developing their commitment to its contribu-Enterprise Certificate and Instrument of Ratification
tions. Hence, our focus is on marketing’s influence orapproved and issued by the BEZ office. We contacted
NPD decisions by examining marketing personnel’shese firms with the help of the director of the BEZ,
use of various influence tactics to change other tearexplaining the purpose and significance of the study
members’ behavior and attitudes. Because influence isnd inviting them for participation in the project. As a
a mutual process (the source versus the target), assesssult, 114 firms with 200 projects agreed to partici-
ment of the influence process could be done eithepate in the study.
from the source’s or the target’s perspective. Yet, the To improve the validity of the data collected, three
perceptions that the source has of his/her influencactions were taken. First, the R&D informant was
behavior differ considerably from those of the target.asked to identify the firm’s most recently developed
It is argued that using the source as the respondent ttew product that has been in the market for a sufficient
describe his/her own influence tactics may be probtime (minimum 12 months) to measure performance.
lematic because self-descriptions are prone to substaecond, following Kohli’s [25] work, the R&D infor-
tial social desirability and response bias [21,29]. Formant was asked to answer the questionnaire with ref-
example, Yukl, Kim, and Falbe ([49], p.315) suggesterence to a specific marketing person about whose
that responses from the target may be more accurateehavior in the NPD process he or she was most
than those from the source because the target is inlknowledgeable. Third, an on-site interview approach
better position to rate the context factors, the power ofvas used to collect the data. By using this approach,
the source and to describe his/her influence tactics. We ensured that the R&D respondent was directly
appears that the use of the target as a respondent maayolved in the project selected and understood the
be the most useful in assessing the antecedents apdrpose of the research and the interview focused on
outcomes of the influence tactics of the source (e.gthe appropriate project. Information about 128 of the
[4,21,25,28]). 200 NPD projects was received from firms in the
In tune with the literature, we examine marketing’selectronics, information technology, chemicals, elec-
influence tactics from the perspective of R&D patrtic- trical, and new pharmaceuticals and bioengineering
ipants (the target) in the NPD process. Several factorimdustries. This represents a response rate of 64%.
are considered in adopting R&D’s perspective in thisUsing the respondent’s business card, one of the au-
study. First, extant research affirms that marketing anthors telephoned each respondent to confirm that the
R&D are the two prominent protagonists in the NPDinterview took place and that he or she completed the
process. As such, the R&D participant in a NPDinterview and the questionnaire. Ninety-two percent-
project is likely to be the most knowledgeable aboutage of respondents requested a copy of executive
the marketing participant’'s influence behavior summary of the study, indicating that the respondents
[18,44,48]. Second, R&D is usually the major bottle-are more likely to provide candid responses to the
neck to marketing’s influence in the NPD processstudy.
[48]. Hence, it is argued that R&D is most likely the We found no significant differences between the
major target of marketing’s influence tactics. If so, sample and the population in terms of the percentage
R&D personnel might be more familiar with market- of firms from each industry. Twenty-eight percentage
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of the products were described as new to the worldinfluence in a team is inversely related to team size.
46% as new to the company, 16% as line extensionén individual in a large team tends to have less impact
and 10% as product improvements. We also checkednd achieve less influence because there are fewer and
the representativeness of the new product project®wer quality interactions between members. The sec-
selected by the informants as reference for the studynd factor, self-perceived influence, refers to the de-
We asked the respondents the following question on gree of influence that the R&D respondent believed he
five-point scale: “Considering your firm’s new prod- or she exerted in the NPD process. It is controlled for
uct operations and the nature of the product you havt account for the possibility that the R&D informants
selected, to what extent is this product representativenay attribute less influence to marketing if they per-
of new product projects of your firm?” The mean of ceive their own influence to be high [25].

these products’ representativeness is 3.46, suggesting

that the selected projects are not highly representativgcaje Reliability and Validity

of those developed in the sampled firms. This is to be

expected since projects that are dissimilar to the firm’sVe assessed internal consistency for multi-item scales
previous projects are more likely to provoke the use oby computing Cronbach’s alpha. Scale items with low

influence tactics [15]. interitem correlation were eliminated to achieve a
higher reliability of the scale. They ranged from 0.63
Constructs and Measures to 0.93, thus meeting the requirements suggested for

exploratory research. It is important to note that the

Previously developed measures were adapted for therales of influence tactics in this study have much
study. To avoid cultural bias and ensure validity, spetigher alpha coefficients than those reported in previ-
cial attention was paid to establishing equivalence obus studies (e.g. [24,47]).
the measures. The original English questionnaire was We examined convergent and discriminant validity
first reviewed and revised by two marketing academ-of the measures by using confirmatory factor analysis
ics with substantial research experience in the subje¢CFA) [1]. Because of sample size restrictions, three
area, and then translated into Chinese by two bilinguadeparate tests were performed, each involving most
academics. The Chinese version was then back transimilar constructs. This procedure is argued to provide
lated into English by two different bilingual academicsa more conservative test than one involving all scale
with several years of experience in China and thustems [28]. The CFA results are also presented in
knowledgeable about the practices of Chinese enteffable 2. Significant factor loadings reveal convergent
prises. Different translations were compared to detectalidity for indicators whereas confidence intervals
any significant misunderstandings due to translationaround factor correlations excluding 1.0 provide evi-
The instrument was pretested by a series of prelimidence of discriminant validity [1]. The model fit sta-
nary interviews with 12 R&D and marketing manag- tistics indicate reasonable fit of each measurement
ers. Three main issues were covered during theseodel. Table 3 shows the correlation matrix, reliabili-
interviews. First, each manager provided opinions onies, means and standard deviations for each scale
marketing-R&D relationships in NPD and the specific (except the NPD stage and type of product).
role of each function. Second, the factors that tended
to enhance or hinder the successful completion Of
NPD projects were explored. Third, each manager
provided opinions on the measurement scales, the{jyhat is the degree of marketing’s influence in NPD
relevance to the Chinese context, and their completgyygjects?
ness. Each manager then was asked to complete the
guestionnaire and verbalize any thought that came t@/e adopted eight items to assess marketing’s influ-
mind, including ambiguities, inapplicable questionsence in new product decisions as perceived by R&D
and suggestions for improvement. Table 2 contains thasing a five-point Likert scale & very low; 5= very
measures of each construct. high). The mean of marketing’s influence is 3.53,

Two factors that may impact marketing’s influenceindicating a moderately high impact on new product
were controlled in this study. The first, project teamdecisions (see Table 3). Because the R&D informant
size, refers to the number of persons in the NPDmay be biased in assessing marketing’s influence in
project team. Hare [20] suggests that an individual’'she NPD process, we also asked the informant to

indings and Discussion
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Table 2. Construct Measurement Summary: Confirmatory Factor Analysis

Standardized t-

Item Description Summary Loading value
Constructs in Model 1
Marketing’s Influencé
1. How much weight did the new product team give to his or her input? 0.67 8.34
2. How much impact did she or he have on the thinking of the project team members? 0.78 10.31
3. To what extent did she or he influence the criteria used for making the final decision? 0.80 10.71
4. How much effect did his or her involvement in the new product team have on the various options were
rated? 0.78 10.36
5. To what extent did she or he influence others into adopting certain positions about the various options? 0.82 11.11
6. How much change did she or he induce in the preferences of other members? 0.84 1151
7. To what extent did others go along with his or her ideas? 0.81 10.89
8. To what extent did the final decision reflect his or her views? 0.82 11.18
Self-Perceived Influenée
1. How much weight did the team members give to your opinions? 0.80 10.53
2. To what extent did you influence the criteria used for making the final decision? 0.84 11.41
3. How much effect did your involvement in the team have on how the various options were rated? 0.84 11.47
4. To what extent did the final decision reflect your views? 0.81 10.68
5. To what extent did your participation influence decisions eventually reached? 0.83 11.12
Persistent Pressite
Relative to others,
1. She or he spent more time to impress his or her views on the team members. 0.65 7.69
2. She or he tried harder to shape the thinking of others. 0.81 10.27
3. She or he spent more energy to make sure his or her opinions were taken into account. 0.86 11.29
4. She or he exerted more effort to make sure the final product reflected his or her views. 0.71 8.74
Constructs in Model 2
Information exchande
1. Focused on general market information for making our team work more effective. 0.60 6.63
2. Discussed the issues without making specific statements about what she or he would like others to do. 0.54 5.91]
3. Emphasized critical market information that could lead the team making effective decisions. 0.60 6.63
4. Attempted to influence the committee by presenting marketing information related to the various options. 0.74 8.62
5. Attempted to change our perspective by looking at how our decisions are affected by the market
environment. 0.61 6.78
Request
1. Requested our compliance in his or her own name. 0.81 8.82
2. Discussed with us privately and requested acceptance. 0.83 9.00
3. Requested our cooperation, utilizing his or her personal relations. 0.44 4.73
Recommendatidn
1. Made it clear that by following his or her recommendation(s), our team would benefit. 0.75 8.89
2. Made it explicit, when making a suggestion, that it was intended for the good of our operation. 0.74 8.75
3. Provided a clear picture of the anticipated positive impact on our operations his or her recommended
course of action will have. 0.66 7.64
4. Indicated that a better decision would be made by following his or her suggestion(s). 0.58 6.56
Constructs in Model 3
Interdepartmental confliet
1. R&D and marketing in the team get along well with each other (r). 0.77 9.87
2. When R&D and marketing personnel get together, tensions frequently run high. 0.82 10.65
3. For each decision of the project, R&D and marketing make it a point to keep each other well informed
(1. 0.85  11.25
Legalistic Plea
1. Made a point to refer to his or her legitimate right to gain our compliance on a particular issue. 0.66 8.10
2. Used sections of company rules and policies as a “tool” to get us to agree to his or her demands. 0.75 9.68
3. Made biased interpretations of company rules in order to gain our cooperation in following his or her
views. 0.78 10.27
4. Made a point to refer to company policies when attempting to influence our action. 0.80 10.47
5. Indicated that she or he expected others to comply with him or her because of his or her job position. 0.80 10.52

(Continued
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Table 2. Continued.

Standardized t-

Item Description Summary Loading value
Upward Appedl
1. Obtained the support of superior members of the organization to back up his or her point of view. 0.84 11.36
2. Obtained informal support from superiors for his or her position. 0.81 10.79
3. Got superior members in the firm to argue his or her case to other members. 0.83 11.21
Coalition formatiofi
1. Obtained the support of co-workers to back up his or her request. 0.83 10.80
2. Obtained the support of members from other departments to back up his or her request. 0.81 10.50

Model fit indices

Model 1. x* = 141 (p= 0.06), GFl= 0.89, RMSEA= 0.04, NNFI= 0.98, CFI= 0.98.
Model 2. x* = 72 (p = 0.03), GFI= 0.91, RMSEA= 0.06, NNFI= 0.94, CFl= 0.95.
Model 3. x*> = 76 (p = 0.36), GFI= 0.92, RMSEA= 0.05, NNFI= 0.96, CFl= 0.98.

@ Constructs were measured by five-point scale: Yery low, 5= very high.

b Constructs were meausred by five-point scale: trongly disagree, 5 strongly agree.
¢ Constructs were measured by five-point scale: hever, 5= always.

*r denotes reverse coded.

assess his/her own influence. We then compared thend the efficacy of the use of marketing’s influence
mean of marketing’s influence with that of R&D’s tactics.

self-perceived influence. A difference may indicate

the relative influence of marketing in NPD comparedyhat is the relative frequency of the use of

with R&D. The mean of R&D’s self-perceived influ- marketing’s influence tactics in NPD?

ence is 3.60 on a five-point Likert scale. Atest

analysis showed no significant difference=t0.79, We assessed the frequency of the use of each type of
p > .10) between marketing’s influence and R&D’s influence tactics by using the average score across the
influence. This finding suggests that from R&D’s per- items. The use of average scores accounts for differ-
spective both marketing and R&D seem to have equivences in the number of items in the various influence
alent influence on new product decisions. This findingtactic scales [47]. The data show that marketing’'s
in the Chinese context provides further support for thenfluence tactics can be arrayed on a continuum of
longstanding view that marketing and R&D interac-usage frequency and could be divided into three
tion is critical for new product success [17,18,44]. If groups. At test indicates that these groups are signif-
marketing’s influence is important, the question thenicantly different at thep < .01 level.

is: how does marketing achieve its influence? We The first group is thenost frequently useidfluence
answer this question by investigating the frequencyactics:

Table 3. Correlation Matrix, Means and Reliabilities of Measures

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
1. Marketing’s influence 1
2. Persistent pressure 50 1
3. Information exchange 46 54 1
4. Recommendation 88 52 54 1
5. Legalistic plea .10 2 A1 A 1
6. Request A1 29 22 3¢ 5% 1
7. Upward appeal -.01 28 38 .38 AT 59 1
8. Coalition formation 3 .37 38 .65° 56 AL 42 1
9. Interdepartmental conflict —.34° -.12 -.30 —.18 21 13 .01 12 1
10. Self-perceived influence B4 .03 .23 38 —.00 .03 .09 3 -3 1
Mean 3.53 3.56 3.37 3.32 2.44 2.37 2.67 2.96 2.15 3.60
Standard Deviation .78 .80 .75 .82 .84 .99 .90 .96 .76 71
Coefficient alpha .93 .84 .78 74 .83 74 .63 .63 .76 .90

Note. Significance level (two-tailed}:p < .01;" p < .001.
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e Persistent pressure (mean3.56), the influence target, qualities that are valued and re-
¢ Information exchange (mean 3.37) and spected in high power distance societies [22,39,40].
e Recommendation (mean 3.32). Consistent with the findings by Kipinis et al. [24],
we find that upward appeal and coalition formation
The second group is th@oderately usetactics: tactics are used moderately in the NPD context. By

using upward appeal, marketing goes over the head of
the influence target to appeal to a superior manager for
support for its viewpoints and to persuade the target.
This tactic is a threat to the power and influence of the
target, and in the collectivist culture of the Chinese,
e Legalistic plea (mean= 2.44) and may be seen as disharmonious to the NPD team and
e Request (mear 2.37). may involve significant face loss costs for the influ-
ence target. Thus, the moderate use of this tactic may
Our findings indicate that persistent pressure reprebe due the fact that it may be perceived as unprofes-
sents one of the most frequently used influence tacticsional by our sample. By using coalition formation,
by marketing in the NPD process. Persistent pressunmarketing attempts to build alliances with peers to
describes marketing personnel’s persistence or intergain support for its viewpoints. As mentioned previ-
sity of effort to influence team members’ attitudes andously, this is a soft tactic. Hence, its moderate use may
behavior. This finding is in tune with the literature that be due to the increasing perceived expertise and im-
sees the NPD process as a contest among differepbrtance of marketing in NPD in China [6]. In other
functions for power and resources. It appears that thevords, with increasing recognition of marketing, cou-
more marketing tries harder to shape the thinking opled with the tendency of individuals to accord greater
the NPD team and spends energy to ensure that itespect to expertise in a high power distance culture,
viewpoints are taken into account, the more likely themarketing is less likely to require the support of other
final decisions would reflect its viewpoints. It appearsco-workers to achieve influence in the NPD process.
to be a necessary element of marketing’s arsenal irlowever, it is important to note that, in general, the
managing political relationships in NPD decisions be-use of both upward appeal and coalition influence
cause of the scarcity of resources and struggle fotactics suggests that marketing’s formal power and
ascendancy among NPD team members [15,31]. Rgsersonal resources are lower relative to others in the
call that persistent pressure, a hard tactic, conveys IMPD team. Consequently, appealing to those with
threat of poorer working relationships on the part ofsuperior power and forming alliances to secure support
the influence source for the target's noncomplianceof others are necessary to achieve influence [4].
Recognize that an individual uses an influence tactic Legalistic plea and request are the least frequently
according to his/her subjective assessment of the prolused influence tactics by marketing personnel in this
ability of its effectiveness [37]. This suggests that thesample. Legalistic plea is a hard tactic and is therefore
need for group harmony and personal relationships itess frequently used [47]. However, one could argue
a collectivist society will likely encourage the frequentthat given the high power distance nature of the cul-
use of this tactic in the belief of its effectiveness.  tural setting where individuals tend to accept an un-
Consistent with prior studies in buying centers [47]equal distribution of power more readily [22], people
and interfirm relationships [3], we find that informa- expect and follow organizational rules and procedures.
tion exchange and recommendation are the next mostence, the perceived primacy of organizational rules
frequently used influence tactics. Unlike the persistenand regulations should make references to them to
pressure tactic, these two tactics are soft and devoid &upport one’s demands and viewpoints in the NPD
any coercion and threats on the influence target. Aprocess a legitimate and professional tactic. This
Venkatesh et al. [47] note, these tactics are oriented tshould make the use of the legalistic plea tactic more
the task at hand and are hence considered by the tardetquent. Although speculative, this argument indi-
as professional. It appears that these qualities aloncates that we do know relatively little about what
with the perceived responsibility of marketing to pro- motivates marketing personnel to use legalistic plea
vide market information to the NPD team lead to thetactic in the NPD process. This lack of knowledge is
high usage frequency of these tactics. Further, theggerhaps more pertinent with respect to the request
tactics imply perceived expertise and competence dfactic. Note that this tactic refers to the use of personal

e Coalition formation (mear= 2.96) and
e Upward appeal (mear 2.67).

The third group is théess frequently usetictics:
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relationships as a basis to garner support for one'$able 4. Marketing’s Influence on NPD Decisions:
viewpoint. The lack of frequent use of this tactic canMain Effects Model
be found in Venkatesh et al.’s [47] argument that

Standardized

request appears like a soft tactic but is also inherently Regression

coercive. The logic is that a request appeals to per- Predictor variables Coefficient t-Value
sonal likeness and reciprocity and thus connotes imeontrol variables

plied punishment for noncompliance. Further, the ba- Team size -.20 —2.5¢
sis of a request tactic being personal friendship is not Self-perceived influence 28 331

related to the NPD task at hand and therefore majfdependent variables
nfluence Strategies

leave the influence target unconvinced and to question

. . ~ Soft tactics
the motives of the influence source. Although plausi-  |sformation exchange 21 2R0
ble, this argument appears less cogent in a collectivist Recommendation —-.08 —-.70
cultural context of our study where NPD participants ~ Request . .07 12
prefer to champion ideas through personal interaction y Cga"“c?” formation 15 1.40
and relationships [28,39,40]. ard tactics
.. . Legalistic plea -.02 -.21
In summary, our fmo_lmgs suggest tha‘_[ a_blnary Upward appeal _ 30 30
schema of influence tactics based on coercive intensity  persistent pressure 42 4527
(e.g., soft and hard) may not sufficiently explain the rR® 48
variation in usage frequency of marketing’s influence AdjustedR? 43
F-value 9.6%

tactics. We are not sure what factors affect market-
ing’s use of a specific influence tactic. However, our — : — _
data appear to indicate that, with the exception ofjote- Significance [evels shown are one-tailed for hypothesis-testing var
persistent pressure, marketing is reluctant to use influ~p < .10;®p < .05;°p < .01.

ence tactics that are likely to be socially costly and that
would create unfavorable impression on the influence.

target.

dif 9/95

Information exchanged = 0.21,p < .05)
e Coalition formation g = 0.15,p < .10)

Our findings suggest that persistent pressure is the
most effective influence tactic followed by informa-
tion exchange and coalition formation. The strong
We examined the effectiveness of marketing’s influ-feﬁceCt O.f persis';ent pressure on m arket?ng’s influence
g consistent with prior findings in the literature. For

ence tactics with ordinary least squares regression. e G d Steph 16] indicate that
regressed marketing’s influence on the seven influencg<@mpie, Lresov an ephens [16] indicate that per-

tactics and two control variables. Before conductingSiStefm pressure repre?‘?”ts aviable stra}tegy for achiev-
this analysis, we checked for potential multicollinear-"9 influence in a political context. This resul’t pro-

ity among independent variables. Though some of thé('d(?s further support fo“r Frgnc_h ?nd' Raven's [14]
variables are significantly related, their associate otion that there is a “subjective S'de. of power.
variance inflation factors ranged from 1.07 to 2.52, eople may not actually possess certain power re-
indicating that multicollinearity is not a likely threat to sources, but as long as they can persuade others that

the parameter estimates. The results are presented%ey do, they can S.t'” gain |anu_ence. This fmdmg IS
Table 4. important because it offers the first systematic empir-

rj|ca| support of this theory in the context of NPD
decisions, but it does not support assertions that in-
creased effort at influence may lead to lower influence
1!L_)ecause of increased resistance [25]. As mentioned
previously, persistent pressure implies subtle threat to
working relationships for noncompliance. Perhaps, the
high importance that individuals accord to group har-
mony and cordial working relationships in our context
e Persistent pressur@ (= 0.42,p < .01) makes this tactic effective.

e Upward appeal = —0.30,p < .01) It is noteworthy that information exchange tactic,

How Effective Are Marketing’s Influence Tactics in
Achieving Influence in NPD Projects?

The results in Table 4 indicate that the regressio
model is significant ap < .01 level and the predictors
explain 48% of the total variance in marketing’s in-
fluence. Four of the seven tactics examined are signi
icantly related to marketing’s influence on NPD deci-
sions, with no discernible pattern reflecting the
relative efficacy of the soft and hard influence tactics:
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which is not significant in prior research [47] in orga- to convince the target that a preferred course of action
nizational buying centers, appears to be an effectives in his/her best interest and that of the success of the
tactic in this sample. This finding is consistent with theproject [4]. Given this quality and implied association
political perspective that access to information is awith expertise, recommendation is generally accepted
major source of influence in innovation [15] and thatas an effective influence tactic. One reason for our
the effectiveness of influence tactics is embedded ifinding may be that marketing personnel tend to be
the context [16]. The finding could also be a reflectionviewed as lacking technical knowledge in high tech-
of the increasing importance of marketing skills andnology firms [48] and thus their recommendations are
resources for new product success in China [6]. Théess likely to be accepted by other team members.
positive effect of coalition formation on marketing’s Another reason could be that there exist dissimilar
influence indicates that in addition to their own powerviews on means and ends for product decisions be-
sources, marketing personnel may gain added influsveen marketing and other team members. Such dif-
ence through co-worker support. This finding is con-ferences prohibit the target's acceptance of the
sistent with Brass and Burkhardt's [4] finding that source’s logical arguments and factual evidence as
coalition formation has significant relationship with means of influence [34]. However, our finding is par-
power. It is also a reflection of the importance of peertially consistent with Markham’s [29] findings that
network in gaining influence in collectivist cultures rationality is negatively related to the target's compli-
[28,39,40]. ance with the influence of a new product champion.
In contrast to coalition formation, upward appealPfeffer [35] also notes that the use of rationality is
tactic has a significant negative effect on marketing’salmost a religion in formal organizations, yet the
influence 8 = —0.30, p < .01). This finding is widely held belief in its efficacy in decision making is
contrary to Brass and Burkhardt’'s [4] finding of a seldom questioned. Our finding here reinforces this
positive effect. The negative effect of upward appealviewpoint.
can be explained by Venkatesh et al.’s [47] suggestion The relationship between request tactic and market-
that interfunctional interaction focuses more on relaing’s influence is not significant in our study. Such
tionships than on transactions. The use of upwardonsignificant finding has also been reported in a
appeal may cause other members to feel pressure froracent study of buying centers [47]. One likely reason
senior management and thus is likely to damage thes that, given the importance of NPD for the whole
relationships among team members. Recall that Chifirm, marketing’s use of personal relationships that
nese culture emphasizes harmonious personal relationnderlies the request tactic is not viable in achieving
ship in teams [22]. Hence, other team members mateam members’ compliance with its viewpoints. In our
perceive the upward appeal tactic as unprofessional, @llectivist culture context, a plausible rationale is that
sign of lack of trust, and perhaps calculated to damagpersonal goals are subordinated to group goals. Hence,
the image and status of the influence target in the eyesn influence tactic that implicitly or explicitly ex-
of senior managers. It is likely that such a tactic maypresses and asserts personal interest is against the
be fiercely resisted and put strains on existing relacollective rationality of the NPD team.
tionships [13]. The two control variables are significantly related to
As reported earlier, recommendation is a frequentlymarketing’s influence on product decisions. Marketing
used influence tactic. However, the data in Table 4ersonnel appear to have lower influence in large new
show that this tactic is unrelated to marketing’s influ- product teamsg = —0.20,p < .05). This finding is
ence on NPD projects. It appears that in the NPDxonsistent with Hare's [20] arguments. Larger team
process, marketing personnel encounter difficulties irsize leads to less effective communication and greater
using rational persuasion and logical arguments t@olitical play. Hence, marketing’s influence dimin-
influence NPD decisions. This finding is not consis-ishes with larger team size because there are fewer
tent with Venkatesh et al.’s [47] study of organiza-interactions among team members as well as lower
tional buying decisions which reveals that recommengquality interaction. R&D’s self-perceived influence
dation is the most effective influence tactic. Note thathas significantly positive relationship with market-
reason and logic underlie the recommendation influing’s influence = 0.28,p < .01), suggesting that
ence tactic. It focuses on the task at hand, involvethe R&D informants may have underestimated mar-
explicit statements of the desired behavior of the tarketing personnel’s influence. If this is so, our findings
get. Recommendation tactic is interpreted as an abilithere would be even stronger if the informants’ assess-



464 J PROD INNOV MANAG K. ATUAHENE-GIMA AND H. LI
2000;17:451-470

ments of marketing influence were not contaminatecry [8], when there is power imbalance between two
by their own perceived influence. It is interesting tointeracting parties, the weaker one tends to seek ex-
note that in prior studies in Western companies amonggrnal support to achieve influence over the stronger
buying centers, self-perceived influence has beeone. Marketing may seek support through coalition
found to be insignificant (e.g. [10,25]). It appears thatformation to gain influence. This finding is consistent
our results about marketing personnel’s influence tacwith Workman'’s [48] findings that marketing tended
tics are conservative. to use political coalitions to influence NPD decisions
in an engineering-driven culture where marketing’s
Is the Effectiveness of Marketing’s Influence Tactics fole and power are limited. As Bacharach and Lawler

Contingent on the NPD Context? [2] suggest, organizational members may need the
support of peers when attempting to influence target
To examine whether the effectiveness of marketing’'persons who have greater power in specific decision
influence tactics is contingent on the NPD stage andnaking situations. In the context of the Chinese sam-
interdepartmental conflict, we adopted moderated reple, given the increasing importance and image of
gression analyses. The procedures are as followsnarketing for NPD success [6], a more plausible ex-
First, the overall significance of a model comprisingplanation for this finding is that peer network is con-
the independent and control variables is evaluatedsidered a viable tactic irrespective of the perceived
Then, the interaction terms are added to isolate thpower of marketing. This argument is consistent with
increase inR?. A significant increase ifR? suggests Shane et al.’s [40] suggestion that in collectivist soci-
the presence of moderating effect. Where this is theties there is greater likelihood that technology cham-
case, the individual interaction terms are then exampions will get people from different functions to sup-
ined. Given the high correlation between independenport a new technology by invoking the collective goals
variables and the interaction terms, a hierarchical anabf the team.
ysis leads to distortions of the partial coefficients of Information exchange appears to be more effective
the main effects terms. To reduce the potential effectat the initiation stage than at the implementation stage
of multicollinearity, the residual centering method de-(8 = —0.13,p < .10). This finding is consistent with
veloped by Lance [26] and used by several authorghe view that marketing’s information input is impor-
(e.g. [36]) was adopted. This method is reputed notant in the early stage of development because mar-
only to reduce multicollinearity but also to separate theketing has the responsibility of representing the cus-
interaction and main effects and provide regressiomomers in the design process [17]. Particularly in an
coefficients of the residual cross-product term, whichemerging market like China, the greater uncertainty of
is interpretable as the effect of the interaction term orthe market environment amplifies the importance of
the dependent variable. The results of the moderateaharketing [6] and perhaps its power at the initiation
regression analyses are presented in Table 5. stage of the process. R&D’s need for market informa-
Effect of the NPD stage. With regards to the NPD tion does increase the legitimacy of marketing person-
stage, the results indicate that the addition of interacnel as sources of information in the Chinese firms
tion terms with the seven influence tactics to theunder study. This reasoning is also consistent with the
regression equation yields a significant increasBin notion that greater uncertainty leads to greater use of
of 7% (F-value = 2.14, p < .028). This finding the information provided by sources within the firm
suggests that the impact on product decisions of mathat are capable of providing such information [32].
keting personnel’s influence tactics is contingent on Though the main effect of legalistic plea is not
the NPD stage. Specifically, two soft tactics—coali- significant, we find that the effect of this tactic on
tion formation and information exchange—are moremarketing's influence is contingent on the NPD stage.
effective at the initiation stage whereas two hard tacThe data suggest that legalistic plea is more effective
tics—legalistic plea and persistent pressure—are morat the implementation stage than at the initiation stage
effective at the implementation stage. (B = 0.24,p < .05). Considering marketing'’s different
Our data show that coalition formation is more task responsibilities across the two stages, marketing
effective at the initiation stage than at the implementends to have greater power at the implementation
tation stage @ = —0.20,p < .05). As noted previ- stage than at the initiation stage. The reason is that at
ously, marketing appears to have less power at ththe implementation stage, marketing may contribute
initiation stage. According to power-dependence themore to launching and promoting new products.
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Table 5. Results of Moderated Regression Analyses: Effects of New Product Stage and Interdepartmental

Conflict

Model 1. Effect of New
Product Stage

Standardized
Regression Coefficient

Model 2. Effect of
Interdepartmental Conflict

Standardized
Regression Coefficient

Control variables

Control variables

Team size —.2¢° Team size -.20°
Self-perceived influence .13 Self-perceived influence a17
Main Effects Main Effects
Independent variables Independent variables
Information exchange b2 Information exchange 19
Recommendation .03 Recommendation -.16
Request A2 Request .09
Coalition formation .05 Coalition formation .23
Legalistic plea .03 Legalistic plea —-.01
Upward appeal —.47¢ Upward appeal —.3%
Persistent pressure 40 Persistent pressure 45
Moderator variable Moderator variable
New Product Stage (NPS) .03 Interdepartmental conflict (IC) -.12
R? 49 R? .48
Interaction effects Interaction effects
NPS X information exchange -.13 IC X information exchange —.07
NPS X recommendation .05 I& recommendation -.11
NPS X request —-.04 IC X request —.04
NPS X coalition formation —.20¢ IC X coalition .37
NPS X upward appeal .06 I upward appeal .01
NPS X legalistic plea .22 IC X legalistic plea —.24
NPS X persistent pressure a7 IC X persistent pressure .10
IncrementalR? .07 IncrementaR? .07
F Change 2.14 F Change 1.85
Significance of F Change .028 Significance of F Change .080
Full Model Full Model
R? .56 r? .55
AdjustedR? 48 Adjustedr? A7
F-value 6.72 F-value 6.36
dif 17/88 d/f 17/87

Note. Significance levels shown are one-tailed for hypothesis-testing variables and two-tailed for controls.
ap < .01;°p < .05;°p < .01;%p < .001.

Therefore, where they have greater dominance andevoid of threats and coercion are more effective. In
control, the use of rules and regulations is more likelycontrast, at the implementation stage hard tactics (le-
to be effective in achieving influence on NPD deci- galistic plea and persistent pressure) are more effec-
sions. We find that persistent pressure is more effecive. If it is accepted that marketing has less power at
tive at the implementation stage than at the initiatiorthe initiation stage than at the implementation stage,
stage B = 0.17,p < .05). Recall that marketing has then this result is in tune with prediction of political
dominant position for decision making at the imple-influence perspective. Given its relatively weaker po-
mentation stage of NPD process. Our findings suggestition, marketing may find that soft tactics that en-
that stronger persistent pressure will result in greatehance communication and cohesion in its relationship
influence in a situation where marketing is perceivedwith others in the NPD team are more effective, par-
as a legitimate source of information. ticularly in the Chinese context [6]. At the implemen-
The findings of this study extend previous researchation stage where marketing is perceived to be more
by revealing the moderating effect of interdependenc@owerful, in contrast, its references to rules and regu-
between marketing and R&D at the NPD stages on th&tions and use of pressure tactics to exact compliance
effectiveness of influence tactics. It appears that at thare more effective. These hard tactics may be per-
initiation stage of the NPD process soft tactics (infor-ceived by influence targets as legitimate, particularly
mation exchange and coalition formation) which areso in our context where individuals are likely to defer
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to those with greater power in the NPD processDiscussion and Managerial Implications
21,39,40].
[ Effect (])f interdepartmental conflict. A similar ~ To our knowledge, this is the first study on the nature,
moderated regression analysis with respect to interddrequency and efficacy of marketing’s influence tac-
partmental conflict yielded an increasd&f of 7% tics in the NPD process. Departing from a normative
(F-value= 1.85,p < .08). The results indicate that the View of marketing’s role in the NPD process, we
addition of the interaction terms to the regressiorprovide empirical evidence about the political nature
model is moderately significant, supporting our argu-of the NPD process and reveal that marketing’s con-
ment that the degree of interdepartmental conflict aftribution to NPD decisions depends on how marketing
fects the effectiveness of marketing’ influence tacticoersonnel influence project team members through the
in NPD decisions. We find significant interaction ef- use of various influence tactics. Despite the explor-
fects with respect to only two tactics: legalistic pleaatory nature of the study, it does provide some insights
and coalition formation. into understanding marketing’s role in the NPD pro-
Coalition formation is more effective in achieving cess. Moreover, previous influence studies in the mar-
marketing’s influence when interdepartmental conflictketing literature have focused on interfirm relation-
is higher 8 = 0.37,p < .001). A plausible explana- ships {e.g., manufacturers and distributors (e.g., [13])}
tion is that interdepartmental conflict tends to increasénd interpersonal communications {e.g., salespersons
the degree of factionalism within a NPD project team.and customers (e.g., [48])}. Thus, by focusing on
Factionalism refers to a situation where team member@arketing’s interaction with R&D, our study extends
from a specific department view themselves as quit¢his research stream to an interdepartmental context.
similar to one another but different from those from Although it is expected that hard influence tactics
other departments [34]. Factionalism may create disare less effective in gaining influence than soft tactics
agreement and polarize attitudes between NPD teai,34,49], our findings do not provide conclusive ev-
members and thus by building alliances of supporidence to support this proposition. Instead, they show
marketing is likely to have impact on the NPD out- that both soft tactics (e.g., information exchange and
comes. The collective effort of peers and other co<coalition formation) and hard ones (e.g., persistent
workers appears to be more likely to enhance th@ressure) have significantly positive impact on mar-
influence of marketing personnel in such a situationketing’s influence. From a pragmatic view of point,
Our finding is consistent with Workman'’s [48] obser- since these tactics are identified from the NPD con-
vations that in a high conflict environment, market-text, they are relevant to marketing’s influence on
ing’s input is more likely to be disregarded in the NPD product decisions. Hence, our findings suggest that the
process irrespective of its quality due to mutual dis-efficacy of these tactics may be embedded in the
trust. Hence, gaining support through informal peercontext of an influence attempt and moderated by, for
networks is important to enhance marketing’s influ-example the degree of interdependence at each stage
ence [48]. This finding could also be explained by theof the NPD process and interdepartmental conflict.
fact that individuals in collectivist societies, such asFurther, our findings suggest that recommendation,
China, are likely to accept ideas presented throughequest and legalistic plea are unrelated to marketing
personal networks and relationships, hence people préfluence. This does not suggest that managers and
fer to champion new product ideas through such profresearchers should disregard them or discourage their
cesses [39]. use. Because our findings support the notion that in-
Although we reported that legalistic plea is used lesgluence is a context-specific phenomenon, these tactics
frequently by marketing, the results suggest that it is anay be effective under certain conditions not exam-
more effective tactic when conflict between marketingined here. Therefore, managers and researchers need
and R&D is lower 3 = —0.24,p < .01). Rules and to examine not only additional influence tactics but
regulations clarify expectations and responsibilitiesalso conditions under which they are used.
between marketing and other departments involved in We acknowledge that the current study is not a
the NPD process. Therefore, given the high need focross-cultural research. Yet, the unique characteristics
harmony in Chinese society the use of legalistic pleasf the Chinese culture, the research context of this
may be seen as good citizenship behavior and may bsudy, and the inconsistent findings between this study
considered as a more appropriate and legitimate tactiend prior research conducted in the Western countries
in congenial relationships [28]. lead us to speculate that cultural values may represent
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an important contextual variable affecting the efficacy
of influence tactics. This is not surprising because
influence tactics encompass ways of thinking when
individuals decide to use their power on the influence
target [2]. Yet, surprisingly few previous studies on
influence tactics have addressed the impact of cultural
values. Our findings here suggest that culture may
influence the frequency of use and efficacy of specific
influence tactics. Overall, our results suggest that man-
agers who seek to use influence tactics in NPD should
choose them with a careful attention to the cultural
context.

Another important finding of this study is that the
usage frequency of an influence tactic is not necessar-
ily consistent with its effectiveness in achieving influ-
ence. For example, although recommendation tactic is
frequently used, it appears not effective in enhancing
marketing’s influence on NPD decisions. Similarly,
coalition formation is a moderately used tactic, but it
appears to have significant impact on marketing’s
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in affecting the NPD decisions. Persistent pressure
indicates unrelenting effort to ensure that one’s
viewpoints are factored into the decisions made by
the NPD team. Simply, put the message here is that
hard work pays for marketing in achieving influ-
ence. The result pertaining to information exchange
suggests that by providing general market informa-
tion without indications of specific courses of ac-
tion marketing enhances its influence. This finding
appears consistent with the longstanding conven-
tional wisdom that marketing participation in the
NPD process is critical for new product success.
However, recent research suggests that marketing’s
participation affects new product success not di-
rectly but rather indirectly through its influence
[28]. The insight here is that influence tactics may
have effects on new product success through the
degree of influence they engender. Hence, manag-
ers and researchers should be concerned with the
process through which marketing’s influence tac-

influence. The inconsistency between usage frequency tics affect new product outcomes (see [29,30]).

and effectiveness of influence tactics suggests not only
the need for careful selection of these tactics but also
the need for managerial understanding why this incon-
sistency arises in the first place.

A review of the results of this study provides mar-

Finally, the positive relationship of coalition forma-
tion with marketing’s influence suggests that by
building alliances with peers for support for its
viewpoints marketing achieves higher influence.
This finding suggests the need for marketing to be

keting personnel and managers responsible for ensur- conversant with the political landscape in the orga-

ing market-oriented NPD with a better understanding
of how the impact of marketing personnel and thus the
use of marketing’s input may be increased in the NPD
process. Many NPD projects in most organizations in
the West as well as in the East are still organized and

managed on the classic resource dependence and in-

formation process paradigms. Although, a useful ap®
proach in many respects for diagnosing and finding
solutions to problems in the NPD process, particularly
with regards to the marketing-R&D interface, exam-
ining this interface from the political and influence

perspective appears to provide added insights. Hence,

the results of this research help marketing and new
product managers to balance their orientation in the
NPD process by offering empirical evidence in sup-

port of the effectiveness of marketing’s influence tac-

tics in the NPD process. Specifically, the findings

suggest several pointed implications.

e Marketing personnel influence NPD activity with
several influence tactics that have differential effi-
cacy. The findings show that marketing personnel
who use persistent pressure, information exchange,
and coalition formations are likely to be successful

nization. As Pfeffer [35] suggests, it is only those
who are aware of the nuances of the political land-
scape of the organization who are likely to be
successful in using the support of others to bolster
their influence. Marketing personnel should de-
velop skills for forming and using peer alliances.
Frequency of use of influence tactics may not be
consistent with their effectivenedandings of the
study suggest that recommendation is one of the
most frequently used tactics but it is unrelated to
marketing’s influence. This is an important finding
indicating that marketing personnel are not very
efficient in their selection and use of influence
tactics. The high usage rate of recommendation
tactic may be traced to the rationality and logic that
underlies it and the almost religious acceptance of it
as an effective tactic in organizational decision-
making [35]. Our findings and those of others (e.g.
[29]) suggest that marketing and new product man-
agers should begin to question the effectiveness of
recommendation in decision-making contexts that
involve organizational politics. At the very least,
managers need to be careful with recommendation
as an influence tactic in the NPD context.
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e Appealing to higher authority may not be an ef- Limitations and Future Research
fective influence tacticUpward appeal is the only
tactic found to have a direct negative effect onDespite some contributions to the literature, this re-
marketing’s influence. As mentioned previously, search has certain limitations that should be addressed
this tactic may be seen as unprofessional, threatefd future research. Given the exploratory nature of the
ing and disharmonious, by the influence targetstudy, we suggest that future research could use the
particularly in the Chinese context. Hence, it isfindings here as a foundation to develop and test a
likely to be resisted or receive only lukewarm ac-theoretical model that explores the antecedents and
ceptance. This finding is not in keeping with the efficacy of marketing’s influence tactics. An obvious
observations of Workman [48] in a single computerset of factors to consider is organizational and personal
firm. The message here seems to be that care shoufidctors (such as power sources of marketing person-
be taken in using this tactic in the NPD processhel) [25]. Other contextual sources of power and those
since it is likely to have social costs that may limit that reduce marketing’s power such as engineering
its effectiveness. culture of the firm [48] should also be considered.

e Be sensitive to the context in which influenceWith respect to outcomes, influence tactics should be
tactics are selected and usethe observed contin- linked to new product success, quality and creativity.
gency effects of information exchange, legalisticRecent research suggests that the linkage between
plea, coalition formation and persistent pressurénarketing’s influence tactics and new product project
suggest that marketing personnel should be sensputcomes may not be necessarily direct but indirect
tive to the immediate context of NPD decisions tothrough their effect on project and strategy implemen-
select appropriate influence tactics. At differenttation [29,30]. Thus, future research that investigates
NPD stages and for different degrees of interdepartPotential outcomes of influence tactics should also
mental conflict, marketing personnel need to learrconsider potential mediators. We also encourage fu-
to use different tactics to influence NPD team mem-ure research to investigate additional influence tactics
bers since their efficacy appears to differ. The simthat may be used by marketing and other participants
ple message is that it may be more beneficial foin the NPD process.
marketing to use soft tactics such as information Our findings suggest that the degree of interdepen-
exchange and coalition formation at the initiationdence at each stage of the NPD process and interde-
stage of the NPD process rather than at the implepartmental conflict moderate the effectiveness of cer-
mentation stage. Similarly, it appears that usingain influence tactics. Hence, we advise that future
hard tactics such as legalistic plea and persisteriesearch should take a contingency approach by delin-
pressure may be more effective at the imp|ementaeating the conditions under which the use of each
tion than at the initiation stage. Finally, the resultsparticular tactic identified is more or less effective. A
suggest that marketing personnel should think ofurther useful avenue for future research would be the
adopting a legalistic plea tactic when they perceivdnvestigation of the influence tactics of other NPD
a congenial relationship between marketing andeam participants such as R&D, and the similarities
R&D departments. Under this situation, the use ofand differences with those of marketing.
this tactic is more effective in gaining influence. In conclusion, this study provides the first major
We caution that this finding and implication may be empirical study of marketing’s influence behavior and,
specific to the sample and study context given thenore specifically, the use of influence tactics in the
greater likelihood of the Chinese to accept rules andNPD process. We hope it will serve as a foundation
regulations than people in the West. Likewise, thethat stimulates additional research in this area. Mar-
finding that coalition formation is more effective keting’s role in the NPD process is too important to
when interdepartmental conflict is higher sends arteave its influence behavior unexplored.
important message. Building alliances to garner
support for one’s viewpoints in the NPD process,
though effective, is even more so when the rela- _ _ _
tionship between marketing and R&D is conflict We t_hank two'anon_ymous reviewers for their com_ment_s on earlier
. . . versions of this article. We are also grateful for financial support
_r'dd?n' I_n brief, marketing needs the support of Other%nder the Hong Kong Research Grants Council (RGC) Competi-

in situations where R&D and other team membersjve Earmarked Research Grant (No. 9040122).

would most likely not be receptive to its ideas.
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