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ABSTRACT

290 marketing and R&D managers from 188 electronic manufacturing firms participated

in a survey that considered three major issues: 1) how firms pursuing unique strategies differ in

their conflict handling mechanisms; 2) how conflict handling behaviors relate to constructive

conflict outcomes; and 3) how constructive conflict outcomes affect new product success.

Findings indicate that conflict handling methods vary significantly between aggressive

new product developers (Prospectors) and non-aggressive new product developers (Defenders).

For example, aggressive firms have higher levels of integrative behaviors, while non-aggressive

firms have higher levels of avoiding and forcing behaviors. Integrative conflict handling

behaviors were found to be positively associated with constructive conflict, while forcing and

avoiding behaviors negatively impacted positive outcomes. Finally, constructive conflict was

found to be positively associated with new product performance.

It was concluded that managers could use an understanding of their firm's strategic

position to help them manage conflict situations within the new product development process to

improve new product success. Based on study results, ten managerial prescriptions for new

product managers and their firms are presented.
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CHAPTER 1

Introduction

The development and introduction of new products to the market
place are vital to corporate profitability and growth. The
companies most successful in carrying out these activities use
approaches and techniques that, although only slightly different
from those employed by their less successful competitors, result
in significant performance advantages.

Booz-Allen & Hamilton, Inc.

Corporate Document, 1981

Overview

In today's highly competitive markets, innovations and relationship marketing stand out as

effective corporate strategies to ensure firm survival in the marketplace. Business, however, can

further improve competitive advantage by combining these two strategies~i.e., combining the

concept of relationship marketing to the innovation loop inside the firm. Empirical studies show

that the relationship of marketing and R&D, key functional areas in the innovation process, tends

to be highly conflictfiil. Despite a strong research history, many questions remain to be answered

about the management of the R&D-marketing relationship relative to the innovation process. This

study looks at the question of behavioral and structural handling of conflict and its impact on

R&D-marketing relationships and new product success. The importance of contextual factors,

such as strategic position, are also considered.

For some time companies worldwide have engaged in an economic Third World War—their

economic engagements taking place on multiple fronts, with multiple opponents and with dire

consequences to growth, jobs and profitability. For the United States the result of these forays has
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been less than satisfying. In the last three or four decades, the U.S. share of world gross national

product has diminished to half what it was, and the U.S. share of world markets has dropped in

value from 20 percent to approximately 10 percent (Lodge, 1987; Skinner, 1987).

At this point, the war is not totally lost. The United States still enjoys unquestioned

leadership in certain markets, e.g., pharmaceuticals, forest products, and aerospace (...in

particular, Europe's Airbus Industne, jointly owned by four European countries, is challenging for

dominance in the aerospace industry). The U.S. also enjoys solid leadership in world markets in

chemicals, food, scientific and photographic equipment, petroleum refining and telecommunications

equipment. For computers, industrial and farm equipment, motor vehicles, and metals, however,

the story has been one of decline. For example, the U.S. consumer electronics industry has been

very hard hit by Japanese competition, resulting in a trade deficit in this industry alone of $10

billion in 1990 (Kupfer, 1992).

The variation in performance among today's companies certainly involves a complex

causal web. Two factors, aggressive innovation and relationship marketing, however, explain

much of the variation in performance (Bleeke & Ernst, 1993). Historically, those industries

embracing innovation and vigorously pursuing new products have tended to come out on top. In

fact, innovation impacts company success for several notable reasons: 1) innovation drives the

growth of economies, as established by Schumpeter (1934), e.g., iimovation spurred the growth of

the American economy in the 1950s and 1960s; 2) business analysts recognize innovation as a key

factor in individual firm growth (Booz-Allen & Hamilton, 1981; Cooper, 1983; Little, 1984); and

3) slowing market growth in domestic and world markets positions innovation as one of the few

viable growth options available to many firms (Booz-Allen & Hamilton, 1981; Lodge, 1987).

Page 2



 
 

In addition to innovation strategies, relationship marketing strategies have also strongly

impacted successful competition. Relationship marketing includes relational contracting, working

partnerships, strategic alliances and a whole range of supplier partnerships, buyer partnerships,

lateral partnerships and internal partnerships (Morgan & Hunt, 1993) (See Figure 1). In essence,

relationship marketing defines itself as cooperation within a given network which leads to

successful competition outside that network. Webster (1992, p.l) calls relationship marketing a

new structure for firms in which the old hierarchical bureaucratic structures are exchanged for

"networks of buyer-seller relationships and strategic alliances."

Supplier Partnerships

Services
Suppliers

Goods
Suppliers /^Lateral

Partnerships

usiness

Units
Competitor

y FOCAL ^
H FIRM ) <

onprofit
Employees ) < rganization

/
Functional
Depts.

Government

Internal

Partnerships Ultimate
Customers

ntermediat
Customers

FIGURE 1

Relationship Marketing
Buyer Partnerships

Unfortunately, when statements are made about relationship marketing today, only part of

the true potential of relationship marketing is accessed~the external part involving highly visible
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strategic alliances. Those components falling under the heading of 'Internal Partnerships' and their

accompanying productivity gains and competitive advantage potential are glossed over. Yet, we do

not have to look far for evidence of the importance of internal partnering. Japanese business

signaled its regard for the importance of internal partnering with a national standard, Z8101-1981

or "company-wide quality control," over a deeade ago (Sullivan, 1986).

Under an internal relationship marketing model, the relationship which exists between

areas such as marketing and R&D becomes paramount to new product development (Wind, 1981).

Also under the current assumptions of relationship marketing, cooperation (as expressed by

Morgan & Hunt, 1993) would be the goal. Simultaneously, however, organizational research

suggests that a moderate level of conflict leads to better performance than a low level of conflict

(Gray & Stark, 1988). These two points suggest that cooperation and conflict occur concurrently

within organizations, and that our research should include efforts to better understand the

appropriate levels and applications of cooperation and conflict in relationships.

Specifically within the R&D-marketing interface, research has established that marketing

and R&D experience significant conflict in their relationships (Souder, 1981). Yet, there is no

research looking at the use of cooperative and conflictful (competitive) approaches to managing

conflict itself. This study looks at these issues by testing the impact of behavioral and structural

methods of conflict management on constructive conflict and new product success. It is also

considers how these styles are affected by different strategic scenarios.

Chapter One presents: 1) an overview; 2) an introduction to the study; 3) definitions of

key terms in the research; 4) a statement of iimovation's importance to the firm; 5) a statement of

the importance of the interflinctional interface to innovation; 6) a statement of the importance of

conflict management to the interface and 6) a summary. Chapter Two offers a general review and
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model of conflict. Chapter Three proffers a review of the extant empirical conflict research within

the R&D-marketing interface. Chapter Four presents a perceptual context model of conflict,

research needs in the conflict area, and specific research hypotheses that probe the importance of

context in conflict management.

A Relationship Model of the R&D-Marketing Interface

A broad relationship model of the innovation process includes three primary areas within

the firm: R&D, marketing and production. Of course, many other areas of the firm support the

mnovation effort indirectly, including top management, finance, accounting, and personnel (See

Figure 2). These relationships involve both the hierarchical (vertical) structure and the lateral

(horizontal) structure of the business. Although all of these relationships critically affect the

efficiency and effectiveness of the innovation loop within the firm, this study will confine its

attention to the lateral relationships between R&D and marketing.

In order to discuss the relationships between R&D and marketing, it is important to see the

kinds of interdependence that make up this component of the innovation loop. Cooper (1979)

provided the seminal empirical work clarifying the interface's activities. He began with 77

variables which previous literature indicated to be related to new product outcomes. By factor

analysis Cooper reduced the original 77 variables to 18 dimensions describing new product

projects. These dimensions included what he called technical, marketing and evaluative activities.

Gupta (1984), based on a literature review of new product development, identified 19

activities that R&D and marketing jointly carry out over the course of a new product development

project. Using these 19 activities to investigate managers' feelings about the integration of new

product development activities, Gupta, Raj and Wilemon (1985) questioned R&D and marketing

managers from 331 high-technology firms. Song and Parry (1992) based their survey of Japanese
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R«&D and marketing managers on Gupta's interflmctional activities, reducing them to three

dimensions by factor analysis.

R&D

Marketing

FIGURE 2

Internal Relationship Marketing;

The New Product Development System

Production

Based on the above empirical findings and the concept of internal relationship marketing,

this study conceptualizes the R&D-marketing interface relationship in terms of the activities which

transpire between the two areas and the nature of the actions which take place in carrying out these

activities (See Figure 3).

The Conflict/Cooperation Paradigm

An association exists between conflict and cooperation that bears heavily on research

efforts in either area. One view of this association is that conflict and cooperation are polar

opposites, in part because they do not occur simultaneously in a given interaction. We would
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portray such a relationship between conflict and cooperation as opposite ends of a continuum (See

Figure 4).

The "continuum" model of conflict and cooperation reflects the traditional good-bad view

of the constructs. Several problems exist, however, with viewing cooperation and conflict in this

way. The first problem is the level of analysis. With this model, conflict and cooperation are

analyzed only at a given point in time and within a single interaction. This level poses problems,

because in reality we experience conflict and cooperation in organizations as episodes in on-going

Marketing

INFOR^J<CriON

MAN^TCEMENT

PLAN

R&D
DEA MAWTGEMENT

budgeting FIGURES

The R&D-Marketing Relationship

relationships (Pondy, 1967). These relationships occur over time and involve multiple interactions.

The second problem with the "continuum" model is its characterization that cooperation and

conflict produce only unidimensional and opposed outcomes. Research has shown, however, that
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cooperation and conflict each generate multiple outcomes-both positive and negative (See Figure

4).

Another view of the conflict/cooperation association involves an "episodic" approach. In

1967 Louis Pondy presented arguably the most commonly held paradigmatic view of conflict

(Lewicki, Weiss & Lewin, 1992). His model is termed an episodic conceptualization, i.e., conflict

occurs in episodes which involve antecedent conditions, latent conflict, perceived conflict, mamfest

Good Bad

Cooperation

Working together toward

similar or complementary

goals

FIGURE 4

A Cooperation/Conflict Continuum

Conflict

Working against

one another over

goal incompatibilities

conflict and an aftermath. Underlying Pondy's episodic view is the assumption that organizations

are primarily cooperative endeavors, in which outbreaks of conflict occur. Thus, Pondy

irrevocably tied conflict to a cooperative framework within the business organization.

The idea of the organization as a cooperative endeavor has been with us since early in the

development of organizational theory. In particular, Chester Barnard (1938) eloquently expressed

the commonly held view that the organization exists as a cooperative endeavor. Defining

cooperation as the social function which allows human beings to overcome their biological

limitations, Barnard posed formal organizations as conscious, deliberate and purposeful attempts
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at cooperation. He noted, however, in his introduction to The Functions of the Executive that

successful cooperation is not the normal condition in the formal organization. Instead, he points to

surviving firms as few in comparison to "innumerable failures" (Barnard, 1938, p. 5). Thus,

conflict and cooperation flourish side by side within the organization.

Interestingly, Louis Pondy (1992), twenty years after he introduced his "episodic" model

changed his view of the association which exists within organizations between conflict and

cooperation. He states (p. 259);

Cooperation is too fragile andfleeting, purposiveness is too
elusive, conflict is too frequently and too intensely directed at
the very foundation of relationships for a model of benign,
episodic conflict to be a valid representation of normal reality.

Pondy's new model of organization presents conflict as the justification of the organization's

existence. Cooperation becomes the episodic occurrence. He states that the organization as a pure

conflict system perfectly predicts the garbage can model of Cohen, March and Olsen (1972).

Whichever model one imposes, however, conflict and cooperation are consistently paired

within the organization. This research makes the point that conflict and cooperation are not

meaningful to us as polar opposites, but rather as two omnipresent forces which operate within

organizations—each capable of producing positive and negative outcomes. The independent

variables in the study form a good example of the importance of understanding the relationships

between cooperation and conflict. Blake and Mouton (1964), and the researchers who followed

them, developed conflict management styles based on a tension between cooperation and

competition (a special case of conflict). Thus, these styles based on cooperation and competition

allow us to resolve conflict.
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The Nature of Conflict

Conflict, as a research construct, has traveled a long road and has encountered a clear

dichotomy in approach. First, there is the "bad conflict paradigm" which dominated organizational

thinking and research from the beginning of this century to its middle. Then, there is the "good

conflict paradigm" which has been growing in strength the last few decades. From the beginning

of the twentieth century until the 1930s or early 1940s most researchers viewed conflict under the

aegis of the first paradigm. This viewpoint focused on the dysfunctional outcomes of

conflict—such as the bitter labor-management disputes witnessed by the public into the 1930s.

High

Organizational
Performance

Low

Low Level of Conflict High

FIGURE 5

The Traditional View of Conflict

Source: Organizational Behavior by Gray & Starke, 1988, p. 539

The expectation of dysfunctional outcomes in organizational conflict carried with it the underlying

assumption that conflict would lead to decreased performance for the organization (See Figure 5).

Thus, researchers concentrated on research that would help organizations reduce or eliminate

conflict. For example. Gray and Starke (1988, p. 538) in discussing this reduction/elimination
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initiative in organizations, also state that in the traditional approach (conflict as negative) "the most

general reaction was to suppress it (conflict)."

By post World War II, a mixture of views on conflict began to appear. Robbins (1974)

suggested three philosophies reflecting managerial thuikmg on conflict: traditional, behaviorist and

interactionist. The first posed that all conflict should be eliminated. The second posed that conflict

was inevitable and should be accepted. The third posed that conflict should be proactively sought

as well as resolved. Robbins pointed out that most researchers in the 1970s viewed conflict from

the perspective of the first philosophy, but that sentiment was changing toward a more positive

view of conflict.

More recently, as our century draws to a close, researchers have fulfilled the prophesy of

Robbins (1974) and moved to an approach that incorporates more of his "interactive" perspective.

These researchers judge conflict as inevitable, but resulting in positive and negative outcomes

(Thomas, 1976; Tjosvold, 1989). The relationship between conflict and performance under the

new paradigm becomes a convex function (Pondy, 1967) (See Figure 6).

It is critical to point out, however, that despite the shift in thinking among researchers,

many people in the populace at large and among business managers in general still tenaciously hold

the traditional view of conflict—i.e., the negative view. This is deeply ingrained in the American

population: I) through discouraging "fighting" within families; 2) through rewarding students on

the basis of accepting and repeating the received view in our schools; 3) through valuing peace

without also emphasizing the value of conflict in our religious institutions; and 4) through

emphasizing hierarchical authority over expertise and creativity at lower levels in our corporations.
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FIGURE 6

The Current View of Conflict

Source: Organizational Behavior by Gray & Starke, 1988, p. 540

Key Definitions

"Conflict," as a term within various literatures, including management and marketing

actually describes a whole range of dimensions surroimding the social process of conflict. Thus,

"conflict" has been defined variously using an emotional approach, a cognitive approach, a goal

(means/ends) approach, a behavioral approach, and an antecedent approach—to touch on only a

few ways of defining conflict. While this plethora of definitions has, from one perspective,

muddied the conflict construct, it has also helped to clarify the rich multi-dimensional nature of

social conflict. As Pondy (1967, p. 298) suggested, to decide that any one of these dimensions

alone sums up conflict is "likely to result in an empty controversy." Nonetheless, for the purpose

of any given study the goals of science demand a definition which will delimit, develop, and

operationalize the construct of interest (See Table 1).

Some conflict definitions sound punitive in nature, i.e., Coser's (1956, p. 8) definition: "a

struggle over values and claims to scarce status, power, and resources in which the aims of the

opponents are to neutralize, injure, or eliminate their rivals." Some definitions, such as that of
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TABLE 1

Selected Definitions of Organizational Conflict

Author Definition

Coser(1956) "a struggle over values and claims to scarce
status, power, and resources in which the aims
of the opponents are to neutralize, injure, or
eliminate their rivals."

Thomas (1976) "...the process which begins when one party
perceives that the other has fhistrated, or is
about to fhistrate, some concern of his."

Bennis, Benne & Chin (1969) "Conflict may connote animality, violence,
destruction, barbarization, loss of civilized
control, irrationality. Alternately, conflict may
connote adventure, novelty, clarification,
creation, growth, dialectical rationality."

Pondy (1967) "Conflict is a dynamic process which can
describe the antecedent conditions of conflictful

behavior, the affective states of those involved,
the cognitive states of those involved or the
resultant behavior, ranging from passive
resistance to overt aggression."

Simmel (1905) "Conflict is the social process which resolves
the tension between contrasts."

Robbins (1974) "Conflict is opposition or antagonistic
interaction based on scarcity of power,
resources or social position and differing value
structures."

Morgan (1986) "Conflict arises whenever interests collide."

Deutsch (1969) "Conflict exists whenever incompatible
activities occur."
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Bennis, Benne and Chin (1969) present a more balanced approach: "Conflict may connote

animality, violence, destruction, barbarization, loss of civilized control, irrationality. Alternatively,

conflict may connote adventure, novelty, clarification, creation, growth, dialectical rationality."

For the purposes of this research, conflict will be conceptualized in the following manner:

Conflict arises whenever the goals of one person or group are
incompatible with those ofanother person or group—and one
person or group interferes with the other person or group with
the express intention ofdenying the other's goal achievement.

Also, the study will restrict itself to task-related conflict. It will not deal with emotional conflict, or

what researchers call personality conflicts.

The literature has also defined cooperation in multiple ways (See Table 2). The various

research literatures have called cooperation organizational interdependence, component

interdependence, cooperation, exchange, and concerted decision making (Schermerhom, 1975).

Maclver (1937) divides cooperation into two types: cooperative means and cooperative ends. His

characterization suggests that common means cooperation is fragile and contingent, while common

ends cooperation has great strength and durability.

Also, cooperation has often been paired with competition in the literature. This stems from

their relationship to goal attainment. Although it is tempting to think so, cooperation and

competition are not opposites. Between the cooperation/competition literature and other

cooperation research, many definitions of cooperation have developed over the decades. Axelrod

(1984) defines cooperation as the norm of reciprocity, a folkway which involves helping out a

colleague and having the favor returned. This defimtion is the social counterpart to Barnard's

corporate definition. Certainly, just as in the case of conflict, cooperation has garnered many

definitions.
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TABLE 2

Selected Definitions of Cooperation

Author Definition

May & Doob, 1937 "...competition or cooperation is behavior
directed toward the same social end by at
least two individuals. In competition,
moreover, the end sought can be achieved
in equal amounts by some and not by all
of the individuals thus behaving; whereas
in cooperation it can be achieved by all or
almost all of the individuals concerned."

Barnard, 1938 Cooperation as it occurs in organization
represents the synthesis of collective need
and individual free will. Persistence of

cooperation depends on accomplishing a
common purpose and on a satisfactory
level of motivation for the individuals

participating.

Deutsch, 1949 "In the cooperative social situation the
goals for the individuals or sub-units in
the situation under consideration have the

following characteristic: goal regions for
each of the individuals or subunits in the

situation are defined so that a goal region
can be entered to some degree by any
given individual or subunit only if all the
individuals or subunits under

consideration can also enter their

respective goal regions to some degree."
They are "promotively interdependent
goals."

Axelrod, 1984 Cooperation is defined as the norm of
reciprocity. Reciprocity is a "folkway
which involves helping out a colleague
and getting repaid in kind."

Wiener & Doescher, 1991 Cooperation is the equivalent of "selling
brotherhood." The latter is defined as

"using a mass communication strategy to
induce individuals to take actions when

the actions are associated with low

benefit-cost ratios."

Page 15



This study will define cooperation in the following manner:

Cooperation arises whenever the goals of one person or group are
compatible with those ofanother person or group—and one
person or group works with the other person or group with the
express intention ofassisting the other's goal achievement.

For the purpose of clarifying background assumptions, conflict and cooperation will be

defined from a relationship perspective. Therefore, breaking with the literature (which has tended

to view conflict and cooperation as related to a single incident), this study defines the two

constructs in the following manner:

A conflictful relationship is one in which: I) a person or group
works to block the other's goals: 2) members of the relationship
perceive it as conflictful; and 3) cooperation is episodic.

A cooperative relationship is one in which: I) a person or
group works together to achieve the same or complementary
goals; 2) members of the relationship perceive the relationship
as cooperative; and 3) conflict is episodic.

Although this study will not endeavor to study cooperative versus conflictful relationships directly,

it is critical that the conceptualization and assumptions about the relationship of conflict and

cooperation be clear. Such positions affect the inferences drawn. Also, the conflict behavior styles

which will be studied in this research rest heavily on the relationship of these two constructs.

Conflict Behavior Styles

This study defines the conflict behavior styles of forcing, accommodating, compromising,

integrating and avoiding as follows:

1. Forcing. This conflict handling style reflects low cooperativeness and high
assertiveness. Thus, one party maximizes his own concern at the expense of the
other party.

2- Accommodating This conflict handling style reflects high cooperativeness and
low assertiveness. Thus, one party acquiesces to the wishes of the other party.
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3. Compromising. This conflict handling style reflects moderate cooperativeness and
moderate assertiveness. Thus, both parties give and take, gaining partial
fulfillment of both concerns.

4. Integrating. This conflict handling style reflects high cooperativeness and high
assertiveness. Thus, both parties maximize both of their concerns through high
cooperation.

5. Avoiding. This conflict handling style reflects low cooperativeness and low
assertiveness. Thus, both parties involved in the conflict avoid or ignore all
concerns.

Innovation, the Interface, and Conflict

Industrialized countries face a future in which domestic markets are shrinking, many

products are maturing and foreign competition looms large. As a result, more and more companies

in these countries pursue new product development as the answer to success in the world

marketplace (Cooper, 1983). For example, a major world trade competitor is Japan. Japan is a

nation committed to innovation. This commitment shows in the interactive cooperation of Japanese

firms, government and universities that has been called their "innovation web" (MacDowell, 1984).

The result is that Japanese firms currently surpass American firms in their efforts to bring new

products to the marketplace (Dentzer, 1990).

The possible risks surrounding new product innovation are as well known as the possible

successes. Firms can spend years and millions of dollars on products that never make it to the

market or, once there, end on the heap of new product failures (Lamb, Hair & McDaniel, 1992;

Boone & Kurtz, 1992). In fact, researchers frequently present new product failure rates to be as

high as 50 to 90 percent (Cooper, 1983). Although this range may be excessive, Hopkins and

Bailey (1971) found a 40 percent failure rate among consumer goods, and Hopkins (1980) reported

the failure rate for industrial new products to be approximately 35 percent.

Despite the failure rate of new products, many global "players" take the innovation leap

again and again. In truth, given the fierce nature of competition world-wide, Japanese firms must.
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All competitive firms must. Ultimately new products are the only path to survival in the long term

(Cooper, 1983). As Little (1984, p. 60) states:

A major challenge faces the world's largest corporations: innovate
or fail to survive as a company.

When our closest competitors are employing innovation strategies, and innovation is the road to

economic survival, the message stands clear. America must improve its innovation capabilities.

It has been clearly determined, given today's highly competitive markets, that speed and

flexibility are critical to innovate successfully (Lucas & Bush, 1988). This implies that

functional areas do not have the time for sequentially doing their work. What is needed is a

rugby-type, interactive approach to the new product development process which will speed work

and maintain needed flexibility, i.e., internal relationship marketing (Takeuchi Nonaka, 1986).

Additionally, the demand for both product superiority and an excellent product/market fit points to

the criticality of cooperation among key functional areas for a successful new product development

process (Bonnet, 1986; Norton. Parry, & Song, 1994; Ruekert & Walker, 1987; Song & Parry,

1991, 1993; Souder, 1981; Wind, 1981). Bonnet (1986, p. 118) states "...the degree of integration

between R&D and marketing is strongly correlated with the degree of industrial product success."

Historically, new product development research, i.e., the interfunctional interface

literature, centered its efforts around the source of the product innovation process. Some

researchers took the position that the source of iimovation is a market-pull-that consumer wants

and needs drive the new product development process (Utterback, 1974). Under this scenario the

R&D-marketing interface justified its importance, since marketing was the repository in most firms

of consumer data, demanding transfer of the data across the interface. Other researchers, however,

took the position that the source of the product development process was technology-push. Under
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this scenario the importance of the interface between the two departments became logically less

justifiable.

Kiel (1984) dismissed the idea of choosing one perspective over the other. He argued that

maintenance of the interface is crucial to successful new product development since firms will be

dealing with both R&D and marketing, depending upon the nature of the particular new product

project currently being promoted. In support of this position. Bonnet (1986) in a study of 10

British technology manufacturing firms found that a strong interface was just as crucial in

technology-push instances as in market-pull ones.

In conclusion, despite the criticality of the interaction of the R&D and marketing functions

to the product innovation process, research on the interface has developed only in the last fifteen to

twenty years (Gupta, Raj & Wilemon, 1986; Hutt & Speh, 1984; Song & Parry, 1992. 1993).

Yet, the importance of integration mechanisms to firm performance in general was established in

the classic Lawrence & Lorsch (1967) differentiation/mtegration study. Today, it is common

knowledge among researchers that management of functional interfaces involved in new product

development is critical to innovation success (Lucas & Bush, 1988).

Early in the interfiinctional interface literature, Souder (1977) posed that a lack of

integration between R&D and marketing might comprise a barrier to successful new product

development. He followed this with a study of 38 Industrial Research Institute member firms,

conducting 312 in-depth interviews with 150 randomly selected R&D projects (1980). He found in

measuring cooperation between the two functional areas that four problems with the interface

recurred~a pattern. This pattern was described as: 1) lack of communications, 2) lack of

appreciation, 3) distrust, and 4) too-good friends. Most interesting is the impact of those problems

on new product development. "Too good fnends," "lack of communications," and "lack of
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appreciation" resulted in decreased effectiveness of the resulting product. "Distrust" resulted in

88.3% of the projects being canceled by top management for failure to make progress.

By the middle of the 1980s, and in response to the work of William Souder, the necessity

of good on-going relations between functional areas had become, in essence, "traditional wisdom"

within the interface literature (Gupta, Raj & Wilemon, 1985). In 1986, Gupta, Raj and Wilemon

developed the first conceptual framework for the study of the R&D/marketing interface relative to

the product innovation process. With increasing research on the interface, researchers no longer

sought to justify its importance, but turned instead to analyze how the integration between

functional areas worked. Song and Parry (1991, 1992, 1993) substantially enriched the interface

literature and extended it beyond American firms by researching key integration questions in the

Japanese new product development process. However, William Souder alone among these

researchers strongly pursued the question of conflict between functional areas. Conflict questions

were included as a secondary research issue, an afterthought, in most studies. The importance of

managing conflict in the interfunctional interface was considered settled.

Summary

Both the impact of innovation and relationship marketing on economic growth and on

competitive advantage in global markets earmarks them as critical organizational strategies. It is

incumbent upon American industry and organizational researchers to explore every possible

avenue of innovation improvement. Combining internal relationship marketing and iimovation

represents one such avenue. However, this combination highlights the conflictflil relationship

which traditionally exists between R&D and marketing. Process research would help companies to

better manage the relationships found in an inherently conflictful new product development

process.
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Fortunately, just as there is strong evidence that U.S. manufacturers and their suppliers are

moving from a short-term view of their interactions to one of long-term relationships, evidence also

indicates strong support for well managed relationships between the functional areas involved in

iimovation (Souder, 1981). The hope is that such alliances across the borders of our hmctional

areas will gamer at least some of the same competitive advantage that cross-border strategies have

in global trade (Bleeke & Emst, 1993).

Chapter 2 will present: 1) a general review of the conflict literature from a sociological

perspective and 2) a general model of organizational conflict.
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CHAPTER 2

A General Review and Model of Conflict

Contrariety is expedient, and that the best agreement arises from
things differing, and that all things come into being in the way
of the principle of antagonism...

Heraclitus

Nichomachean Ethics, VIII, I, 1155a, 32.

Sociological Conflict

Theories of conflict developed over a long period of time and in a wide variety of

disciplines: social science, religion, ethics, politics and philosophy (Fink, 1968). Indeed,

conflict's lineage covers multiple cultures and centuries, e.g., Kautilya's (a Hindu Brahman in the

fourth century B.C.} Arthashastra. Heraclitus of sixth century Greece, Ibn Khaldun of fourteenth

century Tunisia, Niccolo Machiavelli of sixteenth century Florence, as well as other major

contributors (Porter, 1982). In more recent centuries great Western minds such as Hegel,

Hobbes, Locke and Mill have contributed to our thinking about conflict in society.

Conflict can trace its modem sociology to the 19th century (Fink, 1968). Here, thinkers

included conflict as a major explanatory variable, but applied the phenomenon to specific

instances within society. For instance, Marx's theory of social class conflict, Darwin's theory of

species competition and Freud's theory of conflict between id, ego and superego illustrate such

applications (Deutsch, 1980). By the end of the nineteenth century, however, broader, more

general theories of conflict began to appear in the physical sciences, biology and the social

sciences. Concurrent with conceptual activity about conflict, definitions began to appear and

diverge. Thus, conflict, like many research constructs, enjoys a variety of definitions.
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General theories dealing with the sociological process of conflict in human society

developed within the last century. Tarde, Simmel, and Carver all developed general conflict

theories (Fink, 1968). Of these three scholars, Simmel, one of the giants of sociology along with

Weber and Durkheim, strongly influenced conflict research (Porter, 1982). The quality of his

conceptualizations and his impact upon Lewis Coser's work in the 1950s carried his ideas from

Europe into American sociology. Coser studied Simmel's 1905 work. Conflict, and generated

sixteen research propositions based on Simmel's conceptualizations. The acceptance of these

propositions reveals itself in the now generally accepted negative and positive outcomes of

conflict (Gray & Starke, 1988).

In summary, researchers and others have pursued greater understanding of conflict

through multiple avenues. Within academia the disciplines of psychology, sociology and

economics have focused respectively on interpersonal, intergroup and economic analysis conflict

issues, while the business and political arenas have concentrated on labor relations, bargaining

and negotiation, and third party resolution (Lewicki, Weiss & Lewin, 1992). This study

approaches its conflict questions largely from a sociological and organizational behavior point of

view.

The Connection of Conflict and the Organization

Organizational conflict research draws strongly upon the conflict literature in sociology,

because organizations are social systems (Katz & Kahn, 1966). If conflict is a major variable in

social groups, it follows that it is a major variable in organizations. Conflict is, in fact, a social

variable and a pervasive process in both our society and our organizations (Boulding, 1964). As

Hall states: "organizational conflict is inevitable" (1991, p. 132), a persistant factor in

organizational life.
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To gain a better perspective on the importance of conflict to modem society and

organizations, it is interesting to consider the relative role which organizations play in society

today. Although organizations represent just one part of our social institutions, they represent

the dominant social institution (Clark, 1988). We have become what Presthus (1978) calls the

"organization society." A hundred years ago conflict, as a natural social process, impacted

primarily personal relationships, families and small organizations. Today it impacts relationships

in large organizations-predominantly the work place.

From the point of view of academic research, Lawrence & Lorsch (1967) admirably

demonstrated the value of conflict management to the bottom line in their seminal work on

differentiation and integration. Conflict management, properly handled, proved to have a direct

and positive impact on firm effectiveness and performance. From the point of view of the

practitioner, Rahim (1986) reported that a study by Thomas and Schmidt found managers spend

as much as one-fourth of their time handling conflict, and that it is one of the areas in which they

most desire additional training. To compound this, Clark (1988, p. 154) reports that conflict

management is now more crucial because "the frantic search for excellence and improved ratings

all may be feeding the fires of organizational conflict partially at the expense of the rules of

competition."

A major issue in organizational conflict research has been the adoption of a positive or

negative perspective. The research has experienced a full circle in its journey through time—from

positive perspective to negative perspective to positive perspective again. Conflict research in

sociology during the early part of the century viewed conflict as a positive force and the central

explanation of social change and progress (Coser, 1956). With the advent of the Human

Relations school, conflict became "bad." The new goal became elimination of conflict. For
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instance, conflict's characterization by Kolb (1983) as a "stubborn fact" of organizational life

stems from a generally held view of conflict as something negative and in many instances

unpleasant. In short, one should avoid conflict (Daft, 1986). This general state of avoidance

shows in the relative dearth of quality management research and literature on the topic in the last

30 years (Hall, 1991). Price and Mueller's recent book Handbook of Organizational

Measurement (1986) devoted one chapter (two pages in length) to the measurement of conflict

with the sad conclusion that there are no acceptable measures of conflict yet proposed.

In recent years, many organizational conflict researchers, among them Deutsch, Kilmann,

Rahim, Thomas and Tjosvold, have returned to the original positive perspective. These

researchers have looked at the constructive aspects of conflict within organizations. Tjosvold

(1991) presents the idea of the "conflict-positive" organization~an organization that values

diversity, seeks mutual benefits, empowers its employees and looks proactively at how it

manages conflict. Tjosvold poses that the organization has three alternatives: 1) positive

conflict; 2) negative conflict; and 3) avoidance of conflict. Only the first, according to Tjosvold,

is "managed" conflict.

Models of Conflict

Pondy (1967) presented a process model of conflict that has dominated the conflict

literature since its introduction several decades ago. He identified three major classes of conflict

(conflict among interest groups, superior-subordinate conflict and lateral or interfunctional

conflict) and presented a conflict process that takes place in the same fashion within each of the

major classes of conflict. Pondy, using a systems perspective, conjectured conflict as the

mechanism providing feedback necessary for the organization's ultimate stability. The model
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pioneered a process approach, the blending of latent and manifest aspects of conflict, and the

joining of personal experience and organizational interaction.

Lewicki, Weiss and Lewin (1992) present an excellent review of models developed in

the conflict literature (See Table 3). They divide conflict models into descriptive and normative

classifications. Under their schema, descriptive models address the causes and dynamics which

typify conflict, and normative models address the resolution of conflict. Lewicki summarizes the

models by stating that normative models developed either before or simultaneously with

descriptive models—indicating a general lack of empirical foundation for many of the normative

efforts. Also, although Lewicki identifies nine models, these nine, in fact, represent only five

unique approaches: 1) conflict behavior approaches (Rapoport, 1960); 2) stage approaches

(Pondy, 1967; Filley, 1975; Thibaut & Walker, 1975; Sheppard, 1984; Walton, 1969); 3)

structural approaches (Thomas, 1976); 4) managerial response approaches (Blake & Mouton,

1964, 1978; Ruble & Thomas, 1976; Pruitt & Rubin, 1986; Likert & Likert, 1976); and 5)

negotiated expectations approaches (Blake & Mouton, 1985).

As is apparent from the models presented by Lewicki, et al. (1992), the modeling of

conflict varies considerably. Most of the conflict models focus on some part of the conflict

process rather than trying to encompass all of it. For the purposes of this chapter, the author

presents a modification of a general model of conflict taken from the organizational behavior

literature (Gray & Starke, 1988). The model presented here gives a process view of the conflict

concept, tying the causes of conflict to conflict handling and finally to the nature of conflict's

outcomes. The model typifies organizational behavior models in that considerable emphasis is

placed upon conflict behavior management. It differs from the traditional organization behavior

models in clarifying the connection between conflict causes and the organizational goals that
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TABLE 3

Models of Conflict

(Lewicki, Weiss & Lewin, 1992)

Name of Model Type of Model Author(s)
SSSaBSESSS^SSBOBSBaiKBI^^

Description

Fight Model Descriptive Rapoport, 1960 Describes interper
sonal aggression

Debate Model Descriptive Rapoport, 1960 Describes cognitive
conflict caused by
differing ideas, values,
ideologies or policies

Stages of Conflict
Model

Descriptive Filley, 1975
Thibaut & Walker,

1975

Sheppard, 1984

Describes a process
expanding Pondy's
work

Dual Concerns Descriptive Ruble & Thomas,

1976

Pruitt & Rubin, 1986

Describes resolution

styles based on
assertiveness and

cooperativeness

Structural Model Descriptive Thomas, 1976 Describes structural

determinants of

conflict behavior

Conflict Grid Model Normative Blake & Mouton,

1964, 1978

Prescribes managerial
responses to conflict
based on concern for

production versus
concern for people

Conflict Cycles Model Normative Walton, 1969 Prescribes intervention

strategies for
interpersonal conflict

Systems 1 -4 Model Normative Likert & Likert, 1976 Prescribes the System
4 style~a highly
proactive cooperation
approach

Interface

Conflict-Solving
Model

Normative Blake & Mouton, 1985 Prescribes a six-step
action-oriented process
of resolution for

groups who work
together frequently
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sources of organizational conflict into three kinds of conflict: 1) resource scarcity conflict; 2)

autonomy effort conflict; and 3) goal conflict. A review of the literature indicates surprising

commonality among researchers about general causes of conflict: 1) competition for resources;

2) communication problems; 3) interdependence of tasks; 4) authority issues such as power,

status and clarity of authority lines; 5) value differences caused by differentiation; and 6)

personnel issues such as skills and traits (Gray & Starke, 1988; Landsberger, 1961; Lewicki,

Weiss & Lewin, 1992; Pondy, 1967; Miles, 1980; Walton & Dutton, 1969; Walton, Dutton &

McCafferty, 1969).

An inconsistency does exist in the literature on the positioning of conflict causes,

however. Although organizational behavior research defines conflict around the achievement of

goals, it presents causes without attaching them to goals. Thus, researchers fail to express the

root drivers of conflict, the underlying organizational goals over which goal incompatibility

arises. For clarification of this connection, the model has grouped such "causes of conflict" as

jurisdictional ambiguities (Miles, 1980), unclear authority structures and power asymmetries

(Gray & Starke, 1988), and efforts to achieve autonomy (Lewicki, Weiss & Lewin, 1992) under

the broader organization goal of authority. Likewise, task interdependencies (Miles, 1980),

interaction rate and differentiation (Walton & Dutton, 1969) can be grouped under the broader

goal of differentiation and so forth.

Recognized general organizational goals, then, include strategy, structure, differentiation,

integration, authority, communication, resource management, personnel management, adaptation

and climate management (Barnard, 1938; Chandler, 1960; Hall, 1987; Lawrence & Lorsch, 1967;

Miles & Snow, 1978). These general organizational goals subsume the more specific "conflict

causes" described in the conflict literature. In doing so, general organizational goals provide a
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more appropriate level for a general model and also make clearer the connection between goal

incompatibility and goals. This distinction maintains an important consistency with this study's

definition of conflict.

Goal Incompatibility,Blocking, and Conflict

Goal incompatibility forms the second step in the general conflict model. Goal

incompatibility occurs when one party or group cannot reach its goal if another party or group

does. This can arise from goal differences and/or the goal achievement being mutually

exclusive. For example, one party might wish to set a 3% growth goal for their business

division, while another member of the business division might wish to set a 5% growth goal. If

the first party achieves the right to set an exact goal of 3% growth, then the specific goal of the

second party cannot be met. In this instance, the goals differ and the achievement of one

precludes the exact achievement of the other. In a competition circumstance, such as a race, both

parties wish to win. They hold the same goal, but when the first contestant crosses the finish

line, the goal of winning has been taken away from all other contestants. These examples

describe the win-lose nature of goal incompatibility.

Blocking behavior represents the last factor necessary in the conflict process for conflict

to arise. Schmidt and Kochan (1972) suggest that there are three ways in which blocking of

another's goal achievement can take place: 1) blocking resource attainment; 2) blocking

interdependent activities; or 3) blocking both. The actual blocking may be either intentional or

unintentional, or active or passive in nature (Gray & Starke, 1988). In whatever manner blocking

behavior ultimately takes place, interference with the goal desires of others provides the catalyst

generating conflict.
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Conflict Behavior Styles

Once goals, goal incompatibilities and blocking behavior have led to conflict,

organizations and their members must deal with the resultant conflict. Thus, the next step in the

general conflict model is the actual conflict behavior, i.e., how organizations in fact handle their

conflicts. Conflict behavior essentially falls into two basic forms, behavioral or structural

(Rahim, 1977; Rahim & Sonoma, 1979). Structural methods of conflict behavior (or conflict

management) make use of organizational design techniques such as formalization, hierarchical

authority, and group homogeneity. Blake and Mouton (1964) introduced the first generally

recognized classification of behavioral resolution management. Their classification rests on

managerial styles arising from a trade-off of the concern for people and the concern for

productivity (See Figure 8). This trade-off results in five styles of conflict behavior or

management, with each style a distinctly different amalgam resulting from an interaction of the

two underlying dimensions.

Some confusion exists in the literature on the names to assign to the different conflict

behavior styles. This confusion arises from researchers using the Blake and Mouton (1964)

classification and, for various reasons, renaming the styles (See Table 4). Thomas (1976)

renamed the axes used by Blake and Mouton, describing the trade-off as one between concern for

self versus concern for others. Both Thomas and Kilmann (1974) and Rahim (1983) have

published questionnaires based on the work of Blake and Mouton. Both questionnaires have

been widely used in conflict research on conflict management/conflict handling styles. This

study will use the labels assigned to the five conflict handling styles by Rahim (1983) and also

will use an adaptation of his instrument. The study will also use Ruble and Thomas's (1976)

cooperativeness versus assertiveness description of the conflict behavior trade-off.
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TABLE 4
Conflict Management Style Labels

BLAKE & MOUTON
(1964)

THOMAS RAHIM
(1983)

Forcing = Competition = Forcing

Smoothing = Accommodation = Accommodating

Compromise = Sharing = Compromising

Problem-solving = Collaboration = Integrating

Withdrawal = Avoidance = Avoiding
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The conflict management styles of forcing, accommodating, compromising, integrating

and avoiding will be defined as follows:

1. Forcing. This conflict handling style reflects low cooperativeness and high
assertiveness. Thus, one party maximizes his own concern at the expense of the
other party.

2. Accommodating. This conflict handling style reflects high cooperativeness and
low assertiveness. Thus, one party acquiesces to the wishes of the other party.

3. Compromising. This conflict handling style reflects moderate cooperativeness
and moderate assertiveness. Thus, both parties give and take, gaining partial
fulfillment of both concerns.

4. Integrating. This conflict handling style reflects high cooperativeness and high
assertiveness. Thus, both parties maximize both of their concerns through high
cooperation.

5. Avoiding. This conflict handling style reflects low cooperativeness and low
assertiveness. Thus, both parties involved in the conflict avoid or ignore all
concerns.

Outcomes of Conflict

The final major steps in the general conflict model are functional and dysfunctional

outcomes. In other words, conflict outcomes encompass both positive and negative results

(Pondy, 1967; Thomas, 1976; TJosvold, 1989). The movement away from exclusively negative

conflict outcomes has changed the face of the conflict research area. Essentially, the movement

changes the mandate. The existence of multiple outcomes of conflict mandates the need for

management of the conflict process. This approach replaces the previous mandate to reduce or

eliminate conflict. To present an overview of the general outcomes of conflict, a comparison of

the propositions of Coser (1956) (based on the work of the German sociologist Simmel) with

conflict outcomes as identified by Gray and Starke (1988) (an organizational behavior approach)

is made (See Tables 5 and 6).
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TABLE 5

Research Propositions on Conflict
(Coser, 1956)

1. Conflict establishes the identity and boundaries of groups and once established also
reaffirms the identity and boundaries.

2. Conflict preserves the group by allowing individual members to express their feelings
while remaining within the group.

3. Conflict may be realistic, a means toward a specific result, or it may be nonrealistic, an
end in and of itself.

4. Feelings of hostility arise from an inherent impulse of hostility and this interacts with the
object of the hostility. Conflict is not just psychic; psychic may reinforce conflict
directed toward a specific result.

5. Sociation is a mixture of positive and negative feelings.

6. The intensity of conflict is positively correlated to the closeness of the relationship.

Conflict helps remove dissociating elements in a relationship and move toward unity.

8. Hostile feelings existing in a relationship are more likely to be expressed if those
involved feel confident of the relationship's stability.

9. Conflict with outside groups increases the unity of the ingroup.

10. Groups engaged in ongoing struggle with outgroups will tend to be intolerant of
departures from group unity.

11. Struggling groups may seek out "enemies" in order to help maintain group cohesion.

12. The intensity of group conflict will be greater over objectified issues, than over
immediately personal ones.

13. Conflict establishes a relationship between antagonists which will be institutionalized
with regulations and norms.

14. A unified antagonist will prefer a unified opponent.

15. Conflict avoids disequilibrium by changing the basis for power relations.

16. Conflict makes strange bedfellows.
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TABLE 6

Outcomes of Conflict: A Comparison

Conflict

Outcome

Cray & Starke
0988)

Coser :

(1956)

Positive Conflict increases the energy level of groups
or individuals.

Proposition 12: The intensity of group
conflict will be greater over objectified issues,
than over immediately personal ones.
Proposition 6: The intensity of conflict is
positively correlated to the closeness of the
relationship

Positive Conflict increases group cohesion. Proposition 2: Conflict preserves the group
by allowing individual members to express
their feelings while remaining within the
group.

Proposition 7: Conflict helps remove
dissociating elements in a relationship tmd
move toward unity.

Positive Conflict makes knovm problems, mobilizes
information, clarifies objectives, and protects
values.

Proposition 1: Conflict establishes the
identity and boundaries of groups and once
established also reaffirms the identity and
boundaries.

Positive Conflict aids adaptation. Proposition 15: Conflict avoids
disequilibrium by changing the basis for
power relations.

Negative Conflict results in a decline in

communications.

Proposition 8: Hostile feelings existing in a
relationship are more likely to be expressed if
those involved feel confident of the

relationship's stability.

Negative Conflict leads to hostility and aggression. Proposition 4: Feelings of hostility arise from
an inherent impulse of hostility and this
interacts with the object of hostility. Conflict
is not Just psychic; psychic may reinforce
conflict directed toward a specific result.
Proposition 11: Struggling groups may
proactively seek out "enemies" in order to
help maintain group cohesion.

Negative Conflict produces overconformity to group
demands.

Proposition 10: Groups engaged in ongoing
struggle with outgroups will tend to be
intolerant of departures from group unity.
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Assumptions of the General Conflict Model

In order to understand a research paradigm, one must understand the basic principles that

are voiced, as well as the underlying assumptions that are frequently unvoiced. A number of

critical unspoken assumptions affect research on conflict (See Table 7). These assumptions arise

from a variety of common sense experiences within organizations and also from the views of

early researchers who pioneered conflict studies and models. These biases have directed the

topics and domains upon which it has been acceptable to do conflict research. As such, the

assumptions underlying conflict research command our attention and understanding.

Summary

Great thinkers in multiple societies have long recognized conflict as one of our formative

social processes, affecting all social institutions. Today the modem corporation ranks as the

dominant social institution in the lives of people in industrialized countries. This means that

people carry out much of their social conflict within the corporation. In fact, managers indicate

that they spend as much as a quarter of their time handling conflict (Rahim, 1986).

In response to the impact of conflict on organizations, researchers have established an

extensive literature. This literature has crossed the bounds of psychology, sociology, economy,

labor relations and intemational negotiation. Organizational research has drawn on all of these

areas to generate both descriptive and normative models of conflict to explain the conflict

process. Of these models, Pondy's (1967) episodic process model has dominated the field. Other

researchers have complemented his work with conflict behavior, stage, structural, managerial

response, and negotiated expectation approaches.

This chapter has presented a process model, as an explanatory frame for conflict, that

represents a modification of a general model of conflict taken from the organizational behavior
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TABLE 7

Assumptions of the Conflict Paradigm

Assumption Comments

Various kinds of goal incompatibility drive conflict. Early research in conflict focused on the causes of
conflict. Springing from organizational experience,
this assumption has garnered extensive support with
little empirical testing (Deutsch, 1980; Fink, 1968;
Hall, 1983; Miles, 1980; Pondy, 1967; Walton &
Dutton, 1969).

Conflict follows a recognizable course. Stage models and cycle models reinforce this
common sense assumption (Filley, 1975; Pondy,
1967; Thibaut & Walker, 1975; Sheppard, 1984).

Conflict produces positive and negative
consequences.

Early research on conflict focused on negative
outcomes. Recent research recognizes multiple
outcomes (Coser, 1956; Lewicki, Weiss & Lewin,
1992; Thomas, 1976; Tjosvold, 1989).

Conflicts and conflict handling behaviors change
and adapt.

The entire research area of conflict within

organizational behavior turns on the assumption that
conflict handling behavior changes with
circumstance and responds to training. Coser
(1956) implies this in Proposition 13.

Conflict is managed in response to its conseqences
rather than its causes.

Organizational behavior research has driven the
conflict "management" side of conflict research,
concentrating on resolution in response to
consequences. Researchers in general have failed to
connect causes to conflict management (Lewicki,
Weiss & Lewin, 1992).

Collaborative behavior represents the best way to
manage conflict.

The research of Blake & Mouton set the tone for

this assumption. This has been reinforced by
Thomas & Kilmann (1976) and Rahim (1983).

Models of conflict dynamics and resolution
generalize across people, issues and settings.

Early efforts to develop general theories of conflict
set the tone for this assumption. Sonoma (1984)
refuted this assumption, calling for context sensitive
studies in conflict and cooperation.

Organizations desire and need resolution of conflict. Organizational behavior research does not consider
the possibility of allowing conflict to run its course.
Normative resolution techniques dominate (Blake &
Mouton, 1964, 1978; Likert& Likert, 1976;
Walton, 1969).
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literature (Gray & Starke, 1988). It gives a process view of the conflict concept, tying the causes

of conflict to conflict resolution and to the nature of conflict outcomes. Finally, the chapter

concludes with a review of the assumptions which generally underly today's conflict research.

Chapter Three presents a very specific area of conflict research. It explores the empirical

research on conflict issues carried out in the R&D/marketing interface. Chapter Three concludes

with a summary of key findings in conflict research in that area.
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CHAPTERS

Conflict Research in the R&D/Marketing Interface

Although there has been significant progress in the study of
conflict, the progress does not yet begin to match the social need
for understanding conflict.

Morton Deutsch

"Fifty Years of Conflict"
Retrospectives on Social Psychology

Conflict and Innovation

A special relationship exists between conflict and innovation conceptually. Dewey sums

it up very well and very succinctly:

Conflict is the gadfly of thought. It stirs us to observation and
memory. It instigates to invention. It shocks us out of sheep-like
passivity, and sets us at noting and contriving. Not that it
always effects this result, but that conflict is a sine qua non of
reflection and ingenuity. When this possibility of making use of
conflict has once been noted, it is possible to utilize it
systematically to substitute the arbitration of mind for that of
brutal attack and brute collapse.

(Dewey, 1950, p. 300)

Dewey's words pointedly capture the catalytic nature of conflict within society and, thus, within

the social system of the organization. It "instigates to invention." Conflict may be viewed as at

least one of the social engines of innovation.

Conflict in the R&D/Marketing Interface

The R&D and marketing interface presents one instance of the classic problem plaguing

all firms~how to balance the benefits of separation (differentiation) with the concomitant need

for unification (integration) (Lawrence & Lorsch, 1967). In particular, maximizing skills and
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achieving effective joint efforts between R&D and marketing heavily impacts on the new product

development process (Gupta, Raj & Wilemon, 1986). Although many studies in marketing,

general management and economics cite successful integration of the two functional areas as key

to successful innovation (Cooper, 1986; Gerstenfeld & Sumiyoshi, 1980; Mansfield, 1981;

Souder, 1987; Wind, 1981), the process of mixing two polar processes and two polar groups

inevitably leads to substantial friction. Thus, the R&D and marketing interface has garnered a

considerable reputation over time for conflictful behaviors. As Ruekert and Walker (1987, p.

233) state:

Unfortunately, in many companies relations between these two
departments are more often characterized by conflict than by
creative cooperation.

The integration of R&D and marketing in the process of developing new products, has

become an accepted and important goal (Bonnet, 1986; Gupta, Raj & Wilemon, 1986; Wind,

1981). In fact, researchers consider the interface between R&D and marketing the most essential

interface in the new product development process (Lucas & Bush, 1988). In the lexicon of

obstacles to integration success, however, conflict stands as one of the major barriers to effective

integration of the functional areas and, thus, to successful new product development and

innovation (Souder, 1977).

Two points best sum up the importance of conflict to the R&D/marketing interface and

to new product success. The first point is the prevalence of conflict, as stated previously. It is

generally accepted that the R&D/marketing interface is too conflictful (Ruekert & Walker,

1987). Over 50 percent of new product development projects experience significant amounts of

conflict (Souder, 1981). Thus, conflict is not a sometimes problem, but rather a persistent

problem for interface effectiveness, impacting often on success.

Page 41



The second point capturing the effect of conflict in the R&D/marketing interface is the

commercial success of new products. As a baseline for comparison, new product projects which

suffer no significant conflict problems enjoy complete commercial success in 66.7 percent of

their efforts-with partial success in 19.4 percent of the projects and 13.8 percent failure in the

rest (Souder, 1980). By contrast, new product projects experiencing severe conflict problems

experience a 63.8 percent failure rate-with 21.3 percent partial success and only a 14.8 percent

success rate (Souder, 1980). The impact is clear and significant.

The Seminal Souder Research

Most research areas have their champions. In the R&D/marketing interface the

champion of conflict research is William Souder (See Table 8). Souder began exploring the

R&D/marketing interface in the 1970s. His early studies concluded that the failure to integrate

the two functional areas raised a substantial barrier to the effective development of new products

and innovations (Lawrence & Lorsch, 1967; Souder, 1977; Walton & Dutton, 1969). Previous

literature focused on hierarchies and liaisons to integrate R«&D and marketing. Souder chose

instead to study intergroup conflict management processes within the firm, stating that of all the

integration mechanisms available to the manager "conflict management may be the most likely to

result in internalized changes that lead to lasting collaborative behaviors" (Souder, 1977, p. 603).

In essence, he found that conflict management processes serve to achieve consensus and

organizational integration, overcoming dissonant beliefs, different interests and a lack of

appreciation. They achieve this through decision making and value exchange.

In a major, exploratory study for the National Science Foundation, Souder, Chakrabarti

and Bonoma (1977) looked at the states of integration between R&D and marketing over the

development and completion of 116 innovation projects carried out by 18 firms. The central
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TABLE 8

Major Souder Studies Exploring Conflict in the R&D/Marketing Interface

AUTHOR(S) FRAMEWORK STUDY DESCRIPTION FINDINGS
Souder, Chakrabarti & Bonoma,
1977

New product development. Integration
emphasis.

Looks at coordinating mechanisms between
R&D and Marketing. Exploratory. National
Science Foundation study of 116 innovation
projects within 18 firms. 258 in-depth
interviews were conducted. The interview
protocols were content analyzed. Coded data
were analyzed using Kendall's Tau and
chi-square.

The degree of R&D/Marketing integration is
related to the project outcome. Effectiveness
of information transfer and clarity of
understanding the problem and the user's
needs relate to project outcomes.
Effectiveness of integration is related to the
degree of legitimization of the integrator and
the presence of a joint reward system. The
degree of conflict relates to the presence of
technical and marketing uncertainty. The
degree of integration required is related to the
degree of uncertainty present.

Souder, 1977 New product development. Settings and
leadership style focus.

Looks at nominal, interacting settings, and
leadership styles. Experimental design, using
participants in a management training
program representing a small number of
companies.

Interpersonal-intragroup conflicts cannot be
resolved by avoidance. Nominal and
interacting settings need to be combined and
cycled for best results. In combined
nominal-interacting groups the leader needs to
be an "effective integrator."

Souder, 1980 New product development. Key interface
problem focus.

Explores key problems affecting the
R&D/Marketing interface and their
managerial implications. In-depth cascading
interviews of 312 R&D and Marketing
personnel at 38 Industrial Research Institute
member firms.

Identified lack of communications, lack of
appreciation, distrust, and too-good friends as
the key problems affecting the interface.
Suggests ten guidelines for managerial use to
overcome the interface problems identified.

Souder, 1981 New product development. Relationship
between project states and success rates
emphasis.

Relates project states (harmony, mild
disharmony and severe harmony) with
commercial success in product development.
Cascading interviews with protocols content
analyzed. Twenty randomly selected U.S.
corporations,$7 B to $100 M in annual sales.

Of 116 projects, 45.7% were harmonious,
21.5% were mildly disharmonious and 32.8%
were severely disharmonious. Of the
harmonious projects, 53% produced complete
commercial successes. Of the severely
disharmonious, 68% failed commercially.
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TABLE 8 (Continued)
Major Souder Studies Exploring Conflict in the R&D/Marketing Interface

AUTHOR(S) FRAMEWORK STUDY DESCRIPTION Fii^iNosisSiiiiiiiiif
Souder, 1987 New product development. Broad view of

new product project management.
Looks at how to manage new product projects
more effectively. 10 year field study.
Includes 289 product development innovation
projects at 53 companies. Personal and
telephone interviews, in-depth interviews and
27 instruments.

No one best way to manage innovation
projects. Ten project methods are presented.
The Committee Project Manager method is
found to have the highest (73%) rate of
project success. Second is the New Product
Committee with a success rate of 72%. Ten
management principles are presented. One of
them is to eliminate disharmony between
R&D/Marketing.

Souder, 1988 New product development. Model for
guideline application focus.

Develops better understanding of processes
taking place in new product innovation.
Same ex post exploratory field study data base
used for the 1987 book. Cluster analysis used
to identify interface states.

Eight guidelines for overcoming existing
disharmony: break large projects into smaller
ones; be proactive toward interface problems;
eliminate mild problems before they escalate;
involve R&D/Marketing early; promote
dyadic relations; insist on open
communications; use interlocking task forces,
clarify decision authorities.

VIoenaert & Souder, 1990 New product development. Communication
issues emphasis.

Asks what are the determinants of the

perceived utility of extrafunctional
information. Seventeen interviews were
conducted in three Belgian companies one
service firm, five manufacturers. Two
product consumer goods and three product
industrial products. Thematic content
analysis was performed.

Technologists and marketers agree on the
importance of interpersonal communication.
Face-to-face communications are fast,
motivating, allow feedback, and allow
continuous checking. The negatives include
lack of structure, fragmented content, a
transient character, absence of hard copy and
functional language differences. Appropriate
communication styles differ in the planning
and development stages. Seven propositions
on the perceived utility of information
received by R&D and Marketing are
developed for future research efforts.
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purpose of the study was identification of effective integration methods between R&D and

marketing. The authors proposed five relationships based on previous interface research and

tested them. The first proposition established empirical support that high degrees of interaction

and integration between R&D and marketing are related to both commercial and technical

success rates for innovations. The greater the interaction and integration the higher the success

rates. The second proposed relationship, also supported by the data, indicated that the clearer

and more effective the information transfer in the interface the more successful the project

outcome. The study data strongly supported the third proposition, which posed that highly

legitimized integrators and joint reward systems lead to more effective integration. The fourth

proposition, also supported by the data, found that the greater the technical and marketing

uncertainty the greater the degree of conflict between R&D and marketing. Finally, the fifth

proposition, by virtue of data support, established that the greater the degree of uncertainty, the

greater the need for integration in the interface (confirming Lawrence & Lorsch, 1967). The

study also looked in general at organizations' chosen management methods, introducing ten

different management approaches.

In 1977 Souder, using an experimental design, conceptualized that conflict management

takes place in more than one organizational setting. Though he posed that conflict management

processes bring conflicting parties together for decision making and the exchange of values, this

could be enacted in either "nominal" or "interacting" settings. He defined "nominal" settings as

exchanges in which there are no confrontations, challenges or emotional outbursts, but rather a

purely task-oriented process. A Delphi exercise provided the example. "Interactive" settings, on

the other hand, involved open, face-to-face confrontations among organizational members. The

study data supported the existence of the "nominal" and "interacting" settings.
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Results indicated that "nominal" settings culminate in a statistical level of consensus, but

do not allow personal exchanges which encourage value modification and build cooperative

behaviors. Also, the results indicated that "interactive" settings, although they lead to value

search and cooperative behavior search, do not provide mechanisms for conflict handling.

Therefore, Souder recommended combining and cycling both settings in the conflict management

process in order to produce the most effective conflict management. Souder (1977) also showed

that outstanding leadership could not "make up for" the absence of one of the settings. He found

additionally that avoiding the conflict situation did not help to resolve the conflict. Success,

then, in conflict management demands inner action, interaction, openness, trust and leader

sensitivity.

In 1980 Souder conducted a study of 38 Industrial Research Institute member firms,

carrying out 312 in-depth interviews with personnel from 150 randomly selected R«&,D projects.

Four problems with the interface recurred; 1) the lack of communications, 2) the lack of

appreciation, 3) distrust and 4) too-good friends. Lack of communications and too-good friends

created mild problems with the interface and resulted in a 32.2 percent project rate of complete

commercial success. Lack of appreciation and distrust created severe problems with the interface

and resulted in a 14.8 percent rate of complete commercial success for projects. Or, to put it the

other way round, projects with no significant problems with the interface enjoyed a 66.7 percent

success rate, while projects with severe problems saw 63.8 percent of their efforts fail.

Souder (1980) found that respondents blamed leadership from top management for the

"lack of appreciation" problem because "we don't see any signals from top management that

collaboration gets you anything" and "we get more brownie points on our own than by sharing"

(p. II). Also, the respondents, representing top-level, middle-level and project-level employees.
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indicated that leadership contributed heavily to the "distrust" problem when top management

allowed personality conflicts to remain unresolved or when they allowed power/prestige

imbalances to occur between R&D and marketing. The study concluded that lack of appreciation

was the most common single obstacle to the successful integration of the two departments.

To deal with the problems identified, Souder recommended ten guidelines: 1) break large

projects into small (larger groups had more conflictful relations); 2) take a pro-active approach

toward interface problems; 3) get rid of mild problems before they become severe; 4) make

everyone responsible for open communications; 5) encourage dyadic relations between the two

areas; 6) set up a New Product Committee; 7) be sure project managers are highly qualified; 8)

involve both functional areas early in the product innovation process; 9) get agreement on

decision authority; and 10) fit the structure of your new product development process to your

technology and the market you are entering (Souder, 1980).

In 1981 Souder further refined his 1980 study and developed a typology of conflict levels

within the firm: "harmony," "mild disharmony," and "severe disharmony." "Mild disharmony"

includes "lack of communications" and "lack of interaction." "Severe disharmony" includes

lack of appreciation" and "distrust." "Mild disharmony" results from neglect of the interface

and leads to decreased organizational effectiveness. "Severe harmony," on the other hand, can be

debilitating for the organization. Managerial recommendations suggest specific organizational

actions for nurturing harmony and also for correcting existing disharmony.

Time becomes an issue in this study. Souder discusses the valuable hours of

organization time eaten up in disharmony situations by dispute-settling processes. This results in

activities and decisions crucial to new product development being delayed (Souder, 1981). The

study concluded that the failure rates of new products were higher in projects suffering from
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severe disharmony (with failure defined as "meeting few or none of the commercial targets and

expectations that were originally set for the product") (Souder, 1981, p.71). Also Souder found

that disharmony becomes institutionalized within organizations, confirming Simmel's tenets on

social conflict. This presents another time cost, for once disharmony is established it continues

to slow the product innovation process for protracted times. Souder (1981) states that the cost of

proactive conflict management, which is time-consuming, is "minuscule" compared to the

product failures, time loss and disruptions associated with disharmony between R&D and

marketing.

Souder summarizes his research of the 1970s and 1980s in Managing New Product

Innovations (1987) through a broad discussion of new product management within the firm.

From ten years of R&D and marketing interface research, he offers ten methods of new product

project management observed in industry. The book evaluates each method for its success rate,

i.e., meeting or exceeding commercial expectations, stating that there is no one "right" method.

The commercial project manager technique averaged the highest success rate at 73 percent. This

method used independent budgeting, a leader chosen for expertise, top management support

without interference, technical know-how and participatory management. Interestingly, this

method was also associated with frequent outbursts of conflict. These outbursts were openly

discussed and resolved, however.

Souder (1988) also has presented a framework for applying many of the managerial

behaviors identified in over a decade of R&D/marketing interface research, the

Customer-Developer-Conditions Model. The model is a matrix with R&D's level of

sophistication on the vertical axis and the customer's level of sophistication on the horizontal

axis. The resulting cells are lettered and tied to eight guidelines designed to improve relations
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between the two functional areas. The guidelines define the roles which R&D and marketing

must play in order to bring the knowledge and capabilities of R&D into line with the wants and

needs of the customer.

Moenaert and Souder (1990) investigated the importance of interpersonal

communication in the interface. The study found that extrafunctional information is welcome

during the planning stage of innovation, but is more critically reviewed later during the

development stage. The study proposes that face-to-face communication offers the best medium

for controlling differences in functional languages since it is quick, motivating, allows feedback

and continuous checking by the source and receiver.

Other Studies of R&D/Marketing Conflict

Gupta, Raj and Wilemon's research has been primarily in the area of general integration

issues. Their studies have led, however, to some interesting contributions in the area of conflict.

In their 1985 study of 167 small and medium-sized research-oriented firms, 109 marketing

managers and 107 R&D managers indicated that one of the top barriers to integration was

communications, i.e., not being able to agree on important issues. The frustration and

dissatisfaction felt over this conflict appears to be higher among marketing managers than R&D

managers.

Gupta, Raj and Wilemon (1986) developed a model for the general study of the

R&D/marketing interface. They present fourteen propositions. Proposition 9 encompasses

conflict's impact on integration of the two functional areas. It states (p. 12): "The more

harmonious R&D/marketing operating characteristics, the greater the degree of integration that

will be achieved." To paraphrase, the better managed the conflict between R&D/marketing

operating, the greater the degree of integration achieved. Managing conflict better includes
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involving both areas early in the new product development process, listening to each other's

points of view, discussing issues openly, and resolving conflicts at the lowest point in the

organization that is possible.

Gupta and Wilemon (1988) in a study of credibility of marketing information and

marketing managers state that "organizational practices help create and shape an organization's

climate" (p. 26). Six dimensions then define and measure the organizational practices. The first

of these is R&D/marketing operation characteristics, among which are the level of conflict

resolution and the manner in which resolution takes place. Based on a sample of R&D managers

from 80 high-technology firms, the results indicate that operating characteristics impact

R&D/marketing cooperation more significantly than any other dimension. Also the study

indicates that conflicts within the firm should be dealt with as soon as possible and at the lowest

possible level of the organization.

Ruekert and Walker (1987) explored integration issues in a study using three divisions of

a Fortune 500 industrial manufacturer. Looking at integration issues between marketing and

other functional areas of the firm, the study generated fourteen research hypotheses, four of

which center around conflict issues in interfimctional processes. The hypotheses suggest that: 1)

the level of conflict between marketing and other functional areas should rise as the level of

resource and work flows also rise; 2) perceived effectiveness of the interface should be

negatively correlated with the amount of conflict; 3) perceived effectiveness of the interface

should rise as conflicting personnel work out their differences among themselves; and 4) conflict

levels should rise as communication difficulty rises. Of these hypotheses, the data clearly

supported only number 4~communication difficulty is positively related to conflicts. Strong

positive correlations between conflict resolution mechanisms and effectiveness suggest.
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however, that when conflicts are worked out by those involved in the dispute effectiveness of the

interface is promoted.

Ruekert and Walker (1987) further explored conflict issues using the same three

divisions of a Fortune 500 industrial manufacturer. This study focused on the amount of conflict

between R&D and marketing, the structural mechanisms used for conflict reduction and

resolution, and the impact of conflict on the effectiveness of the interface. As value-added, the

authors related conflict issues to the strategic position of the firm, using Miles and Snow's

typology. The researchers generated five hypotheses: 1) conflict levels should be higher in

Prospector firms than in Defender firms (supported); 2) formalization should be higher in

Defender firms than Prospector firms (not supported); 3) Defenders should rely more on

hierarchical modes of conflict resolution than Prospectors (not supported); 4) Prospectors should

use avoidance, conciliatory and participative resolution mechanisms more than Defenders

(partially supported); 5) Prospector personnel should have less positive attitudes toward conflict

resolution than Defenders (supported); and 6) Prospectors' perceived effectiveness of interaction

should be lower than Defenders (not supported).

In addition to the questionnaire items analyzed, Ruekert and Walker (1987) discussed

open-ended questions about the kinds of conflict in the interface. Several interesting points were

made. First, both marketing and R&D agreed that conflict tends to flare up over relatively few

issues. Interestingly, the two groups found the issues to be very much the same ones: 1) a

difference in the value placed on customer orientation (marketing highly valuing customer

orientation, R&D not); 2) a lack of support for each other's needs; and 3) unclear new product

development goals, objectives and departmental responsibilities. The Ruekert and Walker

(1987) study represents an important step in the conflict literature by seeking to understand the
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relationship between conflict resolution and strategy. Like all studies it suffers from limitations,

in this case using only three SBUs within a single corporation and responses from only the

marketing side of the interfunctional dyad. Responses were solicited from both areas, but low

response numbers from the R&D personnel in Prospector units prohibited analysis.

Dyer and Song (1995) extend the work of Ruekert and Walker and others by

investigating conflict issues outside the American culture and by surveying both marketing and

R&D managers for their responses. The study, like the Ruekert and Walker (1987) study, looks

at the relationship between business strategy and conflict issues. The authors hypothesize that in

Japanese high-technology firms: 1) the perceived level of conflict between R&D and marketing

will be greater in Prospector firms than in Defender firms (supported); 2) integrative conflict

resolution modes will be used more by Prospectors than by Defenders (supported); 3) Defenders

will rely more on formalization between R&D and marketing than will Prospectors (not

supported); and 4) Defenders will rely more on hierarchical modes than will Prospectors (not

supported).

The two unsupported hypotheses prove to be veiy interesting. The results are

significant, but reversed. It appears that formalization and hierarchy are probably more often

used by Prospectors than Defenders for conflict handling in Japanese firms. It also appears that

this is true in American firms, as Ruekert and Walker (1987) found the same relationship in their

American sample. The original logic for the hypotheses stems from the description of the

"Administrative Problem" identified by Miles and Snow (1978). Yet, it appears that the response

of Prospectors to higher levels of conflict may be the use of a range of management methods,

including formalization and hierarchy.

The results of the other two hypotheses support conflict findings in other studies. This is
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of interest in that such support and the similarity of results on hypotheses three and four mirror

conflict research in the United States. Nothing in this study suggests major differences between

Japanese and American interface conflict problems.

Summary

Chapter Three has given an overview of the research done on conflict issues in the

R&D/marketing interface. William Souder has contributed greatly to the investigation of

conflict issues in the R&D/marketing interface and to the development of recommendations to

managers. Because of Souder's extensive work on interface issues we know some details of

appropriate conflict management prescriptions for the two functional areas (See Table 9). These

prescriptions include establishing trust, sensitivity in leadership, open communications, clear

decision making authority and independent budgeting for projects.

Also, Ruekert and Walker, Gupta, Raj and Wilemon and others have provided additional

empirically established guidelines for conflict management in the interface (See Table 10).

These guidelines include quick conflict resolution, settling conflict where it occurs, allowing

those involved to settle conflicts, formalization, and multiple resolution techniques. All of these

contributions have moved us closer to understanding interface conflict and being able to assist

business managers. Chapter Four will present: 1) a discussion of research needs in conflict and

the R&D/marketing interface; 2) a perceptual context model of organizational conflict; and 3)

hypotheses drawn from the literature.
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TABLE 9

Conflict Management Prescriptions (Researched by Souder)

CONFLICT MANAGEMENT

STRATEGY

EMPIRICAL SOURCE

Combine Nominal and Interactive Settings Souder, 1977

Establish Trust Souder, 1977

Select Leaders with Sensitivity Souder, 1977

Make Open Communications Everyone's
Responsibility

Souder, 1977

Engender Appreciation of Others Souder, 1980

Limit Interacting Groups to Less Than Seven
Members

Souder, 1980

Involve R&D and Marketing Early in Process Souder, 1980

Choose Highly Qualified Project Leaders Souder, 1980

Clearly Specify Decision Making Authority Souder, 1981

Independently Budget Innovation Projects Souder, 1987

Use Face-to-Face Communications Moenaert& Souder, 1990

TABLE 10

Conflict Management Prescriptions (Researchers Besides Souder)

CONFLICT MANAGEMENT

STRATEGY
EMPIRICAL SOURCE

Resolve Conflicts Quickly Gupta, Raj & Wilemon, 1988

Settle Conflicts as Low in the Organizational
Hierarchy as Possible

Gupta, Raj & Wilemon, 1986

Listen to What the Other Functional Area Has
to Say

Gupta, Raj & Wilemon, 1986

Allow Those in Conflict to Settle the Problem

Among Themselves
Ruekert & Walker, 1987

Formalize Goals, Objectives and Work
Responsibilities

Ruekert & Walker, 1987

Instill a Customer Orientation in Both Areas Ruekert & Walker, 1987

Teach Areas to be Supportive Ruekert & Walker, 1987

Be Flexible; Explore Multiple Resolution
Techniques

Dyer & Song, 1995
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CHAPTER 4

Research Hypotheses

True cooperation comes only after true conflict.

Harry Brittan
Saturn Corporation, 1993

Research Needs in Conflict

Every research area includes dimensions with strong positive results and those either not

explored or less well explored. For example, Chapter Three reviewed the strong positive results

in conflict research relative to the R&D/marketing area (See Tables 9 and 10, p. 53).

Researchers who carry on the conflict research tradition, however, assume not only the shared

responsibility to build on positive results but also to address those areas that have been relatively

overlooked. Several salient concerns in the area of conflict research in general and the

R&D/marketing interface in particular present themselves: 1) the modeling concern; 2) the

empirical testing concern; 3) the normative/descriptive issue; 4) the context concern; 5)

cooperative bias; and 6) the tools concern (Lewicki, Weiss & Lewin, 1992). These issues form

paramount directives for future research.

Models. As evidenced by the recent review article of Lewicki, Weiss and Lewin (1992),

the conflict research area enjoys a plethora of models-44 major models of conflict, negotiation,

and third party processes. In the conflict area alone, researchers have generated approximately a

dozen major models (Blake & Mouton, 1964, 1978; Filley, 1975; Likert & Likert, 1976; Pondy,

1967; Pruitt & Rubin, 1986; Rapoport, 1960; Ruble & Thomas, 1976; Sheppard, 1984; Thibaut

& Walker, 1975; Thomas, 1976; Walton, 1969). Thus, conflict research certainly does not need
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another model. This research responds to this evaluation of past and current conflict research by

building on a standard organizational behavior model with only minor modifications.

Empirical testing. Where rigor in the conflict area has led to multiple conceptual

models, rigor has not led to extensive empirical testing. For example, despite the dominance of

Pondy's (1967) model, no empirical testing of it has taken place (Pondy, 1992). Conflict

behavior styles, though originated by Blake and Mouton (1964) in a descriptive approach, form

an important exception to this lack of empirical testing. These styles have withstood substantial

empirical examination. Souder, too, has approached his exploratory work on conflict in the

R&D/marketing interface from a strong empirical position. This study will strengthen the

empirical side of conflict research by empirically studying the R&D/marketing interface using

constructs from empirically strong conflict handling research.

Normative/descriptive issue. Much of the research done in conflict has focused on a

normative approach or a descriptive approach (as shown in Table 3 of Chapter Two). This

focusing has resulted in a failure to maximize positive outcomes for both academics and business

managers. One can speculate that there is something of this problem in the gap that exists

between R&D/marketing research and the persistent problems found in the relationships of active

R&D and marketing units. The model used in this study incorporates both a descriptive

theoretical concept of the conflict process and a prescriptive concern for the practicalities of how

organizational conflict behaviors feedback to and affect conflict.

Context Bonoma (1976) stated: "In their long history of service, the concepts of power,

conflict, cooperation, and trust have generated much heat and even a little light in the social

disciplines." Part of Bonoma's apparent frustration stems from a long term research impetus to

develop context-free theories around the conflict constructs. He spoke out strongly against such
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a practice, observing that even our basic definitions of the constructs of power, conflict and

cooperation change with the context in which we view them. This study addresses the context

concern from two different perspectives by looking at group differences in strategic approach

and functional orientation.

Cooperative bias. Several biases exist within the conflict research area. This paper has

already presented the bias that has existed in past research (still does exist in organizations and

the population at large) toward negative outcomes from conflict (See Chapters land 2). A bias

toward cooperative approaches for effective conflict resolution also affects the research area.

This bias began with the initial work of Blake and Mouton (1964). Their managerial grid

prescribes specifically to practitioners that cooperative behaviors work best in resolving conflict.

Those researchers following Blake and Mouton reinforced the perspective by adopting the grid

wholesale or in a modified fashion (Pruitt & Rubin, 1986; Rahim & Bonoma, 1979; Ruble &

Thomas, 1976). In point of fact, there is no empirical basis for claiming this. There is good

logical reason to believe that cooperative behaviors work best in some circumstances and

competitive ones work best in others. We will have to await empirical outcomes to have any

assurance.

Social desirability compounds the issue. Thomas and Kilmann (1975) examined the

social desirability of the five conflict handling styles and found that respondents ranked the

styles from most desirable to least in this fashion: 1) integrating; 2) compromising; 3)

accommodating; 4) forcing; and 5) avoiding. Social desirability comes into play in particular

where an individual must assess his or her own conflict behavior. Human nature dictates that we

all tend to believe we are in the right when we disagree. Also, there is reason to question

whether individuals clearly see the immediate effect of what has become habitual. This study
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of the cooperative bias issue by asking members of R&D and marketing to answer questions

about the conflict handling behavior of others rather than themselves.

Tools. A review of the conflict research in the R&D/marketing interface reveals

substantial information that could be shared with practitioners. Yet, the transfer of information

in such a way as to change conflict problems in the interface has not occurred. Souder has

bemoaned the fact that the discipline is not diffusing the understanding and knowledge that we

have gained to the practitioners who so sorely need it. After many years of interface research

Souder (1988, p. 19) states;

Far too little is known about what constitutes real disharmony,
the distinctions between professional disagreement and
disharmony, how to alter the institutionalized roles between
R&D and Marketing and how to implement new team
approaches between R&D and Marketing personnel.

This is of concern since conflict is so prevalent. For example, nearly two-thirds of the 289

projects (56 consumer/industrial product firms) in Souder's 1988 study experienced

R&D/marketing disharmony.

Failure of companies to overcome the conflict problems between R&D and marketing

stems from practitioners not having the "tools" they need to change their organizations. This

lack of tools arises in large part from the normative/descriptive issue. Researchers, in not

combining the two in their conceptualizations, have created a gap. While findings clearly

indicate a laundiy list of "what" practitioners need~e.g., trust, local control of conflict resolution,

and multiple confliet resolution techniques-they are silent on "how" the organization might

accomplish the laundry list. This study addresses the tools concern by researching the behaviors

actually used in conflict, providing a step toward the "how" for practitioners.
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A Perceptual/Context Model of Conflict

Bonoma (1976) focused attention on context in conflict research by comparing conflict,

cooperation, and trust. Under three different power systems the key dimensions of each of these

constructs changed dramatically. Katz and Kahn (1978) posed that context factors outweighed

individual pre-dispositions as predictors of conflict situations. The organizational behavior

literature supports the idea that organizational context strongly influences conflict (Barclay,

1991). Morton Deutsch (1980) even reaches back to 1929 to point out that Mailer's dissertation

concluded that environmental factors mold conflict. Yet, conflict research has done little with

these insights.

In 1976, Kenneth Thomas wrote the conflict management chapter for the classic The

Handbook ofIndustrial and Organizational Psychology. Thomas's definition brought to conflict

research a perspective underemphasized by the field-that of perception's role in the conflict

process. The model presented here combines this emphasis on perception with the critical

influence of context, addressing context via two avenues (See Figure 9). First, the study deals

with a very specific structural environment-the R&D/marketing interface. Second, the study

looks at strategic choice in new product development, using the Miles and Snow (1978)

typology. This provides the opportunity to gain more insight into the nature of conflict and

conflict behavior from one context to another.

Research Questions

The current study builds on the previous research in the R&D/marketing interface by

addressing three critical needs: 1) organizations' need to know something about actual conflict

behaviors in the interface; 2) organizations' need to begin to think in terms of managing their
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conflict to engender constructive results; and 3) organizations' need to think in terms of whether

conflict behaviors may differ appropriately from situation to situation.

Organizations need to know something about actual conflict behaviors in the intBrface.

Conflict studies in the R&D/marketing interface have generally operated at a more global level in

their conceptualizations. It is critical to recognize that conflict behaviors provide the mechanism

for conflict and its management—but also become the building blocks of future conflict. As

suggested by Simmel (1905), conflict behaviors become institutionalized, thereby contributing

heavily to the positive or negative relationships between groups.

Organizations must begin to think in terms of managing conflict to engender constructive

results. That is, managers need to know how to productively manage conflict. As pointed out in

Chapter Two, the managers questioned by Thomas and Schmidt spent as much as a fourth of

their time handling conflict (Rahim, 1986). Conflict management looms large for the

organization. Also, from the point of view of the academic, if we desire to establish the veracity

of the new conflict paradigm—that conflict can result in positive outcomes—then we must include

this concept in our research questions. Tjosvold (1989) has promoted this idea strongly within

the organizational behavior area. This practitioner-oriented approach shapes itself well to the

"bottom-line" perspective of R&D and marketing.

Finally, organizations need to think in terms of how conflict behaviors may differ from

situation to situation. For example, how might the same conflict behavior result in a positive

outcome in one case and a negative one in another. Certainly, a wide range of situational

differences exist within and between companies as they deal with conflict on a daily basis. The

findings of Souder (1977) echo this need for considering carefully the settings in which conflict

behaviors take place. He found that both "nominal" and "interacting" settings have their
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strengths and weaknesses. Unfortunately, interfunctional conflict management research since the

1977 Souder study has generally looked at the conflict management process without considering

setting, i.e., assuming all settings to be the same. Souder's early research, however, and that of

Tjosvold (1991) present a solid foundation for pursuing the importance of organizational setting

in conflict research.

A good beginning at gaining an understanding of situational differences would be an

examination of firms pursuing different business strategies. One of the most researched

typologies of business strategies is that of Miles and Snow (1978), identifying four strategic

types—Prospectors, Analyzers, Defenders, and Reactors. This typology allows exploration of

conflict behaviors in firms that proactively seek new markets and new products, as well as those

focusing on a narrower range of markets, products and technology.

Research Hypotheses

Conflict and Strategy. Miles and Snow introduced a strategic typology in 1978 in which

the strategies pursued by business firms are defined by three problems which organizations must

solve as they adapt to their environments: 1) the Entrepreneurial Problem; 2) the Engineering

Problem; and 3) the Administrative Problem. The Entrepreneurial Problem deals with defining

the domain and product markets that a company will pursue. The Engineering Problem deals

with the technology, both physical and human, for production and distribution that companies

must manage. The Administrative Problem deals with the trade off that the company must make

between future innovations and sorely needed stability of structure and process within the firm.

The acting out of these three processes results, according to Miles and Snow, in four

strategic types. Prospectors, Analyzers, Defenders and Reactors. The typology describes

Prospectors as those companies aggressively pursuing multiple product markets, i.e., exploring a
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broad domain. It describes Defenders as those companies steadfastly pursuing a limited and

stable number of products, i.e., exploring a narrow domain. The Analyzer, then, falls between

the Prospector and Defender by choosing to pursue one stable domain and one changing domain,

i.e., a broader market where that most benefits the firm and a narrow market where that most

benefits the firm. Reactors, on the other hand, pursue no proactive strategy at all. Instead, they

react to market changes at the last minute. In point of fact. Reactors form a group of companies

that are actually a-strategic.

Miles and Snow's (1978) typology has been used in both management and marketing

research studies to study strategic choice. The typology's particular applicability to conflict

studies rests in the clear explication of conflict management provided for each of the strategic

types. Miles and Snow (1978) define conflict behavior as part of the Administrative Problem

that firms face. The Prospector, due to its decentralized nature, must make special efforts to deal

with its complex subunit relationships. Miles and Snow suggest that simple mechanisms often

do not work well enough to meet the Prospector's needs. Compared to the Defender, conflict in

the Prospector tends to be "diffused and varied" (p. 64), because so many individuals and groups

seek to generate ideas that disagreements often occur. Multiple domains also necessitate a more

horizontal structure in Prospectors to cope with the inherent changes taking place—to provide the

flexibility needed. This horizontal structure steps outside of normal hierarchical management

and produces a more problem-oriented, cross-functional firm—one which must deal with very

complex conflict situations.

Miles and Snow (1978) contend that conflict levels between subunits within a firm may

be affected by the strategy which the business is pursuing. Ruekert and Walker (1987) confirm

this conclusion, stating that the differences in conflict level arise due to different levels of

Page 63



complexity faced by firms pursuing different strategies and due to the different organizational

structures created in response to the strategic choice made by the firm. Because the Prospector

aggressively seeks a broad and changing domain, a high level of uncertainty and complexity exist

within the organization. The stable, narrow domain of the Defender leads to a low level of

uncertainty and complexity.

Communication styles, however, may balance the effect of environmental uncertainty

and complexity. Prospectors must communicate frequently on many routine, as well as

non-routine interactions~and they must communicate laterally. This leads to a greater need for

and understanding of other functional units. Defenders carry out their work sequentially and

vertically, making interfunctional exchange less frequent and consequently with less concern for

the other functional area in a given dyad. This leads to a disregard for interpersonal skills.

Virtually all conflict researchers cite good communication skills among the most critical to

managing conflict (Souder, 1988). Because the importance of good communication is so great in

conflict situations, we expect that:

H,: In conflict situations between R&D and marketing. Defenders will have a
higher perceived level of conflict than Prospectors.

Based on the Miles and Snow (1978) description of the administrative task, several

conjectures can be made about how conflict management styles might relate to strategic types.

Five conflict behavior styles have been identified and commonly used in the literature on

conflict; accommodating, compromising, integrating, avoiding, and forcing (Blake & Mouton,

1964; Rahim, 1983; Thomas & Kilmann, 1978) (See Chapter Two, pp. 31-33). Of the five

conflict management styles, avoiding and forcing only involve input from one group, while the

remaining three styles demand interaction of two groups, i.e., these styles translate into three

levels of attempted cooperation and two of non-cooperation. The cooperative conflict behavior
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styles maximize information exchange, suiting them to complex conflict behavior situations.

Prospectors routinely must handle complex conflict behavior situations and have developed

interfunctional communication skills. Therefore we hypothesize that:

Hj: In conflict situations between R&D and marketing. Prospectors will use
accommodating, compromising, and integrating conflict behaviors more
than Defenders.

An emphasis on hierarchical authority strongly influences the conflict processes of

Defenders. Because subunit interdependencies are stable and repetitive for Defenders, simple

structural forms of coordination suffice to handle conflict~for example, standardization,

formalization and hierarchical authority. Simple, often sequential, subunit interdependence

reduces communications between subunits and also reduces the need for nonroutine decision

making. Thus, decision making is often non-participative and quick in order to promote

efficiency. The conflict behavior styles that minimize information exchange and promote

efficiency are the forcing and avoiding styles. Each eliminates a need for communication and

joint process, thus reducing time and effort. Thus, we pose that:

Hj: In conflict situations between R&D and marketing. Defenders will use forcing
and avoiding conflict behaviors more than Prospectors.

Organizational structure also plays a part in conflict behavior (Rahim, 1985; Rahim &

Bonoma, 1979). The most commonly used structural component to manage conflict behaviors in

organizations is formalization (McCann & Galbraith, 1981). Centralization, or the use of

hierarchical structure in managing conflict behaviors, also plays a role in most organizations.

Miles and Snow (1978, pp. 44) unequivocally state: 1) "Defenders develop a relatively high

degree of formalization"; and 2) for the Defender "the solution to the administrative problem

must provide management with the ability to control all organizational operations centrally."

Likewise they indicate that Prospectors develop low structural formalization and develop

de-centralized structures.
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Based on the prescription provided by Miles and Snow (1978), Ruekert and Walker

(1987b) and Dyer and Song (1995), predicted that structural conflict management factors such as

formalization and use of hierarchy would be relied on more by Defenders than Prospectors.

These researchers found, counter to expectations, that Prospectors relied more on formalization

and hierarchy than did Defenders. This suggests that Prospectors, faced with complexity and

more adept at communication skills, must use formalization to maintain some semblance of

order. It also suggests that with multiple, complex interactions. Prospectors must use vertical as

well as horizontal structure to handle conflict situations. Finally, it mirrors Miles and Snow's

point that the complexity of the Prospector demands efforts beyond the norm to manage conflict

behaviors. Therefore, given previous research findings and given the communication needs of

Prospectors, this study proposes that:

H4 In conflict situations between R&D and marketing. Prospectors will rely on
formalization more than Defenders.

Hj: In conflict situations between R&D and marketing. Prospectors will rely on
hierarchy more than Defenders.

The internal environment of all firms results in conflict behavior habits. Coser (1956), in

proposition thirteen, explains that conflict behaviors help establish a conflict relationship

between antagonists that becomes institutionalized. This means that the nature of conflict

behaviors historically used in the firm establishes regulations and norms by which the conflict

behavior of organizational members will be guided (Simmel, 1903).

Miles and Snow (1978) contend that the relative complexity and simplicity of the

internal environment of Prospectors and Defenders likewise results in different conflict behavior

habits. This study also contends that organizational members must develop an awareness to

these differences of conflict behavior habits. Members of Prospector firms know that they must

work with "short, horizontal feedback loops," while members of Defender firms know that they
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must work with "long-looped vertical infomation" (Miles &. Snow, 1978, pp. 63, 44). This,

coupled with the non-routine, interactive tasks of the Prospector and the routine, functionally

discreet tasks of the Defender, suggests that:

Hgt In conflict situations between R&D and marketing. Prospectors will use
interpersonal conflict behavior styles more than structural mechanisms.

H,: In conflict situations between R&D and marketing. Defenders will use structural
mechanisms more than interpersonal conflict behavior styles.

Constructiveness of ConJlicL The current paradigm in conflict research holds that

conflict can generate both positive and negative results. Organizations cannot eliminate conflict

and, according to the paradigm, should not want to. They stand best to gain by fostering a

productive outcome from conflict. Barker, Tjosvold and Andrews (1988) developed a scale to

measure what they call the constructiveness of conflict. This scale assesses whether conflict has

made the individual work harder, feel energized, and believe that positive change has taken

place.

It would be logical to assume that conflict behavior styles may have varying relationships

to the constructiveness of conflict. For instance, Thomas and Kilmann (1975) found that conflict

behavior styles have a distinct social desirability ranking. The ranking in descending order is

integrating, compromising, accommodating, forcing and avoiding. Based on this ranking, people

respond more favorably to the cooperative conflict behavior styles than the non-cooperative (or

self concerned) conflict behavior styles. In examining interdepartmental conflict, Lawrence and

Lorsch (1967) also found that the more collaborative styles of conflict behavior produced

positive, functional results. Burke (1970) affirms this. Tjosvold (1982) found avoiding to be

associated with negative outcomes. Therefore, we believe that:

Hg: In conflict situations between R&D and marketing, a positive association will be
found between integrating, compromising, and accommodating conflict behavior
styles and the constructiveness of conflict.
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H,: In conflict situations between R&D and marketing, a negative association will be
found between forcing and avoiding conflict behavior styles and the
constructiveness of conflict.

Positive or functional outcomes from conflict serve a number of purposes within

organizations. Simmel (1903) would probably have contended that the most obvious purpose,

from the point of view of the sociology of business firms, is establishing the identity and

boundaries of work groups created by division of labor. Secondly, perhaps, he might have

contended that another important purpose is to release tension within organizations—thereby

allowing groups to survive differences over time. Today's business managers probably would

ask for something more immediate like an improvement in the bottom line. Souder's work speaks

strongly to the relationship that exists between negative conflict situations and new product

success. Also, Barker, Tjosvold and Andrews (1988) found with an engineering group in Canada

that positive outcomes of conflict correlate with new product project success. Thus, we propose

that:

H|o: In conflict situations between R&D and marketing, a positive association will be
found between the constructiveness of conflict and new product development
success.

Researchers in conflict have generally recognized the importance of a moderate level of

conflict for some time (Pondy, 1967; Rahim & Sonoma, 1979; Robbins, 1974). They know that

too little conflict within an organization leads to stagnation and an inability to adapt to a rapidly

changing business environment (Robbins, 1974). On the other hand, they acknowledge that too

much conflict also has negative consequences, as well evidenced in the R&D/marketing interface

by the work of Souder. Lewicki, Weiss and Lewin (1992) point out, however, little evidence of

the inverted-U relationship of conflict to performance (See Figure 6, p. 12), exists in empirical

form. Given that the inverted-U relationship forms one of the basic, underlying assumptions of

Page 68



today s conflict research and wanting to provide additional empirical data to clarify this point, we

hypothesize that:

H,,: In conflict situations between R&D and marketing, constructiveness of conflict
will be associated with moderate levels of conflict.

Summary

Chapter Four has tendered a review of the needs of the conflict research area at present.

These needs include concerns about modeling, empirical research, the normative versus

descriptive issue, context, cooperation bias and the absence of "how" practitioners can achieve

the "what" that researchers have prescribed. A case has been made for how this study will

address each of these concerns. A perceptual context model has provided a general framework

for asking some preliminary research questions. Finally, the chapter offered hypotheses dealing

with expected relationships as suggested by the literature.
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CHAPTER 5

Methodology

Introduction

Chapter 5 will present the research methodology for this study. First the chapter will

present a summary of the hypotheses introduced in Chapter 4. Next it will cover the reasoning

behind the selection of the research setting and the instrument development. These sections will

be followed by a presentation of the measurement scales used. The chapter ends with a plan for

the analysis of the data.

Discussion of Research Hypotheses

Substantial research in the R&D/marketing interface since the middle of the 1970s has

alerted managers to the problems that new product development can encounter as a result of

poorly managed relations between these two functional areas. Yet, having said that highly

conflictful relationships in the interface can damage new product productivity, researchers have

provided few prescriptions for how to create an organization that has a healthy "conflict

quotient." Most experts agree that conflict will not go away, and that conflict has positive as

well as negative ramifications for organizations. The issue now is how to help managers manage

conflict successfully.

In moving toward helping managers with this problem, this study looks at two very key

parts of conflict within the organization—conflict handling mechanisms and the strategy driving

new product development. Firms do not often completely remake themselves. They tend for

long periods of time to follow a certain type of strategy. That strategy impacts on relationships.

Those relationships are shaped by various factors, among them behaviors and firm structure.
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Levels of conflict might vary depending on strategic type, as might the behavioral and structural

methods of handling conflict used when it arises. Managers would benefit from knowing what

conflict behaviors are associated with certain strategies. This would provide a baseline for

managers to recognize the behaviors that are more prevalent in their organizations when

following a given new product strategy. Likewise, understanding the relationship between those

conflict behaviors and positive outcomes in new product development would benefit the manager

in developing an effective new product development process.

Strategy and Conflict. Miles and Snow (1978) present two pure strategic types.

Prospectors and Defenders (Hambrick, 1982). In essence these strategic positions are the

equivalent of aggressive versus non-aggressive new product development. The Prospector,

because of its multiple product lines and decentralized nature, must make special efforts to deal

with its complex subunit relationships. Compared to the Defender, conflict in the Prospector

tends to be spread around the organization, because so many individuals and groups seek to

generate ideas that disagreements often occur. Simple mechanisms to handle conflict fail to meet

the substantial needs of the Prospector (Miles & Snow, 1978), but necessity forces the Prospector

to develop superior communication skills to compensate.

The Defender, on the other hand, has low levels of uncertainty (routine interactions) and

has structural conflict mechanisms (formalization and centralization) built into the firm. These

native characteristics help to automatically control conflict. In fact, the need for handling

conflict situations is inherently reduced within Defender firms. Counterbalancing the natural

conflict managing mechanisms, however, is the breakdown of communication skills in Defender

companies. Because of non-lateral management Defenders do not see the need of
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well-developed communication skills and, therefore, tend not to develop these skills within their

organizations. The above concerns led to the predictions stated in Chapter 4:

H,: In conflict situations between R&D and marketing. Defenders will have a
higher perceived level of conflict than Prospectors.

Hji In conflict situations between R&D and marketing. Prospectors will use
accommodating, compromising, and integrating conflict behaviors more
than Defenders.

H3: In conflict situations between R&D and marketing. Defenders will use forcing
and avoiding conflict behaviors more than Prospectors.

H4 In conflict situations between R&D and marketing. Prospectors will rely on
formalization more than Defenders.

Hj: In conflict situations between R&D and marketing. Prospectors will rely on
centralization more than Defenders.

Hg. In conflict situations between R&D and marketing. Prospectors will use
behavioral conflict handling methods more than structural mechanisms.

H,. In conflict situations between R&D and marketing. Defenders will use structural
mechanisms more than behavioral methods.

Constructive Conflict. Although past research has alerted firms to the problems that

new product development can encounter as a result of destructive conflict relationships, little has

been done to learn more about achieving positive outcomes of conflict. Also, little research has

been done to relate actual conflict handling behaviors to the constructiveness of conflict in the

new product development process. Effective managers need to assess the conflict behaviors that

are more prevalent in their organizations and determine whether these behaviors promote a

healthy new product development process. Likewise, managers need to know that there is a link

between constructive conflict and new product success. Affirmation of this link would indicate

that managers need to understand constructive conflict outcomes, how to engender the behaviors
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that will create these outcomes, and how using certain conflict behaviors within the firm can lead

to a more effective new product development process.

Barker, Tjosvold, and Andrews (1988) have developed an initial constructive conflict

instrument. This instrument simply measures the level of constructive outcomes resulting from

conflict within the organization. The relationship between conflict behaviors and constructive

conflict is suggested by a number of broader organizational studies, as well as by specific

conflict behavior research ( Lawrence & Lorsch, 1967; Thomas & Kilmann, 1975; Tjosvold,

1982). Thus, based on the reviewed literature Chapter 4 predicted the following relative to

constructive conflict:

Hg: In conflict situations between R&D and marketing, a positive association will be
found between integrating conflict handling behaviors and constructive conflict.

H,: In conflict situations between R&D and marketing, a negative association will be
found between forcing and avoiding conflict behavior styles and
constructive conflict.

H.o: In conflict situations between R&D and marketing, a positive association will be
found between the constructive conflict and new product development
success.

H,,: In conflict situations between R&D and marketing, constructive conflict
will be associated with moderate levels of conflict.

Research Environment

The setting chosen for this study is the new product development process in highly

competitive firms. Specifically, the research is carried out in the interface between R&D and

marketing (in the new product development process) by surveying marketing and R&D managers

in the electronic industries. The chief variables of interest in the study deal with organizational

conflict.
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The interface between R&D and marketing provides a logical place to research conflict

in new product development (Souder, 1987). The interface by its very nature engenders conflict.

This is so because the new product development process spans functional areas, is driven by

intense competition with other companies in the industry, and inherently means adaptation and

change as new products are developed. The effects of a volatile internal environment on

organizational conflict were reviewed in Chapter 3.

Volatility affecting organizational conflict can also arise from the external environment.

Lawrence and Lorsch (1967) and Miles and Snow (1978) carried out extensive organizational

studies in multiple industries. These studies showed a key component of conflict to be

uncertainty brought about by highly volatile business environments. Both teams of researchers

found that conflict and conflict handling in such environments positively or negatively impact the

organization depending on personnel behaviors. Rahim (1986) states that under ordinary

business circumstances managers may spend as much as 25 percent of their time handling

conflict. Thus, managers in volatile industries would likely have a greater conflict managing

dilemma than managers in more stable industries.

Selecting the R&D and marketing interface in the electronic industries for the setting of

the study provides both a volatile internal and external environment. This benefits the study in

several ways. First, the volatility of the environment fosters conflict, providing the appropriate

climate for conflict research. Next, the volatile nature of the environment also creates an

imperative for managers to participate, because of their greater need in handling conflict within

their firms. The use of R&D and marketing managers provides personnel who are

knowledgeable about the new product development process and view themselves as performing a

representative role for their respective functional areas.
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The selected research setting had one potential drawback. Although a volatile business

environment provides an excellent place to do conflict research, it also means that managers in

highly competitive industries are more likely to be over-surveyed, more likely to have time

constraints that prevent participation, and more likely to fear data integrity because of highly

proprietary new product development information.

Instrument Development

Pretest. Information from previous research was used to construct a first draft of the

questionnaire to be used in the study (information on the measures used is presented later in the

chapter). The questionnaires were pretested to verify the following:

1. that the average respondent could readily understand the questions;
2. that the constructs being measured would allow the resulting data to answer the

research questions;

3. that the format aided the respondent in answering the questions;

4. that the questionnaire had adequately dealt with order bias and double-barreled
questions;

5. that the instructions were clear;

6. that all important questions had been asked;

7. that questions were relevant;

8. that respondents could answer the questions asked;

9. that the time needed to fill out the questionnaire was within reasonable limits
and could be quantified.

116 marketing and R&D/engineering personnel from seven firms participated in

pretesting the initial instrument. These firms represented the following industries: chemicals,

fiber, medical supplies, metal production, consumer electronics, utilities, and clothing

manufacture. Because the pretest used established and well-validated scales, initial focus groups
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and pretesting to develop the scale items were not necessaiy. Instead, company personnel filled

out an initial questionnaire and wrote down their reactions to the survey. These responses were

carefully analyzed for information to assist in necessary revisions for the final questionnaire.

To confirm the applicability of the established scales to this particular study, four of the

seven firms were asked to participate in focus groups with the researcher. These four focus

groups were held (averaging 8 company participants each) at four different company

headquarters and were 45 to 90 minutes long. At these meetings company personnel answered

the questionnaires and afterwards discussed the questionnaire in a loosely structured format.

Participants were encouraged to express their reactions to the questionnaire format and content.

Several direct questions were also asked, covering survey content (constructs), format,

instructional clarity, item clarity, relevance, and time needed to complete the survey.

The pretest indicated that there were some adjustments needed on the survey. Several of

the items used to measure constructs were found to have language that was "too academic."

Suggestions were requested for improvement of the final questionnaire. Also, focus group

participants uniformly agreed that confidentiality was a critical issue due to the sensitive nature

of the questions being asked. Several additional questions on conflict were suggested by the

participants. Overall, however, the subjects felt that the instructions were clear and the questions

asked were clear, relevant, and comprehensive. Subjects were timed while they answered the

survey and were found to use an average of 25 minutes to complete it. When asked about the

length of the questionnaire, focus group participants found it substantial, but not too long if the

companies participating would gain meaningful feedback from the study.

Additionally, factor analyses and coefficient alphas were run on the scales constructed

for the pretest questionnaire. Initial analysis of the pretest questionnaire scales indicated that all
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scales were substantially over .70 (exceeding the minimum level cited by Nunnally, 1978) with

the exception of the avoiding and forcing scales for conflict behaviors. Consequently, six

additional items of "equal kind and quality" were added to the avoiding and forcing scales in the

final survey (Kerlinger, 1986). Initial factor analysis of the pretest survey substantiated the

predicted item relationships and, thus, the validity of the previously used scales.

Based on the pretest, the pretest questionnaires gathered appropriate data to meet the

study's research goals. Data gathered for the pretest were not used for the dissertation analyses.

Final Instrument. The Dillman Total Design Method (TDM) was used for the

development of the final instrument (See Appendix 1 for the complete instrument). The survey,

once pretested and revised, was made into a twelve-page, reduced (7" x 8.5") booklet. The

administration of the final survey also followed Dillman's TDM. Four mailings were carried out.

The first mailing packet contained a letter to the marketing director of the company (or in some

instances to the CEO or another manager of the company, based on recommendations provided

during phone contact with the company), two surveys, and two postage paid pre-addressed return

envelopes. The company contact was asked to fill out one questionnaire and pass the other one

to his/her counterpart in R&D/engineering or to direct the surveys to the appropriate people

within their organization. Either personnel, R&D/engineering or marketing, were considered

able to intelligently answer questions on conflict between their two areas in the new product

development process. A follow-up letter was mailed one week after the initial packet was sent.

This was followed two weeks later with a second packet containing a reminder letter and two

additional surveys with return envelopes. A third mailing, a general reminder letter urging

respondents to complete the surveys, followed three weeks later (See Appendices 2-5 for sample

letters).
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Sample Selection

The prospective participants in this study were identified through the Electronic

Industries Association's (hereafter El A) 1994 Trade Directory and Membership List (May

edition). The participants needed to be currently employed in either the R&D/engineering or

marketing departments of firms in the electronic industries. The key criteria for inclusion of a

company were : 1) U.S. based production; 2) production of physical goods; 3)

departmentalization of the marketing and R&D functions; and 4) marketing and

R&D/engineering departments that work closely together. Thus, the following companies and

their personnel were eliminated from the prospective participant list:

1. Companies having fewer than 30 employees

2. Service companies

3. Software platform producers

4. Distributors

5. Foreign manufacturers

6. Consulting firms

7. Market research firms

Using the above criteria 800 companies and their employees were identified as possible

prospects from the EIA membership listing. Firms providing sufficient information in their

listing to ostensibly meet the criteria were not contacted. Those with obviously insufficient

information, a total of 631 companies, were contacted by phone to verify address, location of

manufacturing, existence of both a marketing and R&D/engineering department., and the name

of their marketing director as the contact person for the study. Adjusted for company mortality,

personnel attrition, incorrect or unusable addresses, and subsequent failure to meet study criteria
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the final sample frame included personnel from 727 eligible companies in the electronic

industries.

The electronic industries comprise those organizations that manufacture, design (or

develop), and/or assemble electronic equipment, systems, or components. The Electronic

Industries Association (ElA) organization was originally chartered as the Radio Manufacturers

Association in 1924. The organization assumed its current title in 1957. As stated by the

organization, EIA seeks to enhance public awareness of the electronics industry, to provide a

liaison between industry and government, to develop and disseminate technical standards, to

collect a variety of marketing data, to collect and disseminate information to the industry, to

lobby for industry interests, to promote the use of electronic teaching aids, and in general to

enhance competitiveness within the electronic industries. EIA represents ten administrative

groups including four manufacturing groups—the electronics information group, the components

group, the industrial electronics group, and the consumer electronics group. The study's sample

is drawn from these four manufacturing groups.

A more commonly used classification of firms is provided by the U.S. Government in the

form of Standard Industrial Classification (SIC) numbers in the Standard Industrial

Classification Manual (1987). The electronic industries represent ten possible different SIC

codes as assigned by the U.S. government. The SIC classifications for the electronics industry

are:

1. Electric transmission and distribution equipment (SIC 361)

2. Electric lighting and wiring equipment (SIC 364)

3. Household audio/video equipment and audio recordings (SIC 365)

4. Electronic components and accessories (SIC 367)
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5. Industrial/commercial machinery and computer equipment (SIC Major Group
35)

6. Electrical industrial apparatus (SIC 362)

7. Household appliances (SIC 363)

8. Instrumentation (SIC Major Group 38)

9. Telecommunications equipment (SIC 366)

10. Miscellaneous machinery, equipment, and supplies (batteries, recording
equipment, electrical equipment for internal combustion engines, magnetic and
optical recording media) (SIC 369)

In order to define the respondents participating in the study (given that there is no

demographics section to the survey), each respondent was asked to indicate the primary business

their firm pursues by choosing one of the ten SIC descriptions listed above. The resulting profile

of the study respondents is provided in Chapter 6.

Measurement Scales

This section presents the twelve measurement scales used in this research to study the

constructs of interest. All twelve scales have been validated in previous research studies. All

questions administered in the study questionnaire were answered on a 1 to 7 scale, with 1 being

"strongly disagree" and 7 being "strongly agree." The ensuing discussions of the scales follow

their order in the survey instrument.

Conflict Levels. In order to work with conflict issues it is necessaiy to establish that

conflict exists within the organization. Many researchers have used conflict measurements in a

variety of educational, psychological, and organizational research settings. The measures used in

this study come from the market orientation study by Jaworski and Kohli (1993) and the Ruekert

and Walker (1987) study of a single Fortune 500 company's business strategy. These particular

measures were chosen because each of these studies deals with organizational conflict and
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specifically interdepartmental conflict. The Ruekert and Walker (1987) study dealt specifically

with conflicts arising in the interface between R&D and marketing units (See Table 11).

Conflict Handling Behavior, The quantitative measurement of conflict handling

behavior in organizations dates back to the early 1960s. In particular the work of Blake and

Mouton (1964) has strongly influenced the measurement of behavioral constructs. Virtually all

current measurements are based on the trade-off between interest in self and others as described

by Blake and Mouton (1964), Thomas and Kilmann (1974), and Rahim (1983). This study uses

the five scales developed and refined by Rahim in his organizational inventory of conflict

behaviors. These scales measure integrating behavior, accommodating behavior, compromising

behavior, avoiding behavior, and forcing behavior (See Tables 12 through 16). In reality, these

scales measure three behavioral orientations: 1) varying levels of integrating behavior; 2)

avoiding behavior; and 3) forcing behavior.

Constructive Conflict. The idea of positive conflict has floated in and out of the conflict

paradigm over the last century. Currently, the conflict research paradigm holds that there can be

either positive or negative outcomes from conflict situations as demonstrated by the model of

conflict presented earlier. Although there can be a variety of both positive and negative

outcomes to conflict, one positive outcome of conflict is the constructive results it can have for

those participating in the conflict. This particular positive outcome should have meaning for

organizations because of its practical utility. In this study, constructive conflict was measured

using a scale developed by Barker, Tjosvold, and Andrews (1988) for a study evaluating

cooperation and conflict among engineers in a single matrix organization (See Table 17). The

scale looks at task outcomes and emotional outcomes as a result of conflict taking place in

crossfunctional project management.
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TABLE 12

Construct Framework: Integrating Behavior

Measure Used

Integrating:

Try to bring all issues into the open in order to
resolve them in the best way.

Encourage others to express their feelings and
views fully.

Tiy to investigate an issue in order to find a
solution agreeable to us both.

Work hard to thoroughly, jointly learn about
the issues.

Try to present a single position as only one of
many possible points of view.

Exchange complete and accurate information
in order to help solve problems.

Openly share concerns and issues.

Source

Rahim 1983

Selected Cites

Pozner 1986; Pearce
1987; Zerbe 1987;
Barker 1988; Vandevli
1990; Sitkin 1993

TABLE 13

Construct Framework: Accommodating Behavior

Measure Used Source Selected Cites

Accommodating:

Do all we can do to achieve harmony.

Go along with the suggestions of others.

Rahim, 1983 Pozner 1986; Pearce
1987; Zerbe 1987;
Barker 1988;
Vandevli 1990; Sitkin
1993

Try to satisfy the expectations of others.

Try to help others not "lose face" when there is a
disagreement.

Try to meet each others' schedules whenever we
can.
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TABLE 14

Construct Framework: Compromising Behavior

Source Cite

Compromising: Rahim, 1983 Pozner 1986; Pearce

Stress the importance of "give and take."
1987; Zerbe 1987;
Barker 1988;

Look for middle ground to resolve disagreements.
Vandevli 1990;
Sitkin 1993

Negotiate to achieve goals

Arrive at compromises that both areas can accept.

Propose compromises in order to end deadlocks.

Go the "extra mile" to get along with each other.

TABLE 15

Construct Framework: Avoiding Behavior

Measure Used Source Selected Cites

Avoiding:

Try to keep differences of opinion quiet.

Avoid openly discussing disputed issues.

Try not to get mixed up in conflict.

Try to keep anger and frustration from being expressed.

Believe it is better to keep feelings to ourselves rather
than create hard feelings.

Smooth over conflicts by trying to ignore them.

Look for ways to bypass unpleasant exchanges.

Avoid being put "on the spot" by keeping conflict to
ourselves.

Tiy to stay away from agreements.

Rahim, 1983 Pozner 1986;
Pearce 1987; Zerbe
1987; Barker 1988;
Vandevli 1990;
Sitkin 1993
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TABLE 16

Construct Framework: Forcing Behavior

Measure Used Source Selected Cites

Forcing:

Try to put a single area's needs first.

Stick to initial positions to get each other to compromise.

Tenaciously argue the merit of initial positions when
disagreements occur.

Want the other to make concessions, but don't want to
make concessions ourselves.

Look for faults in each other's initial positions.

Treat issues in conflict as a win-lose contest.

njoy winning an argument.

Overstate the needs and positions in order to get our way.

Are firm in pursuing one side of an issue.

Rahim, 1983 Pozner 1986; Pearce
1987; Zerbe 1987;
Barker 1988;
Vandevli 1990;
Sitkin 1993

TABLE 17

Construct Framework: Constructive Conflict

Measure Used Source Selected CitCNS

Work harder because of the conflicts that we have.

See constructive changes occur on projects because of
conflicts.

Know each other better because of the way eonflicts are
handled.

Are more sensitive to one another because of the way that
conflicts are handled.

Feel energized, ready to get down to work after a conflict.

Feel hostile toward each other after a conflict. ■"

"■ Item reverse scored

Barker, Tjosvold,
& Andrews 1988

Tjosvold 1988;
Tjosvold 1990;
Ford 1992
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CrossfunctionalRelationship Success. While constructive conflict is an immediate

outcome of interest to organizations, ultimately within the new product development process the

desired outcome must be new product process success. For the purposes of this study, new

product process success is measured in two ways. First, the success of new product process

relationships is measured. The logic for this is the influence that relationships have, not only on

the current new product development project, but also on the those that follow. Conflict history

and climate affect succeeding new product efforts. The scale used to measure interface

relationship success was also taken from the Barker, Tjosvold, and Andrews (1988) study (See

Table 18). The second measure of new product process success is a more traditional measure of

new product success taken from the PIMS study (Buzzell &, Chang, 1983) and Song (1991,

1993). This scale assesses competitiveness, market share, the degree to which new product

objectives are met, profitability, quality, price, breadth of product line, and new product

introduction timing (See Table 19).

Structural Conflict Handling. Structural conflict handling occurs in two fashions

within the organization (Ruekert & Walker, 1987). The first is that organization structures can

reduce the chance that conflict between groups happens in the first place. The second is that

organization structures can also be used to resolve conflicts. McCann and Galbraith (1981) cite

formalization to be the most commonly used structural method to prevent interdepartmental

conflicts. They suggest that centralization hurts conflict resolution by taking it out of the hands

of the parties involved, but helps conflict resolution by efficiency and time saved. Thus, a

formalization scale and a centralization scale are used in this study to measure structural conflict

handling. Each of the scales used is drawn from a study by Hage and Aiken (1967) (See Table

20).
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TABLE 18

Construct Framework: Crossfunetional Relationship Success

Measure Used Source Selected Cites

We feel very satisfied in our work with
each other.

Barker, Tjosvold, &
Andrews 1988

Tjosvold 1988; Tjosvold
1990; Ford 1992

We feel a strong commitment to working
with each other on new product
development.

We have a high degree of trust in each
other.

The way we work together inspires all of
us to better job performance.

We feel highly committed to joint work
with each other on new product
development.

All things considered, we feel highly
pleased with the way in which we work
together on new product development.

The way we work together makes us think
seriously about quitting new product
projects. *

* Item reverse scored
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TABLE 19

Construct Framework: New Product Success

Measurellsed Source Selected Cites

Overall, our company is one of the most
successful in the industry.

Our overall performance of our new product
program has met our objectives.

Song 1991,1993;
Buzzell & Chang 1981

Day 1983; Raj 1985;
Campbell 1986;
Cowley 1988;
Patterson 1993

From an overall profitability standpoint, our
new product development program has been
successful.

Compared to major competitors, our overall
new product program is far more successful.

Compared to our major competitors, our new
product development cycle time has been
relatively less.

Our product-line breadths are much broader
than those of our competitors.

The overall quality of our new products is
higher than that of our competitors.

The overall price of our new products is
higher than that of our competitors. *

The timing of our product introduction is
good.

Our company has relatively high market
shares.

Our new product development costs generally
stay within our budgeted costs.

* Item reverse scored
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TABLE 20

Construct Framework: Structural Conflict Handling

Measure Used

Formalization

Written procedures and guidelines are
available for most work situations.

Formal communications channels have been
established.

Written documents, such as budgets, plans,
and schedules, are an integral part of the job.

Performance appraisals in our organization are
based on written performance standards.

Duties, authority, and accountability of
personnel are documented in policies,
procedures, or job descriptions.

Source

Hage & Aiken 1967

Selected Cites

Dwyer 1985; Kim
1988; Poole 1989;
Barclay 1991;
Ostroff 1993

Centralization

Any decision I make has to have my boss'
approval.

There is little action taken here until a

supervisor approves a decision.

Even small matters have to be referred to

someone higher up for a final answer.

A person who wants to make his own decision
would be quickly discouraged here.

have to ask my boss before I do almost
anything.

Hage & Aiken 1967 Dwyer 1985; Kim
1988; Poole 1989;
Barclay 1991;
Ostroff 1993
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Firm Strategy. A chief concern of this research is the effect of strategy on conflict in the

R&D/marketing interface. A number of classifications of strategy are used throughout the

organizational literature. Miles and Snow's (1978) typology offers a particularly useful

classification for new product development research, because the typology is driven by product

domain and product domain development. For this study, an adaptation of the Conant, Mokwa,

and Varadarajan (1990) Miles and Snow typing scale is used. Their scale included eleven items,

each with four possible responses (Prospector, Defender, Analyzer, or Reactor). The eleven

Prospector responses were drawn from their scale and used to construct a new scale measuring

how Prospector-like a firm might or might not be (See Table 21).

Demographics. A demographics section was intentionally left out of the study

questionnaire. Based on information from the focus group participants and from the literature,

confidentiality was critical in order to ensure that R&D and marketing personnel participate and

that they provide unbiased responses.

Data Analysis Plan

This section presents a model of the analysis process used in the study and the specific

analysis techniques and procedures used to test the model and the hypotheses. Figure 10 presents

the model.

Data Preparation. To prepare the data for analysis, all surveys were careful reviewed

for inclusion in the study. All data were keyed directly into a computer data file and were

verified. Because all data were quantitative, a general frequencies program was run to check for

inconsistencies in the data set, looking for inappropriate ranges, impossible means, questionable

standard deviations, and excessive missing values. All analyses were done using the SAS

Institute, Inc. statistical package, Version 6.
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TABLE 21

Construct Framework: Firm Strategy

Measure Used Source Selected Cit^

In comparison to our competitors, the products we provide
our customers are more innovative, and continually
changing.

In contrast to our competitors, my organization has an image
in the marketplace as a firm that has a reputation for being
innovative and creative.

My firm spends significant amounts of time continuously
monitoring the marketplace for changes and trends.

In comparison to our competitors, the increases or losses in
demand which we have experienced are due most probably
to our practice of aggressively entering new markets with
new types of products.

One of this firm's key goals relative to its competitors is
availability of the people, resources, and equipment required
to develop new products and markets.

In contrast to our competitors, our managerial employees
exhibit competencies (skills) that are broad, entrepreneurial,
diverse, and flexible-enabling change to be created.

The one thing that protects my organization from its
competitors is that we are able to consistently develop new
products and new markets.

Our management staff concentrates on developing new
products, new markets and new market segments more than
many of our competitors.

In contrast to many competitors, my organization identifies
marketplace trends and opportunities that can result in
product offerings new to the industry or able to reach new
markets.

In comparison to our competitors, the structure of my
organization is product or market oriented.

Unlike our competitors, our company procedures to evaluate
performance are decentralized and participatory,
encouraging many company members to be involved.

Conant, Mokwa, &
Varadarajan 1990

Blair 1991;Kerin
1992; Doty 1993;
Dvir 1993; Zahra

1993; Conant 1994
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Data Preparation

'

Analysis of Reliability
Initial Computation
Recomputation

r

Analysis of Validity
Factor Analysis

Tests of the Model
Regression

Tests of the Hypotheses
ANOVA

MANOVA

Correlation

Quadratic Regression

FIGURE 10

The Data Analysis Process

Page 92



Analysis of Reliability. For a measure to have meaning it must be reliable. Reliability is

defined as the degree to which items on a survey are free from measurement error and therefore

produce consistent results. The theory of reliability states that a given set of measures has a total

variance. This variance includes both true (systematic) and error variance. The greater the error

variance of a measure the smaller the reliability. The greater the true variance, the greater the

reliability and the more perfect the measure. Kerlinger's (1986) maxminconprinciple was used

in this study to maximize true variance and minimize error. This included striving to refine items

to eliminate ambiguity and to provide clear, standard instructions. Additionally, more items of

equal kind and quality were added to two of the conflict behavior scales affer the pretest to

improve reliability. Finally, the most commonly used technique for assessing the precision of a

measuring instrument, coefficient alpha, was calculated on the scales used in the study.

Coefficient alpha provides a measure of the proportion of the total variance that is attributable to

true variance.

Analysis of Validity. For a measure to have meaning it must also have validity. When

measuring simple attributes and properties in the physical sciences, validity presents few

problems. However, in the social sciences much of measurement is indirect, demanding that

researchers question whether they are indeed measuring what they intend to. The questions

asked in this study are indirect measures. Therefore, validity must be established. Fart of

establishing validity in this study has been accomplished by using measures that have been

successfully used in previous research efforts. Other researchers have found that the measures

used in this study have content validity, or sampling adequacy. Construct validity is confirmed

directly in this study by factor analysis. Both content validity and construct validity provide the

necessary convergence, i.e., evidence from different sources that the constructs have the same
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meaning, to assure validity. Discriminant validity is provided by examination of the correlation

matrix of the constructs.

Model and Hypothesis Testing. The model presented in the study was tested using

two-stage regression to assess how much of the variation of the dependent variable was due to

the independent variables. Hypotheses 1 through 5 look at the differences that might be expected

between Prospectors and Defenders in their use of conflict handling mechanisms. These

hypotheses were tested for significance differences between groups using interval dependent

variables and nominal independent variables. Testing of the hypotheses assumes normal

distribution of the interval variable in the population and homoscedasticity across levels of the

independent variable. Thus, ANOVA was used to test the univariate Hypotheses 1, 2, 4, and 5.

MANOVA was used to test the multivariate Hypothesis 3.

Hypothesis 6 and Hypothesis 7 ask how Prospectors and Defenders differ in their use of

behavioral and structural conflict handling techniques. Hypotheses 6 predicted that Prospectors

would use behavioral conflict handling mechanisms more than structural conflict handling

mechanisms based on the reasoning provided in Chapter 4. Hypothesis 7 predicted that

Defenders would use structural conflict handling methods more than behavioral methods. These

two hypotheses were tested using repeated measure MANOVA and looking at the direction of

the means.

Hypotheses 8 through 10 predict simple associations between two continuous variables.

As such, assuming a linear relationship and interval scales, Pearson product-moment correlations

provide the correct measures of association to test these hypotheses (Haber & Runyon, 1988).

Finally, Hypothesis 11 predicts the association of constructive conflict with moderate conflict

levels. First, moderate conflict was defined and used to group the responses into moderate and
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non-moderate classifications. Constructive conflict responses were plotted against the moderate

conflict responses and visually assessed. Additionally, a t-test was used to compare the mean of

the moderate conflict group with the constructive conflict response mean. Finally, a quadratic

regression test was run to test for a curvilinear relationship between constructive conflict and

moderate conflict.

Each of the hypothesis tests was based first on the total combined responses of the R&D

and marketing personnel. Subsequently, the analyses were run only on the R&D responses, and

finally only on the marketing responses.

Summaty

Chapter 5 has presented a summary of the study hypotheses, the reasoning behind the

selection of the research setting, the instrument development and administration, the

measurement scales used, and the basic plan for data analysis. For the purposes of researching

conflict within the new product development process, it was deemed appropriate to select a

sample of respondents working in the R&D/marketing interface within volatile industries where

conflict is rife and threatens productivity. Thus, 727 firms within the electronic industries,

specifically members of the EIA, were asked to participate in the study. An instrument using

established measures was constructed (based on the Dillman Total Design Method) and pretested

with 116 participants from 7 companies. The final instrument was sent to both marketing and

R&D personnel within electronics firms to assess their impressions of conflict, conflict

behaviors, and conflict outcomes between the two functional areas. Chapter 6 presents the data

analysis and the results of the model and hypothesis testing.
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CHAPTER 6

Analysis and Results

Introduction

This chapter presents the data analysis and results. The first section presents the sample

profile. The next section discusses the steps taken to prepare the data set for analysis, including

reliability and validity checks. The last section summarizes the results of the model and tests of

the hypotheses (See Appendix 6 for a summary of steps used in the analysis).

Sample Profile

As discussed in Chapter 5, the prospective participants in this study were

R&D/engineering and marketing personnel employed by member firms of the Electronic

Industries Association's 1994 Trade Directory and Membership List (May edition). Of the 800

companies and their employees initially identified as possible prospects from the EIA

membership listing, 727 firms qualified for participation in the study. Personnel in a variety of

electronics firms participated (Table 22 provides a breakdown of the primary business of those

firms participating in the study and the functional area participation of the firms).

Demographic information is not available on the survey respondents, because the survey

did not include a demographics section. Focus group feedback suggested that inclusion of

demographics might reduce participation and/or induce bias into subject responses because of the

sensitive nature of many of the survey questions.

Response

After the initial mailing and three follow-ups, personnel from 188 companies responded,

or 25.8 % of the companies. Of these companies, a total of 290 R&D/marketing personnel
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TABLE 22

Response by Primary Business of Participating Firms

Primary Business
(SIC)

Respondents
by SIC

Respondent
Percentage
by SIC

Both

Areas

Responded

R&D

Only
Responded

Marketing
Only

Responded

Household AudioA'^ideo

Equipment/Recordings
15 5% 5 2 3

Instrumentation 16 6% 3 2 8

Electronic Components/
Accessories

80 28% 16 13 35

Telecommunications

Equipment
85 29% 19 14 33

Industrial/Commercial

Machinery & Computer
Equipment

24 8% 7 4 6

Miscellaneous

Machinery/
Equipment/Supplies
(batteries, recording
media, etc.)

23 8% 6 4 7

Others 47 16% 5 13 23

TOTALS* 290 100% 61 52 115

One respondent did not identify functional membership.
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responded. 176 marketing managers responded, and 113 R&D managers responded, with one

survey not indicating functional group membership. All of the marketing manager surveys were

usable, and of the R&D/engineering surveys all were usable except two, resulting in a response

rate for the study of 20.3 %. 61 companies returned both the marketing and R&D/engineering

questionnaires. As mentioned before, respondent demographics were not collected because of

the job-threatening nature of many of the questions.

Nunnally (1978) states that response bias in social science research requires researchers

to control for this undesirable effect on group response averages. Due to the sensitive nature of

the questions being asked in this study, Nunnally's fifth principle of reproducibility was used to

control for response bias. Thus, the study's 101 variables were analyzed, first wave against

second wave responses, to test for nonresponse bias. First wave responses were defined as those

questionnaires returned during the first month after the initial mailing. Second wave responses

were defined as those questionnaires returned during the second month following the initial

mailing. T-tests were found to be insignificant at a = .05 for all 101 variables. It can be

concluded from these results that the two groups are similar and that response bias is not

operating relative to the sample. The above analysis was conducted using SAS, Version 6, as

were all subsequent analyses for data preparation, model testing, and hypothesis testing.

Because the data indicated response bias is unlikely in the study, it is reasonable to

consider non-response for this particular study to be a result of a variety of factors cited by

various contact people in phone discussions and in letters. Their given reasons have included

company policy to not participate in survey studies, transitioning personnel, restructuring

companies, work load, time of year (relative to travel and sales efforts) and length of the

questionnaire. These factors appear random and do not suggest that certain types of people or
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companies would choose to respond to a survey about organizational conflict, while certain other

types would not.

Data Preparation

To prepare the data, the 292 surveys returned in the study were assessed and analyzed in

various ways to determine suitability for inclusion in subsequent analysis. A decision rule was

established to eliminate all surveys with entire sections left unanswered or with sections that

clearly indicated the respondent was responding inappropriately. Based on this decision rule,

two surveys were judged to be unusable. In one instance, the respondent answered half of the

survey and left the second half blank. In the other instance, the respondent marked the same

scale number for all survey items. The remaining surveys had no missing sections and no

indications that respondents had answered inappropriately.

This resulted in the data from 290 surveys being keyed directly into a computer data file,

and each entry being independently verified. Because the data were quantitative, univariate

descriptive statistics were run on the survey responses to check for inconsistencies in the data set,

such as unlikely values in ranges, means, and standard deviations, as well as excessive missing

values. Ranges, means, and standard deviations revealed no data entry problems.

A decision rule was established to eliminate variables with excessive missing values. A

variable with excessive missing values was defined as a variable with more than 10 % of the

possible 290 responses missing. The univariate descriptive statistics for the 290 surveys

indicated that the maximum number of missing values found for any single variable was four,

with only two variables falling into this category. Many variables had only one or two missing

values, and 46 % had no missing values at all. Given that the level of missing values was a

maximum of 1 % of the possible responses on any given item, missing data points were not
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found to be excessive. Therefore, all variables were retained for subsequent analysis. Mean

substitutions, which do not change the mean of the variable and have negligible effect on

variance, were done for each item with missing values, allowing the use of all 290 responses for

each variable in subsequent analyses.

To do a brief, initial validity check of the constructs in the study prior to in-depth

analysis, expected theoretical relationships between the constructs were compared to quantitative

relationships between constructs revealed by statistical analysis. This was done using correlation

coefficients. There are many types of correlation coefficients, e.g., phi coefficient, biserial r,

tetrachoric r. Spearman r, Kendall's tau. Multiple R, and Pearson's r. Selection of a correlation

coefficient depends on the type of scale used in measurement, the underlying distribution

(continuous or discrete), and whether the distribution of the z-scores is linear or nonlinear.

Because the data in this study were interval, continuous, and linear, the Pearson r, or the Pearson

product-moment correlation coefficient, was selected as the appropriate coefficient correlation

procedure for the analyses (Runyon & Haber, 1988).

It should be mentioned that an additional concern for the use of product-moment

correlation (expressing the relationship between two variables by standard scores) is

homoscedasticity, having approximately the same spread around the best-fitting straight line at

all levels of the two variables being considered. This concern is for the interpretability of results.

Fortunately, unless severe violations of the assumptions of linearity, normal distribution, and

homoscedasticity occur, interpretation is not a real problem (Nunnally, 1978). Scattergrams and

regression procedures, including Cook's D and the Belsley, Kuh and Welsch (1980) procedure, to

check for outliers, observation influence, and multicollinearity, found no indications of severe

violations in the assumption of normality, linearity, and homoscedasticity. Thus, based on the
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product-moment correlation coefficients, the relationships found between the constructs

supported theoretical expectations, and the constructs were accepted for subsequent analysis.

Reliability Analysis

For a measure to be interpretable it must be reliable, i.e., random error has been

minimized. Thus, for this study to have meaning it must be demonstrated that the measures used

in gathering data are reliable measures. According to Nunnally (1978), the most useful model for

consideration of measurement error is the domain-sampling model. This model assumes that any

given measure is made up of randomly sampled items from the universe of possible items. This

is called sampling of content.

Coefficient alpha measures reliability based on internal consistency. Its formula

provides an upper limit to the reliability of measures that have been created under the

assumptions of the domain-sampling model (Nunnally, 1978). Thus, in most research situations,

coefficient alpha gives a good estimate of reliability because most measurement error arises from

the sampling of content (Nunnally, 1978). Coefficient alpha provides a measure of the

proportion of the total variance that is attributable to true variance. Although there are sources of

measurement error not considered by coefficient alpha, these sources have very little impact on

measurement error overall (Nunnally, 1978). Therefore, the most commonly used technique for

assessing the precision of a measuring instrument, coefficient alpha, was selected to assess

reliability of measures in this study. Tables 23 through 30 present the reliability results for the

study (Cronbach's alphas and item-to-total correlations for the multi-item scales used in the

study) and the means and standard deviations for the separate items. Table 31 follows with the

correlation matrix of the study constructs.
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TABLE 23

Scale Reliabilities: Conflict Level

Measure Used Cronbach's

Alpha
Item to

Total

Correlation

Mean Standard

Deviation

There is little or no interdepartmental
conflict. ♦

0.87 .62 4.72 1.52

The objectives pursued by the marketing
department are incompatible with those of the
R&D department.

.37 2.88 1.57

We get along well with each other. ♦ .59 2.81 1.41

People in one department generally dislike
interacting with those from the other department

.49 2.73 1.55

Employees from the two departments feel that
the goals of their respective departments are in
harmony with each other. *

.71 4.07 1.66

People conflict on how to proceed on tasks. .56 4.56 1.57

People differ on basic goals the two areas
should pursue.

.59 3.69 1.66

People differ on the best way to accomplish new
product goals.

.52 4.79 1.46

Employees agree on which tasks are urgent. ♦ .55 3.82 1.72

People conflict over how they should carry out
their work.

.56 4.24 1.53

Employees from the two departments share the
same values. *

.59 3.68 1.72

People in the two areas rate the importance of
decisions in the same way. *

.55 4.57 1.66

* Item reverse scored
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TABLE 25

Scale Reliabilities: Accommodating/Compromising Behavior

Measure Used Cronbach's

Alpha
Item to

Total

Correlation

Mean Standard

Deviation

Accommodating:

Do all we can do to achieve harmony. .53 .32 4.16 1.58

Go along with the suggestions of others. .20 3.86 1.31

Tiy to satisfy the expectations of others. .39 4.59 1.25

Try to help others not "lose face" when there
is a disagreement.

.27 4.57 1.31

Try to meet each others' schedules whenever
we can.

.29 5.28 1.37

Compromising:

Stress the importance of "give and take." .82 .48 4.33 1.48

Look for middle ground to resolve
disagreements.

.58 4.95 1.24

Negotiate to achieve goals .59 5.17 1.19

Arrive at compromises that both areas can
accept.

.71 5.15 1.28

Propose compromises in order to end
deadlocks.

.64 5.39 1.17

Go the "extra mile" to get along with each
other.

.52 4.66 1.34
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TABLE 26

Scale Reliabilities: Avoiding/Forcing Behavior

Measure (Js«l Cronbach's

Alpha
Item to

Total

Correlation

Mean Standard

Deviation

Avoiding:

Try to keep differences of opinion quiet. .84 .50 2.85 1.47

Avoid openly discussing disputed issues. .58 2.71 1.54

Try not to get mixed up in conflict. .56 3.59 1.58

Try to keep anger and frustration from being expressed ♦♦ .24 4.23 1.64

Believe it is better to keep feelings to ourselves rather
than create hard feelings. .59 3.44 1.64

Smooth over conflicts by trying to ignore them. .57 2.92 1.57

Look for ways to bypass unpleasant exchanges. .56 3.88 1.52

Avoid being put "on the spot" by keeping conflict to
ourselves.

.63 2.96 1.38

Try to stay away from agreements. .55 3.39 1.45

Forcing:

Try to put a single area's needs first. .81 .39 3.35 1.67

Stick to initial positions to get each other to compromise. .44 3.71 1.48

Tenaciously argue the merit of initial positions when
disagreements occur.

.56 3.71 1.63

Want the other to make concessions, but don't want to
make concessions ourselves.

.66 3.38 1.56

Look for faults in each other's initial positions. .48 3.97 1.59

Treat issues in conflict as a win-lose contest. .60 2.87 1.52

Enjoy winning an argument. .41 4.23 1.55

Overstate the needs and positions in order to get our
ways.

.55 3.61 1.65

Are firm in pursuing one side of an issue. .42 4.19 1.29

** Item in original scale but not included as scale
revised to improve Cronbach's alpha.
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TABLE 27

Scale Reliabilities: Constructive Conflict/Crossfunctional Success

Measure Used Cronbach's

Alpha
Item to

Total

Correlation

Mean Standard

Deviation

Constructive Conflict:

Work harder because of the conflicts that we have.** .80 .34 3.82 1.63

See constructive changes occur on projects because of
conflicts.

.62 4.80 1.41

Know each other better because of the way conflicts
are handled.

.59 5.26 1.26

Are more sensitive to one another because of the way
that conflicts are handled.

.58 4.84 1.39

Feel energized and ready to get down to work after a
conflict.

.66 4.10 1.54

Feel hostile toward each other after a conflict.*
.44 4.61 1.58

Crossfunctional Success;

We feel very satisfied in our work with each other. .94 .76 4.80 1.47

We feel a strong commitment to working with each
other on new product development.

.81 5.41 1.42

We have a high degree of trust in each other.
.82 4.70 1.60

The way we work together inspires all of us to better
job performance.

.79 4.51 1.44

We feel highly committed to Joint work with each
other on new product development.

.82 5.08 1.45

All things considered, we feel highly pleased with the
way in which we work together on new product
development.

.84 4.64 1.56

The way we work together makes us think seriously
about quitting new product projects. */**

.66 5.47 1.62

* Item reverse scored
** Item in original scale, but not included as scale
revised to improve Cronbach's alpha.
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TABLE 28

Scale Reliabilities: New Product Success

Measure Used Cronbach^s

Alpha
Item to

Total

Correlation

Mean Standard

Deviation

Overall, our company is one of the most
successful in the industry.

0.85 .65 4.83 1.84

Our overall performance of our new product
program has met our objectives.

.72 4.06 1.74

From an overall profitability standpoint, our
new product development program has been
successful.

.67 4.39 1.71

Compared to major competitors, our overall
new product program is far more successful.

.73 4.28 1.77

Compared to our major competitors, our new
product development cycle time has been
relatively less.

.51 4.02 1.77

Our product-line breadths are much broader
than those of our competitors.

.37 4.27 1.95

The overall quality of our new products is
higher than that of our competitors.

.42 5.06 1.53

The overall price of our new products is
higher than that of our competitors. */**

.04 3.73 1.59

The timing of our product introduction is
good.

.50 3.88 1.54

Our company has relatively high market
shares.

.44 4.38 1.88

Our new product development costs
generally stay within our budgeted costs.

.38 3.82 1.65

* Item reverse scored

** Item in original scale but not included as
scale revised to improve Cronbach's
alpha.
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TABLE 29

Scale Reliabilities: Structural Conflict Handling

Measure Used Cronbach*s

Alpha
Item to

Total

Correlation

Mean Standard

Deviation

Formalization

Written procedures and guidelines are
available for most work situations.

.77 .55 3.93 1.99

Formal communications channels have been
established.

.54 4.56 1.63

Written documents, such as budgets, plans,
and schedules, are an integral part of the
job.

.55 4.59 1.80

Performance appraisals in our organization
are based on written performance standards.

.46 3.96 1.89

Duties, authority, and accountability of
personnel are documented in policies,
procedures, or job descriptions.

.59 3.86 1.81

Centralization

Any decision 1 make has to have my boss'
approval.

.90 .69 3.02 1.79

There is little action taken here until a
supervisor approves a decision.

.77 3.37 1.88

Even small matters have to be referred to
someone higher up for a final answer.

.78 2.84 1.82

A person who wants to make his own
decision would be quickly discouraged here.

.76 2.76 1.66

I have to ask my boss before I do almost
anything.

.78 2.18 1.54
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TABLE 30

Scale Reliabilities: Firm Strategy

Measare Used Cronbach's

Alpha
Item to Total

Correlation

Mean Standard

Deviation

In comparison to our competitors, the products we
provide our customers are more innovative, and
continually changing.

0.88 .61 4.70 1.54

in contrast to our competitors, my organization has
an image in the marketplace as a firm with a
reputation for being innovative and creative.

.58 4.78 1.59

My firm spends significant amounts of time
continuously monitoring the marketplace for
changes and trends.

.57 4.11 1.73

In comparison to our competitors, the increases or
losses in demand which we have experienced are due
most probably to our practice of aggressively
entering new markets with new types of products.

.51 3.51 1.67

One of this firm's key goals relative to its
competitors is availability of the people, resources,
and equipment required to develop new products and
markets.

.53 4.43 1.59

In contrast to our competitors, our managerial
employees exhibit competencies (skills) that are
broad, entrepreneurial, diverse, and
flexible—enabling change to be created.

.61 4.41 1.65

The one thing that protects my organization from its
competitors is that we are able to consistently
develop new products and new markets.

.72 4.14 1.56

Our management staff concentrates on developing
new products, new markets and new market
segments more than many of our competitors.

.74 3.83 1.61

In contrast to many competitors, my organization
identifies marketplace trends and opportunities that
can result in product offerings new to the industry or
able to reach new markets.

.61 4.23 1.57

In comparison to our competitors, the structure of
my organization is product or market oriented.

.55 4.54 1.49

Unlike our competitors, our company procedures to
evaluate performance are decentralized and
participatory, encouraging many company members
to be involved.

.38 3.97 1.59

Page 109



TABLE 31

Correlation Matrix of Constructs

1 Integrating Forcing Avoiding Formal. Cent. Construe. Crosperf NPPerf Conflict Strategy
Integrating 1.0000

.0000

Forcing -.6207

.0001

1.0000

.0000

Avoiding -.4825

.0001

.4149

.0001

1.0000

.0000

Formaiization .2367

.0001

-.1678

.0042

-.1235

.0356

1.0000

.0000

Centralization -.3700

.0001

.3564

.0001

.3705

.0001

-.2244

.0001

1.0000

.0000

Constructive

Conflict

.5396

.0001

-.3461

.0001

-.2752

.0001

.2307

.0001

-.1961

.0008

1.0000

.0000

Crossfunctional

Success

.6759

.0001

-.5035

.0001

-.4057

.0001

.2650

.0001

-.3529

.0001

.5252

.0001

1.0000

.0000

New Product

Success

.3869

.0001

-.2904

.0001

-.1717

.0034

.2658

.0001

-.3142

.0001

.2617

.0001

.4214

.0001

1.0000

.0000

Conflict Level -.4649

.0001

.4478

.0001

.2475

.0001

-.1452

.0133

.2676

.0001

-.3105

.0001

-.5929

.0001

-.3535

.0001

1.0000

.0000

Strategy -.1458

.0133

.0680

.2487

.0880

.1351

-.0605

.3045

.1557

.0079

-.1064

.0705

-.0684

.2458

.1127

.0552

.0610

.3006

1.0000

.0000

T

-v

OQ

op figure - Pearson product-moment coefficients; bottom figure = p < .05



Validity Analysis

While reliability is necessary for interpretability of measures, it is not sufficient. For

measures to be interpretable they must also have validity, i.e., nonrandom error has been

minimized. Validity may take the form of content, criterion-related, construct, and

convergence/discriminability validity. Content validation, assessing the sampling adequacy of

the content of a measure, is provided for the measures in this study in part by the individual

researchers who have developed, used, and relied upon the scales used. The review of literature

supporting this study affirms the content validation through commonalities in measurement

across researchers. Each construct used in this study represents the dimensions empirically

established by previous research and reflects the universe of content (Kerlinger, 1986).

(Criterion-related validity, comparing the measure with external variables measuring the same

attribute, was not assessed for this study, because no criteria were readily identifiable for this

purpose.)

Because most variables used in social science are abstractions, researchers create

variables called constructs. Hence, the validity of constructs, as represented by imperfect

measures, must be assessed. Several methods exist for checking the validity of these constructs

in research, among them the multitrait-multimethod matrix method (Campbell & Fiske, 1959),

item-to-total correlation, and factor analysis. The multitrait-multimethod method was not

pursued in this study. Item-to-total correlations were used to assess validity, however. This

method assumes validity of the total score. Consequently, the extent to which the individual item

score correlates with the total score that item is valid. Those items within each scale with high

item-to-total correlation were retained and demonstrated a limited form of validity. When
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correlation was so low that it lowered the reliability of the scale, the item was eliminated because

of its failure to strongly represent the construct of interest, i.e., the item was not valid.

One issue in construct validity is that both convergence and discriminability be met.

Convergence means that data gathered in different ways will indicate consistency in the meaning

of a construct. Discriminability is empirical differentiation between similar constructs. These

concepts have been demonstrated for many of the constructs used in the study through previous

empirical work. The correlation matrix of the constructs in the study provides another

demonstration of convergence and discriminability that is internal. That is, where theoiy and

extant literature would predict high correlation between constructs or low correlation between

constructs, these relationships were found.

The most powerful method of construct validation is factor analysis (Kerlinger, 1986).

Factor analysis is a broad collection of mathematical procedures, as well as a broad grouping of

approaches used to conceptually cluster variables. It views variables as relating to underlying

factors and performs analyses" that discover these factors. This study used exploratory factor

analysis to assess the construct validity of the scales used in the study survey. Nunnally (1978, p.

113) states that "With construct validity, factor analysis provides some of the tools that are most

useful for determining internal structures and cross structures for sets of variables."

As stated before, factor analysis is an amalgam of mathematical and conceptual

approaches. In current research the common factor model and principal component analysis are

among the most widely used factor analyses (Kim & Mueller, 1978). These approaches,

however, assume that the variables included in the analysis in some sense constitute a universe.

Only two of the currently popular factor analysis methods do not approach initial factoring that

way. Alpha factoring and image analysis assume that the variables included in the factor
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analysis represent a sample taken from an infinite universe of variables related to the

psychometric domain of interest. Alpha, however, also assumes that the variables are

observations across a population. Both methods assume that the observed variables are linear

combinations of hypothetical factors. Thus, given an exploratory model, the assumption of an

infinite universe of linearly related variables, and sampling from a population, image factor

analysis was deemed the most appropriate factor analysis method for construct validation.

The mathematics in image analysis define the image as that part of the variable that is

predictable (common) as a linear combination of the remaining variables included in the set. The

unique part of a variable, that part not predictable by linear combination of the remaining

variables, is the anti-image. Image analysis generates for a sample of variables partial images

that approximate a total image. The approximation, however, is completely specified by the

observations. This differs from common factor analysis where the common variance is never a

direct function of the observed variables. Having chosen image factor analysis, steps one and

two of the factor analysis process, preparation of the covariance matrix and extracting the initial

factors, were in place.

The third step in factor analysis is rotation to a final solution. Such rotation seeks to

produce simpler and more interpretable factors at the same time retaining fixed numbers of

factors and fixed communalities generated by the initial factoring. VARIMAX rotation is

probably the most commonly used rotation method in the literature currently. It simplifies the

columns of the factor matrix and, thus, maximizes the separation of the factors. Because the goal

of factor analysis in this study was to validate the constructs, maximization of the separation of

the factors was highly desired. For this reason, the image factor analysis procedures were run

using VARIMAX (orthogonal) rotation.
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The decision rule to retain factors generated by the Image analyssis was an eigenvalue of

greater than 1 when the correlational matrix was decomposed (Kim & Mueller, 1978). This was

visually supplemented by scree tests (Cattell, 1965), which recommend cessation of factoring

where eigenvalues level off creating a straight, roughly horizontal line. Although factor loadings

of .30 or above are sufficient according to Kim and Mueller (1978) for a variable's inclusion in a

factor and Spector (1992) cites .30 to .35 as acceptable low end cut-off points, the researcher

applied a more conservative and stringent rule for this study. Only factor loadings of .40 or

above were considered for inclusion of a variable in a factor. Also, variables double loading

were dropped from consideration. The following sections present the results of the Image factor

analysis for each construct.

Conflict LeveL The conflict level scale (12 items), based on the literature and on logic,

was expected to yield a single scale measuring general conflict levels within the organization

(Jaworski & Kohli, 1993; Ruekert & Walker, 1987). Image produced a single large "conflict

level factor of 12 items (Factor 1 CONLEVEL Eigenvalue = 3.94; no other Eigenvalue greater

than 1). Although the literature indicates that conflict is generated by goal differences, mean

differences, and value differences, the items measuring these dimensions all loaded on a single

factor, CONLEVEL, as predicted. Table 32 reports the factor loadings for the items measuring

CONLEVEL.

Behavioral Conflict Handling. Behavioral conflict handling was measured via five

scales, integrating behavior (7 items), compromising behavior (6 items), accommodating

behavior (5 items), avoiding behavior (9 items), and forcing behavior (9 items). These measures,

developed by Blake and Mouton (1964), have been previously tested for validity by Rahim

(1983), resulting in five factors. Analysis of the five scales by Image factor analysis resulted in
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TABLE 32

Factor Analysis: Measures of Conflict Level

Factor

(% Variance
Explained) Measures Loading on Factor Loadings

1. Measures of

conflict level:

CONLEVEL

(41.8%)

Employees from the two departments feel that
the goals of their respective departments are in
harmony with each other.

There is little or no interdepartmental conflict.

.81

.69

Employees from the two departments share the
same values.

.68

People differ on the best way to accomplish
new product goals.

.67

We get along well with each other. .67

People differ on the basic goals the two areas
should pursue.

.66

Employees agree on which tasks are urgent. .64

People conflict over how they should carry out
their work.

.64

People in the two areas rate the importance of
decisions in the same way.

.63

People conflict on how to proceed on tasks. .61

People in one department generally dislike
interacting with those from the other
department.

.56

The objectives pursued by the Marketing
department are incompatible with those of the
R&D department.

.42
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an initial three factors with latent roots greater than 1. After rotation a fourth factor was

retained. Factor 1 INTEGRATE, Eigenvalue = 7.14, Factor 2 AVOID Eigenvalue = 4.04, Factor

3 FORCE 1 Eigenvalue = 3.17, Factor 4 F0RCE2 Eigenvalue = 2.53. No other factor had an

Eigenvalue greater than one. Table 33 presents the loadings for all four factors; however, based

on the scree test, factor four would be eliminated.

Factor 1, INTEGRATE (integrating) represented a combination of integrating,

compromising, and accommodating behavior items. As discussed in Chapter 2, Figure 8 (p. 33),

integrating, compromising, and accommodating behaviors represent possible trade-ofFs between

concern for productivity and concern for people. Essentially, these three factors have been

described in the literature as differing levels of proactivity in integrating behavior. Thus, Factor

1 INTEGRATE accurately reflects the relationship that exists between integrating,

accommodating, and compromising conflict behaviors. The avoiding behavior items loaded on

Factor 2, AVOID (avoiding). The forcing behavior items loaded on both Factor 3, FORCE 1

(forcing 1), and Factor 4 F0RCE2 (forcing 2). The items loading on Factor 3 and Factor 4

appear to be identical in content. Although the analyses produced four factors rather than the

five identified by Rahim (1983), the results make theoretical sense.

Structural Conflict Handling. Two methods of structural conflict handling were

measured, formalization and centralization, using 10 items (Hage & Aiken, 1967). The structural

scale was expected to yield two factors representing the two methods of structural conflict

handling. As predicted, all five items measuring centralization loaded on Factor 1 CENTRAL

(Eigenvalue = 3.95) and all five items measuring formalization loaded on Factor 2 FORMAL

(Eigenvalue = 2.26). Table 34 reports the factor loadings for CENTRAL and FORMAL.
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TABLE 33

Factor Analysis: Measures of Confliet Handling Behavior

Factor (% Variance
Explained) Measures Loading on Factor Loadings
1. Measures of Arrive at compromises that both areas can accept. .82

integrating Propose compromises in order to end deadlocks. .74
behavior: Negotiate to achieve goals. .70
INTEGRATE Try to investigate an issue in order to find a solution .67
(39.7 %) agreeable to us both.

Try to bring all issues into the open in order to resolve them .65
in the best way.

Work hard to thoroughly, jointly learn about issues. .64
Openly share concerns and issues. .64
Look for middle ground to resolve disagreements. .63
Exchange complete and accurate information in order to help .62

solve problems.
Encourage others to express their feelings and views .58
Go the extra mile to get along with others. .57
Try to meet others' schedules whenever we can. .52
Stress the importance of "give and take." .50
Try to satisfy the expectations of others. .44

2. Measures of Try to stay away from disagreements. .71
avoiding: Try not to get mixed up in conflicts. .70
AVOID Believe it is better to keep feelings to ourselves. .68
(36.3 %) Look for ways to bypass unpleasantness. .68

Avoid being on spot by keeping conflict to ourselves. .62
Avoid openly discussing disputed issues. .54
Smooth over conflicts by trying to ignore them. .49
Try to keep anger and fhistration from being expressed. .48
Try to keep differences of opinion quiet. .47

3. Measures of Look for faults in each other's initial positions. .70
forcing: Overstate needs in order to get our ways. .65
FORCEl Enjoy winning an argument. .51
(31 %) Are firm in pursuing one side of an issue. .45

Do all we can do to achieve harmony. .43

4. Measures of Stick to initial positions to get each other to compromise. .68
forcing: Want the other to make concessions, but don't want to make .67
FORCE2 concessions ourselves.
(37.8 %) Tenaciously argue the merit of initial positions. .65

Treat issues in conflict as a win/lose contest. .43
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TABLE 34

Factor Analysis: Measures of Structural Conflict Handling

Factor (% Variance
Explained) Measures Loading on Factor Loadings

1. Measures of

centralization:

CENTRAL

(63.6 %)

Even small matters have to be referred to

someone higher up for a final answer.

A person who wants to make his own decision
would be quickly discouraged here.

OO00

Any decision 1 make has to have my boss'
approval.

.83

There is little action taken here until a

supervisor approves a decision.
.82

1 have to ask my boss before I do almost
anything.

.75

2. Measures of

formal ization:

FORMAL

(36.4 %)

Duties, authority, and accountability of
personnel are documented in policies,
procedures, or job descriptions.

Written procedures and guidelines are
available for most work situations.

.71

.66

Formal communications channels have been

established.

.63

Performance appraisals in our organization are
based on written performance standards.

.58

Written documents, such as budgets, plans,
and schedules, are an integral part of the job.

.58
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Constructive Conflict, Constructive conflict (6 items) was expected to be a single scale

with two dimensions, one dealing with feelings and the other with work improvements (Barker,

Tjosvold, & Andrews, 1988). Image analysis yielded one large factor CONSTRUCT, with an

Eigenvalue of one or more (Factor 1 CONSTRUCT Eigenvalue = 4.64). No other factor had an

Eigenvalue greater than one. Thus, the factor analysis supported the constructive conflict

measures as a single scale. Table 35 presents the factor loadings for CONSTRUCT.

Crossfunctional Success. New product success was measured in two ways. The first

scale (7 items) measured crossfunctional relationship success between R&D and marketing

(Barker, Tjosvold, & Andrews, 1988). The seven items were expected to be identified as a

single scale. Image factor analysis resulted in a single factor, CROSPERF, with an Eigenvalue =

4.43, supporting the predicted single scale. No other factor had an Eigenvalue of greater than

one. Table 35 presents the factor loadings for CROSPERF.

New Product Success. The second measure of new product success measured new

product success in the marketplace (Song, 1991, 1993). This scale was expected to be a single

scale with multiple dimensions, dealing with goals, cycle time, quality, costs, price, and other

dimensions critical to understanding new product success against competitors in the marketplace.

Analysis by Image resulted in a single factor, NPPERF, with an Eigenvalue = 3.39, supporting

the expected single scale. Table 36 presents the factor loadings for NPPERF.

Strategic Position. Firm strategic position is measured using an 11-item scale based on

the Miles and Snow (1978) typology (Conant, Mokwa, & Varadarajan, 1990). This scale was

adapted from the Conant, Mokwa, and Varadarajan typing scale by using the eleven Prospector

responses to each of the original scale questions. Respondents scoring high on the scale would

be Prospectors or Prospector-like companies, and those scoring low on the scale would be
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TABLE 35

Factor Analysis: Measures of Constructive Confliet/Crossfunetional Success

Factor

(% Variance
Explained) Measures Loading on Factor Loadings

1. Measures of

constructive

conflict:

CONSTRUCT

(82.9 %)

Feel energized and ready to get down to work after a
conflict.

See constructive changes occur on projects because
of conflicts.

.82

.77

Know each other better because of the way conflicts
are handled.

.74

Are more sensitive to one another because of the way
that conflicts are handled.

.74

Feel hostile toward each other after a conflict. .61

Work harder because of the conflicts that we have. .458

2. Measures of

crossfunctional

success;

CROSPERF

(95.5 %)

All things considered, we feel highly pleased with the
way in which we work together on new product
development.

We feel highly committed to joint work with each
other on new product development.

.89

.89

We have a high degree of trust in each other. .88

We feel a strong commitment to working with each
other on new product development.

.88

The way we work together inspires all of us to better
job performance.

.86

We feel very satisfied in our work with each other. .81

The way we work together makes us think seriously
about quitting new product projects.

.72

Page 120



TABLE 36

Factor Analysis: Measures of New Product Success

Factor

(% Variance
Explained Measures Loading on Factor Loadings
1. Measures of

new product
success:

NPPERF

(79.1 %)

Compared to major competitors, our overall new
product program is far more successful.

Our overall performance of our new product program
has met our objectives.

.85

.85

Overall, our company is one of the most successful in
the industry.

.79

From an overall profitability standpoint, our new
product development program has been successful.

.78

• Compared to our major competitors, our new product
development cycle time has been relatively less. .58

The timing of our product introduction is good.

Our company has relatively high market shares. .57

The overall quality of our new products is higher than
that of our competitors.

.55

.51

.47

.42

Our product-line breadths are much broader than those
of our competitors.

Our new product development costs generally stay
within our budgeted costs.
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Defenders, or Defender-like companies. Logic dictates that the items should analyze as a single

scale. Image analysis resulted in a single factor, STRATEGY, with an Eigenvalue = 3.96. No

other factors had an Eigenvalue greater than one. Table 37 reports the factor loadings for

STRATEGY.

Scale Changes. Based on the data, the integrating, accommodating, and compromising

scales developed by Rahim (1983) were not validated. Respondents in the study sample do not

differentiate among the three levels of integrative conflict behaviors. As a result. Image factor

analysis collapsed the three scales into a single factor. Reflecting this finding, a new 13-item

scale measuring integrative conflict handling behavior (based on all of the previous scales items)

was developed. First, coefficient alphas were run on all original 18 items from the three scales.

The item to total correlations indicated that five items should be dropped to improve Cronbach's

alpha. The remaining 13 items formed a single scale with a Cronbach's alpha of .91 that is used

to test the study hypotheses concerning integrative conflict handling behavior. Minor rewording

of the hypotheses has been done to reflect the new scale. All hypotheses that predicted

integrative conflict handling behavior relationships reflect use of the new scale:

Hj: In conflict situations between R&D and marketing. Prospectors will use
integrating conflict handling behavior more than Defenders.

Hj: In conflict situations between R&D and marketing, a positive association will be
found between integrating conflict handling behavior and constructive conflict.

Model Testing

This study will explore a portion of the general model of conflict presented in earlier

chapters. Specifically the study looks at the relationships that exist between conflict handling

methods and the perceived outcomes of conflict episodes within organizations. It is based on the

assumption that conflict has the potential to generate positive results. Thus, this section will
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TABLE 37

Factor Analysis: Measures of Firm Strategy

Factor

(% Variance
Explained) Measures Loading on Factor lx)adiags
1. Measures of

firm strategy;
STRATEGY

(87.6 %)

Our management staff concentrates on developing new
products, new markets and new market segments more than
many of our competitors.

The one thing that protects my organization from its
competitors is that we are able to consistently develop new
products and new markets.

.84

.82

In comparison to our competitors, the products we provide our
customers are more innovative, and continually changing.

.71

In contrast to many competitors, my organization identifies
marketplace trends and opportunities that can result in product
offerings new to the industry or able to reach new markets.

.69

In contrast to our competitors, our managerial employees
exhibit competencies (skills) that are broad, entrepreneurial,
diverse, and flexible—enabling change to be created.

.68

In contrast to our competitors, my organization has an image
in the marketplace as a firm that has a reputation for being
innovative and creative.

.68

My firm spends significant amounts of time continuously
monitoring the marketplace for changes and trends.

.64

In comparison to our competitors, the structure of my
organization is product or market oriented.

.63

One of this firm's key goals relative to its competitors is
availability of the people, resources, and equipment required
to develop new products and markets.

.60

In comparison to our competitors, the increases or losses in
demand which we have experienced are due most probably to
our practice of aggressively entering new markets with new
types of products.

.58

Unlike our competitors, our company procedures to evaluate
performance are decentralized and participatory, encouraging
many company members to be involved.

.43
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present a portion of the conflict model that links conflict level, conflict handling behaviors, and

structural conflict handling methods to constructive conflict. A second stage of the model links

constructive conflict with new product success. Both stages of the model were formulated as

linear relationships and estimated by linear multiple regression.

The structural model for the first stage represents constructive conflict as a function of

conflict, conflict handling behaviors, and structural conflict handling methods as follows:

Y= p,+ p,X, + P,X, + p3X3+P,X,+ P,X,+ P,X, + €

where Y = constructive conflict

X, = conflict level; Xj = integrating conflict handling behavior;

X3 = avoiding conflict handling behavior; X^ = forcing conflict handling

behavior; X, = structural conflict handling (formalization); X^ = structural

conflict handling (centralization).

This model was estimated with multiple regression using ordinary least squares. The

signs of the parameter estimates were as expected on conflict level (-), integrating (+), avoiding

(-), and formalization (+). Two of the parameter estimates, integrating conflict handling behavior

and formalization, were statistically significant. The significance of integrating conflict handling

behavior supports Hypothesis 8 that there is a positive relationship between this variable and

constructive conflict. Integrative conflict handling behavior was by far the most important

explanatory construct in the model. Integrating conflict behavior and formalization represent the

strongest factors within their particular conflict handling method based on the literature as well.

The results of the regression analysis are presented in Table 38.
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A SAS procedure was run generating all possible two-way interactions prior to

formulating the final model. Only one significant interaction was found, conflict level with

integrating behavior. With the interaction term included in the model no improvement in

explanatory value was noted. The partial F test based upon the ratio of the mean square of

regression with the interaction term excluded and the mean square regression with the interaction

term included was close to unity and therefore not significant. Thus, the interaction term was

omitted from the final model.

TABLE 38

Regression Results: Constructive Conflict Model

Parameter Parameter Est SJ>. T for Ho Pr>|T|

Intercept 1.8989 0.6939 2.74 0.0066

Conflict Level -0.0787 0.0602 -1.31 0.1926

Integrating Behavior 0.5474 0.0795 6.89 0.0001

Avoiding Behavior -0.0256 0.0601 -0.43 0.6706

Forcing Behavior 0.0028 0.0727 0.04 0.9692

Centralization 0.0256 0.0408 0.63 0.5307

Formalization 0.0906 0.0421 2.16 0.0318

= 0.31; d.f. = 289; F Value for Regression Model = 20.95 Pr > F = 0.0001

The structural model for the second stage of the model expresses performance as a

function of constructive conflict. Performance was measured using two constructs,

crossfunctional success and new product success as follows:

y=p„+p,x, + 6

where Y = crossfunctional success

X, = estimated constructive conflict

or Y = new product success
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The model was estimated by ordinary least squares in a simple regression model. This

was done separately for each of the two dependent variables. Both models were significant at the

0.0001 level. Both signs were positive as hypothesized. Both were significantly different from

zero at the 0.0001 level. For the model with crossfunctional success as the dependent variable

= .51. For the model with new product success as the dependent variable = .18. The

results of these regressions support Hypothesis 10 that there will be a positive association

between constructive conflict and both crossfunctional success and new product success. The

regression results for both models are shown in Table 39.

TABLE 39

Regression Results: Performance Models

Model Parameter Parameter

Estimate

S.D. TforH^ Pr>rr|

Crossfunctional

Success

(R' = .51,d.f. = 289)

Intercept - 2.6868 0.4434 -6.06 0.0001

Constructive Conflict 1.5972 0.0932 17.14 0.0001

New Product

Success

(R' = .18, d.f. = 289)

Intercept 0.4163 0.4964 0.84 0.4023

Constructive Conflict 0.8222 0.1043 7.88 0.0001

The results of the model testing suggest several important points. Relative to the

relationship between the two conflict handling methods, conflict handling behaviors have a much

greater impact on constructive conflict than structural modes of handling conflict. Also, within

the conflict handling behaviors, integrative conflict behaviors have the largest positive impact.

Between the two structural methods of handling conflict, the model testing indicates that
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formalization is substantially more important in gaining constructive conflict outcomes. This is

meaningful to both strategic types.

For Prospector companies, companies with well-developed face-to-face internal

interactions (sufficient quantity), quality of conflict handling behavior will be critical for

successful conflict management. That is, conflict behaviors during conflict interactions should

seek to be as integrative as possible. Such behaviors will lead to constructive outcomes for

companies. For Defender companies, companies with relatively few face-to-face internal

interactions, both quality and quantity of conflict handling behavior will be critical for successful

conflict management. That is, when conflicts arise interactions will need to be of sufficient

quantity to allow for the use of integrative conflict handling behaviors and, additionally, each

interaction will need to focus on integrative conflict behaviors.

For both strategic types emphasis should be put on formalization of procedures and

interactions in order to increase constructive conflict outcomes. This emphasis should be both

on quality and quantity. This may surprise Prospector companies that thought good

communications only required good verbal skills. These companies may need to work on the

quantity issue. This may also surprise Defender companies that thought quantity of

formalization was sufficient. These companies may need to work on the quality issue.

As discussed earlier, part of the motivation behind the study is to develop an instrument

to assess constructive conflict within organizations. Thus, this study is exploratory in that it

seeks only to understand the impact of conflict behaviors and structural conflict handling

methods on constructive conflict. The results clearly show that integrative conflict behavior is

the key factor in gaining constructive conflict outcomes. An = .31 shows the independent

variables in this study do have a substantial influence on constructive conflict. Conversely, it
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also indicates that other factors substantially affect constructive conflict. These factors must be

researched in order to develop an instrument that will be able to meaningfully assess constructive

conflict in organizations.

A remaining question would be whether constructive conflict is really an important

factor at all in new product development, one that justifies further research to develop an

instrument to measure it. The results of the second stage model do that. These results Justify

constructive conflict as a very important factor in both crossfunctional success (R' = .51) and in

new product success (R^= . 18). The impact of constructive conflict as a single factor on

crossfunctional success is quite substantial. The impact of constructive conflict on new product

success is surprisingly high given the many things that contribute to that outcome.

Classification of Strategic Type

The Conant, Mokwa, and Varadarajan (1990) scale was adapted to assess strategic

position for this study. The original scale poses eleven questions on strategic position to which

there are four answers for each question. One response reflects the actions of a Prospector, one a

Defender, one an Analyzer, and one a Reactor. The eleven Prospector responses to the

questions, or Prospector actions, were used to create a new scale. Respondents were presented

with these eleven aggressive new product development actions and asked to designate on a scale

of I to 7 (1 being "strongly disagree" and 7 being "strongly agree") to what extent they agreed

that their firm pursued such actions. It was expected that Prospectors would evidence a pattern

of responses on the high end of the scale and that Defenders would evidence a pattern of

responses on the low end of the scale. Analyzers and Reactors were expected to shift back and

forth from high to low and low to high.
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In order to test the hypotheses dealing with firm strategy (H1-H7), i.e., to assign

responses to strategic groups, the responses to the adapted Conant, Mokwa, and Varadarajan

(1990) instrument were analyzed using cluster analysis, an approach to classification based on

the idea that "pattern represents process" (Sokal & Sneath,1963). Cluster analysis is a generic

name for a group of multivariate statistical procedures used to create classifications. These

procedures start with a data set (a sample of entities) and reorganize the entities into groups that

are relatively homogeneous. There are seven major families of clustering methods used across

the sciences: hierarchical agglomerative, hierarchical divisive, iterative partitioning, density

search, factor analytic, clumping, and graph theoretic (Aldenderfer & Blashfield,1984). The

method chosen needs to be compatible with the kind of classification, the variables involved, and

the measure used to determine similarity between cases. As a result, only three of the above

methods are routinely used within the social sciences. These are hierarchical agglomerative,

iterative partitioning, and factor analytic (Aldenderfer & Blashfield,1984).

Classification of responses into Prospector and Defender for this study was done using

SAS's FASTCLUS procedure, an iterative partitioning method. This method was selected

because it avoids several of the problems associated with hierarchical agglomerative methods.

First, FASTCLUS, unlike hierarchical methods, is intended for large data sets of 100 to 100,000

observations. Poor initial partitioning can be compensated for in FASTCLUS, because it makes

more than one pass through the data (hierarchical agglomerative methods cannot correct for

initial partitioning errors). Also, FASTCLUS produces single rank clusters that are not nested.

Finally, because FASTCLUS is sensitive to outliers, it effectively identifies them by forcing

them into clusters of one.
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FASTCLUS begins by defining cluster "seeds" and then through repeated passes assigns

observations to the nearest cluster centroid, finally ending with assignment of all observations

into the number of clusters designated by the researcher. For this study, the maximum number of

clusters was first constrained to four clusters, anticipating the four strategic types described by

Miles and Snow (1978) and verified in numerous previous research efforts. The results were

surprising. Although four clusters were produced, one cluster with dominantly positive

responses on the scale (Prospectors), one cluster with dominantly negative responses on the scale

(Defenders), and two clusters with mixed responses (Analyzers and Reactors), the two mixed

clusters were not closest to one another as would be expected. Theoretic expectations would

predict that the two mixed clusters should have centroids closest to each other because their

pattern of strategic actions would be similar, even though the drivers behind the actions differ.

Instead, one mixed group was more similar to the dominantly positive cluster and one mixed

group was more similar to the dominantly negative cluster.

The results of the initial clustering procedure suggest that classification could just as

well be done with a mean or median split. However, use of these other procedures would make

the classification unduely sensitive to extreme values. Instead, cluster analysis makes the

assignment based on overall pattern. Therefore, FASTCLUS was run once more constraining the

procedure this time to a two-cluster result. Prospector or Defender. The procedure classified 162

respondents as members of Prospector-like companies and 128 respondents as members of

Defender-like companies (Pseudo F Statistic = 109.8; Cubic Clustering Criterion = 55.18). As an

additional check, ANOVA was then run on all 11 strategy measures to confirm that there was a

significant difference between the two groups on these variables. It was unnecessary to

standardize the data matrix because items used were measured on the same scale (Romesburg,
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1984). The classifications identified using the second FASTCLUS procedure were then used to

test Hypotheses HI through H7.

Tests of the Hypotheses

This section presents the statistical tests of the research hypotheses (Table 40 presents an

overview of the hypotheses, scales, and analysis techniques). The hypothesis tests are presented

in the same order as they were discussed at the end of Chapter 5. The analyses are run on both

the total combined responses of 290, and the individual group responses of R&D (113 responses)

and marketing (176 responses). As noted earlier, one respondent failed to indicate functional

area membership. Each of the strategy hypotheses is followed by a summary table presenting N,

means, standard deviations, the F-value, and significance. All hypotheses are accepted or

rejected at a = .05. In reporting the results the combined group response (290) is reported first

and the individual group responses second.

Statistical Test of Hypothesis 1.

HI; In conflict situations between R&D and marketing. Defenders will have a
higher perceived level of conflict than Prospectors.

HI was supported by the total combined, R&D, and marketing responses. For the total

combined responses Defenders were found to be significantly different from Prospectors on the

construct conflict level, F = 25.21, p < .0001. Defenders had the higher mean, 4.2058, versus

3.6223 for the Prospector personnel . HI was also supported by both the R&D and marketing

groups, F — 7.61, p < .0068, and F = 15.65, p < .0001. In each case Defenders had the highest

means, indicating that Defender firms perceived higher conflict levels in their organizations than

Prospector firms. The null hypothesis of no difference is rejected. Table 41 presents a summary

of the ANOVA results.
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TABLE 40

Hypotheses, Measurement Scales, Analysis Technique

Hypotheses

HI: Ds will perceive higher
conflict levels than Ps.

H2: Ps will use integrating
behaviors more than Ds.

H3: Ds will use forcing and
avoiding behaviors
more than Ps.

H4: Ps will rely on formalization
more than Ds.

H5: Ps will rely on centralization
more than Ds.

H6: Ps will use behavior more
than structure to handle

conflict.

H7: Ds will use structure more
than behavior to handle

conflict.

H8: Positive association between

integrating behavior and
constructive conflict.

H9: Negative association between
forcing and avoiding and
constructive conflict.

HIO: Positive association between

constructive conflict and

new product development
success.

H11: Constructive conflict to be

associated with moderate
levels of conflict.

Instrument

Jaworski & Kohli (1993)
Ruekert & Walker (1987)

Rahim(l983)

Rahim(l983)

Hage & Aiken (1967)

Hage & Aiken (1967)

Hage & Aiken (1967)
Rahim(l983)

Hage & Aiken (1967)
Rahim(l983)

Rahim(l983)
Barker, Tjosvold,
and Andrews (1988)

Rahim(l983)

Barker, Tjosvold,
and Andrews (1988)
Song (1991; 1993)

Barker, Tjosvold,
and Andrews (1988)

Analysis

ANOVA

ANOVA

MANOVA

ANOVA

ANOVA

MANOVA

Repeated
Measures

MANOVA

Repeated
Measures

Correlation

Correlation

Correlation

T-test

Quadratic
Regression
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TABLE 41

Summary Data for Hypothesis 1

Hypothesis Group Strategy N Mean Standard

Deviation

F p >F

H1: Defenders will have

a higher perceived level of
conflict than Prospectors.

Combined

Defender 128 4.2058 1.0121

25.21 0.0001Prospector 162 3.6223 0.9589

R&D

Defender 44 4.0752 1.1171

7.61 0.0068Prospector 69 3.4826 1.1108

Marketing
Defender 83 4.2424 0.9121

15.65 0.0001Prospector 93 3.7259 0.8196

This finding contradicts that of Ruekert and Walker (1987), the only other major study to

have pursued these questions. In their study. Prospectors were predicted to perceived a higher

level of conflict than Defenders, based on the logic that key predictors in conflict level would be

complexity and uncertainty in the firm environment. Their data supported the prediction.

Significantly, however, the data came from three divisions of a single Fortune 500 company

manufacturing industrial products. Because firms tend to have a conflict environment that

pervades a given unit and because Ruekert and Walker's findings were based only on a marketing

sample, the results are subject to challenge. The authors do describe their study as exploratory.

An important difference exists between this study and the former. This study takes the

position that conflict levels have much more to do with the behaviors that are carried out during

conflict episodes than with complexity and uncertainty of the firm environment. Indeed, these

data show that the behaviors commonly associated with simplicity and certainty (forcing,

avoiding, and centralization) within firms are positively associated with increased conflict levels

(See Table 31). Forcing, a common practice in more traditional, hierarchical firms is strongly

associated with increased conflict. It follows that the behaviors commonly associated with
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Prospectors (e.g., good communication skills and a tendency out of need to more integrative

behaviors) result in lower conflict levels. Thus, it was predicted that Defenders would perceive

higher levels of conflict than Prospectors. The data's support of this prediction provides a better

basis for generalization than the Ruekert and Walker sample, because these data come from

respondents at 188 companies. Also, the companies that participated in this study are far more

diverse.

The only difference noted between the R&D and marketing responses was the strength of

the finding. There was less variation in the responses in the marketing group than in the R&D

group, however. The tight distribution of response within marketing might be seen as unusual

because marketers are often thought more diverse a group than R&D/engineering. Relative to

the question of conflict levels, however, their responses are very similar.

Statistical Test of Hypothesis 2.

Hj. In conflict situations between R&D and marketing. Prospectors will use
integrating conflict behavior more than Defenders.

H2 was supported by the total combined, R&D and marketing responses. Based on the

total combined responses. Prospectors were found to be significantly different from Defenders on

the construct integrating behavior, F = 32.62, p < .0001. Prospectors had the higher mean,

5.2899, versus 4.6877 for the Defender personnel. H1 was also supported by both the R&D and

marketing groups, F = 5.38, p < .0222, and F = 32.91, p < .0001. In each case Prospector firms

had the highest means, indicating that Prospectors perceive greater use of integrating conflict

behaviors within the R&D/marketing interface than do Defender firms. The null hypothesis of

no difference existing between the two strategic types on integrating behavior is rejected. Table

42 presents a summaiy of the ANOVA results.
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TABLE 42

Summary Data for Hypothesis 2

Hypothesis Group Strategy N Mean Standard

Deviation

F p>F

H2: Prospectors use
integrating behaviors
more than Defenders.

Combined

Defender 128 4.6877 0.9764

32.62 0.0001Prospector 162 5.2899 0.8191

R&D

Defender 44 4.7429 1.0726

5.38 0.0222Prospector 69 5.1895 0.9482

Marketing
Defender 83 4.6546 0.9323

32.91 0.0001Prospector 93 5.3647 0.7046

These findings do support the previous literature in organizational behavior. It is

difficult to compare the findings, however, to those of the Ruekert and Walker (1987) study.

Their Proposition 4 combined avoidance and integrative behaviors as conflict resolution

mechanisms. The findings of Thomas and Kilmann (1975) point out that avoiding is fifth in

desirability of five possible conflict behaviors. In fact, many organization members would not

see avoiding as a resolution of conflict at all. The results on Ruekert and Walker's Proposition

4 were mixed. The authors did find that relative to integrative behaviors the means were in the

appropriate direction, but the difference between the two strategic groups was not found to be

significant.

This study's findings on integrative behaviors supports the idea that Prospector firms

actually have an advantage in establishing constructive conflict climates. Due to the inherent

structure of such firms, integrative behavior is forced on them in order to cope with the number

and complexity of their tasks. It would seem that the eveiyday integrative behaviors required of

these firms spill over into the conflict handling behaviors as predicted. The findings also suggest

that the inherent structure of Defenders de-emphasizes integrative skills because of their reliance
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on hierarchy to handle conflicts that arise. Thus, in conflict situations. Defender personnel are

perceived as less likely to use integrative behaviors to handle the situation. This suggests that

relative to integrative conflict behavior Prospectors probably achieve the needed quantity of

integrative behavior, but may still face a quality issue. Defenders likely face both a quantity and

quality issue in integrative conflict behavior.

Statistical Test of Hypothesis 3.

In conflict situations between R&D and marketing. Defenders will use forcing
and avoiding conflict behaviors more than Prospectors.

Hypothesis 3 was supported by the total combined, R&D, and marketing responses.

Based on the total combined responses. Defenders were found to be significantly different from

Prospectors on the constructs of forcing conflict behavior and avoiding conflict behavior, overall

MANOVA F = 11.23, p < .0001. H3 was also supported by the MANOVA results based on

both the R&D respondents and the marketing respondents with F = 4.38, p < .0148, and F = 7.34,

p < .0009.

Hypothesis 3 (forcing behavior) was supported by the ANOVA analysis of the total

combined responses, as well as by the ANOVA analyses of the individual group responses. The

ANOVA of the forcing construct for the total combined responses was significant, F = 18.02, p <

.0001. The means of the Defender responses were higher than those of the Prospector responses

as predicted, 3.9341 and 3.4591 respectively. For the R&D respondents Defenders were

different from Prospectors at F = 6.68, p < .0111, with the Defenders mean at 4.0177 and the

Prospector mean at 3.5029. For the marketing respondents Defenders were different from

Prospectors at F — 11.97, p < .0007, with the Defender mean at 3.8929 and the Prospector mean

at 3.4265. Defenders are clearly perceived as using forcing behaviors more than Prospectors.
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Hypothesis 3 (avoiding behavior) was also supported by the ANOVA analysis of the

total combined responses, as well as by the ANOVA analyses of the individual group responses.

The ANOVA of the avoiding construct for the total combined responses was significant, F =

12.9, p < .0001. The means of the Defender responses were higher than those of the Prospector

responses as predicted, 3.4607 and 3.0258 respectively. For the R&D respondents Defenders

were different from Prospectors at F = 6.48, p < .0123, with the Defenders mean at 3.5765 and

the Prospector mean at 3.0725. For the marketing respondents Defenders were different from

Prospectors at F = 7.00, p < .0089, with the Defender mean at 3.4018 and the Prospector mean at

2.9911. Thus, Defenders are clearly perceived as using avoiding behaviors more than

Prospectors. Therefore, based on both the MANOVA and ANOVA analyses, the null hypothesis

of no difference between the two strategic groups on forcing and avoiding is rejected. The

results for the MANOVA and ANOVA analyses for the constructs forcing and avoiding are

summarized in Tables 43 and 44.

Forcing and avoiding behaviors are associated with authority decisions and bureaucratic

passing of the buck. This finding substantiates that the assumed emphasis on authority and

bureaucracy thought to exist in Defender firms also exists in Defender new product development

processes—a creative area needing flexibility. Secondly, as mentioned before, forcing and

avoiding, demonstrate a positive association with conflict and a negative association with

crossfunctional performance (See Table 31). Practically, the use of these two conflict handling

behaviors can simply crowd out time for the use of integrative approaches. Forcing and avoiding

rank last among the five recognized conflict handling behaviors in social desirability, meaning

that people in organizations would least like to have conflict situations handled with these

behaviors (Thomas & Kilmann, 1975). Thus, this finding suggests that Defenders will tend to
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TABLE 43

Summary Data for Hypothesis 3: Forcing Behavior (ANOVA)

Hypothesis Group Strategy N Mean Standard

Deviation

F p>F

H3: Defenders use

forcing and avoiding
behaviors more than

Prospectors.

Combined

Defender 128 3.9341 1.0291

18.02' 0.0001Prospector 162 3.4591 0.8749

R&D

Defender 44 4.0177 1.1196

6.68" 0.0111Prospector 69 3.5029 0.9732

Marketing
Defender 83 3.8929 0.9884

11.97' 0.0007Prospector 93 3.4265 0.7983

Multivariate test (Wilks' Lambda): F = 4.38, p < 0.0148
Multivariate test (Wilks' Lambda): F = 7.34, p < 0.0009

TABLE 44

Summary Data for Hypothesis 3: Avoiding Behavior (ANOVA)

Hypothesis Group Strategy N Mean Standard

Deviation

F p>F

H3: Defenders use

forcing and avoiding
behaviors more than

Prospectors.

Combined

Defender 128 3.4607 1.1029

12.9 0.0001Prospector 162 3.0258 0.9568

R&D

Defender 44 3.5765 1.2245

6.48 0.0123Prospector 69 3.0725 0.8785

Marketing
Defender 83 3.4018 1.0425

7.00 0.0089Prospector 93 2.9911 1.0143

Multivariate test (Wilks' Lambda):
Multivariate test (Wilks' Lambda):

F = 4.38, p< 0.0148
F = 7.34, p < 0.0009

Page 138



have higher levels of conflict and will tend to use conflict handling behaviors that exacerbate the

problem.

Statistical Test of Hypothesis 4.

In conflict situations between R&D and marketing. Prospectors will rely on
formal ization more than Defenders.

on

was

H4 was supported by the total combined responses and the R&D responses. Based

the total combined responses. Prospectors were found to be significantly different from

Defenders on the construct formalization with F = 11.83, p < .0007. Prospectors had the higher

mean, 4.4098, versus 3.8858 for the Defender personnel. H4 was also supported by R&D at F =

9.33, p < .0028, with the Prospector mean at 4.6174 and the Defender mean at 3.8318. H4 just

missed significance with the marketing responses, F = 3.30, p < .0708. The Prospector mean

4.2558, and the Defender mean was 3.9107. The null hypothesis of no difference existing

between the two strategic types on formalization is rejected based on the total combined response

and the R&D sample. Due to the marketing group results, however, it is necessaiy to say that H4

was partially supported. In each case, nonetheless, the means were in the predicted direction.

Table 45 summarizes the ANOVA results for H6.

TABLE 45

Summary Data for Hypothesis 4

Hypothesis Group Strategy N Mean Stendard

Deviation

F p>F

H4: Prospectors will rely
on formalization more

than Defenders.
Combined

Defender 128 3.8858 1.2969

11.83 0.0007Prospector 162 4.4098 1.2808

R&D

Defender 44 3.8318 1.4344

9.33 0.0028Prospector 69 4.6174 1.2643

Marketing
Defender 83 3.9107 1.2339

3.30 0.0708Prospector 93 4.2558 1.2779
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There is sufficient support on this hypothesis to say that it appears the complexity of

Prospector new product development demands a higher level of formalization of procedures and

rules in order to effectively deal with that complexity. This contradicts the Miles and Snow

(1978) description of the two strategic types depicting the Defender as more rigid and structured

than the Prospector. Not surprisingly, the Ruekert and Walker (1987) study predicted higher

formalization in Defenders as apparent logic would demand. They found, however, that the

differences between Defenders, Analyzers, and Prospectors was practically nil, with the results

not significant. Dyer and Song (1995), using a Japanese sample, also predicted the expected

Defender dominance on formalization, but found that the Prospector firms in their sample used

formalization more. The Dyer and Song results were significant.

This finding has certain implications for the new product development process. It

appears that the more uncertain and complex the task environment in new product development

the more formalization needs to be used as a conflict handling mechanism. Quality formalized

communication becomes especially important in an interfunctional situation where two groups

are as different in background and perspective as are R&D and marketing. Quality formalized

communication also becomes extremely important in a process such as new product development

where change is constant. Without such communications misinformation and misunderstanding

will lead to a significant rise in conflict between the R&D and marketing areas. It appears that

the high level of formalization in Prospectors played a part in the lower level of conflict found in

the Hypothesis 1 analysis.

Management of formalization to handle conflict situations within the firm presents

concerns for both of the strategy types. In Prospector firms the importance of formalization may

not be sufficiently emphasized due to their inherent structure. Although, based on this data set.

Page 140



 

the quantity of formaiization use is apparent in Prospectors, the quality of formalized

communications would still need to be emphasized. In Defender firms, formaiization may be

taken for granted due to their inherent structure. Emphasis might need to be put on both quantity

and quality of formaiization for these firms. It appears that the lower level of perceived conflict

in Defender firms played a part in their higher level of conflict.

Statistical Test ofHypothesis 5.

Hj. In conflict situations between R&D and marketing. Prospectors will rely on
centralization more than Defenders.

H5 was not supported. Based on the total combined responses. Prospectors were found

to be significantly different from Defenders on the construct centralization with F = 24.88, p <

.0001. The results, however, were the reverse of that predicted in the hypothesis. Defenders had

the higher mean, 3.009, versus 2.4657 for the Prospector responses. H5 was not supported by

R&D at F = 1.87, p < . 1743, with the Defender mean at 3.2017 and the Prospector mean at

2.8064. The direction of the means duplicated the total combined responses, but the R&D group

results were not significant. Finally, H5 was not supported by the results of the marketing group

with F = 30.55, p < .0001. Again Defenders had the higher mean at 3.3089 versus 2.2129 for

Prospectors. Table 46 summarizes the ANOVA results for H5.

TABLE 46

1 Hypothesis Group Strategy N Mean Standard

Deviation

F p>F

H5: Prospectors will rely
on centralization more

than Defenders.
Combined

Defender 128 3.009 1.5974

24.88 0.0001Prospector 162 2.4657 1.2545

R&D

Defender 44 3.2017 1.5655

1.87 0.1743Prospector 69 2.8064 1.4547

Marketing
Defender 83 3.3089 1.5795

30.55 0.0001Prospector 93 2.2129 1.0189
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When looking at centralization as a construct in a conflict handling context,

centralization is the use of hierarchy, or authority to settle disputes, and it presents a mixed

picture in this role. McCann and Galbraith (1981) discuss the advantages of centralization as a

conflict handling method, finding it quick and unambiguous. They describe centralization as

efficient in a conflict context. They also discuss the disadvantage of centralization because it

most often moves resolution out of the hands of the parties involved. Given that research shows

that conflict handling is best carried out by those involved, McCann and Galbraith suggest that

hierarchical conflict handling may be efficient but not effective.

Hypothesis 5 reversed the intuitive prediction that would be expected based on the Miles

and Snow (1978) descriptions of their strategic types. When Ruekert and Walker (1987)

proposed that Defenders would use centralization more than Prospectors as a conflict handling

mechanism, their finding was statistically significant, but the means were reversed—i.e..

Prospectors used centralization more than Defenders. Dyer and Song (1995) in their Japanese

sample found the same reversal of means and significance, concluding that the higher complexity

of Prospector new product development simply demands more methods of conflict management,

and Prospectors make use of every mechanism available to them. Thus, given the extant findings

on this construct in the conflict literature, the results from this study are surprising.

It appears that more is operating on the centralization issue than the previously

mentioned factors. Certainly it suggests that the use of centralization as a conflict handling

mechanism varies with the context beyond the simple difference of strategic type. One possible

explanation may be that this finding is unique to the electronic industries or is heavily impacted

by some particular characteristic of those industries, such as volatility. This can only be settled

by further research.
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Statistical Test ofHypotheses 6 and 7.

Hg." In conflict situations between R&D and marketing. Prospectors will use
behavioral conflict handling methods more than structural methods.

H,. In conflict situations between R&D and marketing, Defenders will use structural
conflict handling methods more than behavioral methods.

H6 and H7 were partially supported. H6 and H7 were supported by the total combined

responses and by the marketing group responses, but not by the R&D group responses. The

results of the repeated measures MANOVA on the total combined responses indicated that

Prospectors are significantly different from Defenders in the methods used to handle conflict, F =

7.11, p < .0081. Prospectors had the higher mean, 4.3387, versus 4.1989 for Defenders on the

behavioral method, supporting the prediction that Prospectors would use more behavioral

conflict handling methods than structural ones. Defenders had the higher mean, 3.5934, versus

3.4377 for Prospectors on the structural method, supporting the prediction that Defenders would

use more structural methods than behavioral ones.

MANOVA results based on the R&D responses did not support H6 and H7 with F = .88,

p < .3492. Neither ANOVA analysis, on behavior or structure, was significant at F = .03, p <

.8589 and F = 1.18, p < .2794 respectively. The means were virtually the same for behavior.

Defenders at 4.2808 and Prospectors at 4.2971. On structure the Prospector means were higher

than the Defenders at 3.7119 and 3.5168. MANOVA results based on the marketing responses

strongly supported H6 and H7 with F = 20.83, p < .0001. Both of the ANOVA analyses were

significant at F = 17.78, p < .0001 for behavior and F = 10.02, p < .0018 for structure. Means for

both behavior and structure were in the predicted directions. On behavior the Prospector mean

was higher at 4.3696 than the Defender mean at 4.1532. On structure the Defender mean was

higher at 3.6098 than the Prospector mean at 3.2344. The predictions of H6 and H7 were solidly
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supported by the marketing group. The predictions of H6 and H7 were just as solidly not

supported by the R«&D group. Table 47 summarizes the MANOVA and ANOVA findings.

TABLE 47

Summary Data for Hypotheses 6 and 7

Hypothesis Group Strategy N Behavioral

Method

|4 s.d.

Structural

Method

it s.d.

F* p>F'

H6: Prospectors will
use behavioral

methods more than

structural methods.

H7: Defenders will

use structural

methods more than

behavioral methods.

R&D

&

Mktg.

Defender 128 4.1989 0.3801 3.5934 0.8951 8.78''
/

2.30

0.0033

/

0.1304Prospector 162 4.3387 0.4133 3.4377 0.8453

R&D

Defender 44 4.2808 0.4781 3.5168 0.9218 0.03"

/

1.18

0.8589

/

0.2794Prospector 69 4.2971 0.4730 3.7119 0.9358

Mktg.
Defender 83 4.1532 0.3127 3.6098 0.8617 17.78"

/

10.02

0.0001

/

0.0018Prospector 93 4.3696 0.3624 3.2344 0.7106

" MANOVA F = 7.1 l,p< 0.0081
MANOVA F = 0.88, p < 0.3492

" MANOVA F = 20.83, p< 0.0001

Statistical Tests of Hypotheses 8, 9 and 10.

H.

H,:

H,

In conflict situations between R&D and marketing, a positive association will be
found between integrating conflict handling behaviors and constructive conflict.

In conflict situations between R&D and marketing, a negative association will be
found between forcing and avoiding conflict handling behaviors and
constructive conflict.

In conflict situations between R&D and marketing, a positive association will be
found between constructive conflict and new product development
success.

Hypotheses 8, 9, and 10 were supported by the total combined responses, the R&D

responses and the marketing responses. Based on the total combined responses, integrating

behaviors were found to have a positive correlation with constructive conflict of .5396, p <
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behaviors were found to have a positive correlation with constructive conflict of .5396, p <

.0001. Forcing was found to have a negative correlation with constructive conflict of-.3461,

p < .0001, and avoiding was found to have a negative correlation with constructive conflict of

-.2752, p < .0001. Constructive conflict was found to have a positive correlation with

crossfunctional success of .5252, p < .0001. Constructive conflict was found to have a positive

correlation with new product success of .2627, p < .0001.

Based on the R&D responses, integrating conflict handling behaviors were found to have

a positive correlation with constructive conflict of .5513, p < .0001. Forcing was found to have a

negative correlation with constructive conflict of - .2672, p < .0042, and avoiding was found to

have a negative correlation with constructive conflict of- .2161, p < .0215. Constructive conflict

was found to have a positive correlation with crossfunctional success of .5297, p < .0001.

Constructive conflict was found to have a positive correlation with new product success of .2832,

p < .0024.

Based on the marketing responses, integrating conflict handling behaviors were also

found to have a positive correlation with constructive conflict of .5330, p < .0001. Forcing was

found to have a negative correlation with constructive conflict of - .4163, p < .0001, and avoiding

was found to have a negative correlation with constructive conflict of - .3227, p < .0001.

Constructive conflict was found to have a positive correlation with crossfunctional success of

.5148, p < .0001. Constructive conflict was found to have a positive correlation with new

product success of .2497, p < .0008. Table 48 summarizes the correlation results.

The data show that the impact of conflict handling behaviors on constructive conflict

within firms is significant. Several points should be made about these results. First, the
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TABLE 48

Correlations Between Sum Scale Measures for Hypotheses 8, 9 and 10

Hypothesis Construct CorriProb.

(Combined)
CorryProb.

(R&D)
Corr,/Prob.

(Marketing)

H8: A positive association
will be found between

integrating conflict handling
behaviors and constructive

conflict.

Integrating .5396

.0001

.5513

.0001

.5330

.0001

H9; A negative association
will be found between forcing
and avoiding conflict handling
and constructive conflict.

Forcing

Avoiding

-.3461

.0001

-.2752

.0001

-.2672

.0042

-.2161

.0215

-.4163

.0001

-.3227

.0001

H10: A positive association
will be found between

constructive conflict and new

product development success.

Crossfunctional

Success

Market Success

.5252

.0001

.2617

.0001

.5297

.0001

.2832

.0024

.5148

.0001

.2497

.0008

association between integrative conflict handling behaviors is fairly strong, i.e., over .5 for each

of the analyses, and it is consistent from group to group. R&D and marketing personnel are very

similar in their responses. Likewise, the association between constructive conflict and the two

performance measures is quite similar for the two groups. In both cases the association between

constructive conflict and crossfunctional success is strong. These constructs seem to have a very

similar impact for personnel in R&D and marketing. An inference that might be made is that

integrative conflict handling behavior is equally critical to positive conflict interactions in these

two groups. Similarly, constructive conflict is equally critical to good crossfunctional

relationships in the new product development process.

Forcing and avoiding were found to have a negative influence on conflict handling.

Given the authoritarian structure in many modem organizations, the strong negative association

between forcing and constructive conflict poses problems for successful new product
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development in many firms. This is because managers commonly force through decisions on

many levels in many firms. These data indicate that forcing in conflict situations leads in many

instances to counterproductive outcomes. Managers, for example in Defender firms, might want

to examine their behaviors. Care needs to be taken in training personnel to understand that

where forcing decisions may have a place in other organizational interactions, in conflict

situations forcing may produce an efficient outcome in the short term, but produce an ineffective

outcome in the long term. Additionally, it appears that force impacts more negatively on conflict

situations involving marketing personnel. Perhaps marketing personnel, who are often creative

and people-oriented, must be handled more with integrative behaviors, where R&D, who are

more structured and task-oriented, understand and accept the efficiency of at least some forced

conflict handling.

What is known about social desirability and conflict behaviors suggests that personnel

would least like to have conflict handled by avoiding (Thomas & Kilmann, 1975). Ironically,

managers avoid avoiding more than forcing, even though forcing, a commonly practiced and

management sanctioned conflict behavior, has much stronger negative consequences on

constructive outcomes.

Statistical Test ofHypothesis 11.

H,,: In conflict situations between R&D and marketing, constructive conflict
will be associated with moderate levels of conflict.

Hypothesis 11 was not supported by the total combined, R&D, or marketing responses.

In testing this hypothesis, the constructive conflict responses were plotted against moderate

conflict responses and visually reviewed to ascertain whether the inverted U-shaped distribution

Page 147



predicted by the literature was evident. No inverted U-shape was discerned. Visual inspection

of the plot, instead, indicated a slightly negative slope for the total combined, R&D, and

marketing responses.

For the total combined responses, the t-test comparing the means of moderate conflict

responses to non-moderate on the construct variable was performed with t = - 4.2918, p < .0001,

indicating a significant negative, linear relationship. For the two groups, the t-test comparing the

means of moderate conflict responses to non-moderate on the construct variable was -2.36,

p <.0202 for R&D and -3.70, p < .0003 for marketing. For the total combined responses, the

quadratic regression test for curvilinear relationships yielded F = 1.09, p < .2975. The quadratic

regression test for curvilinear relationships yielded F = .00, p < .9627 for R&D and F = 3.43,

p < .0659 for marketing. No curvilinear relationship exists between moderate conflict levels and

constructive conflict based on this data set

Hypothesis 11 questioned a relationship that is assumed in the conflict literature,

frequently without empirical support. It states that higher levels of positive outcomes of conflict

will be associated with moderate levels of conflict. This is based on the literature's conclusion

that too much or too little conflict is less productive than moderate conflict. The results of this

hypothesis challenge the way that much conflict research has been done. One possible

implication here is that respondents automatically define conflict as bad. When questioned about

conflict they assume that conflict is negative. This suggests that more work should be done on

what has been called contention or controversy, disagreement that is task or opinion oriented,

i.e., without negative emotional baggage for respondents. It may be very important to separate

conflict research into conflict and controversy, and then look at the behaviors that are used to

handle each of these disagreement circumstances. Some work has been done in this area, but, to
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date, the output has been limited and is very small compared to the more traditional conflict

research.

Summary

Chapter 6 has presented the model and hypotheses testing for this study (See Table 49

for a summary of the hypotheses and results). It was found that conflict handling mechanisms do

vary according to the strategic position of organizations. It was also found that certain conflict

behavior is more associated with certain strategic types. Chapter 6 found that constructive

conflict is positively associated with integrative conflict behaviors and negatively associated with

forcing and avoiding behaviors. The much discussed inverted U-shape relationship between

positive conflict outcomes and the level of conflict was also tested, but not supported. The

suggestion was made that conflict research might be well served to look at conflict behaviors and

controversy behaviors separately. Several managerial implications were discussed. Chapter 7

will discuss the implications of the study findings, limitations of the study, and future research

possibilities.
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TABLE 49

Summary of Hypothesis Testing Results

Hypotheses

HI: Ds will perceive higher
conflict levels than Ps.

H2: Ps will use integrating
behaviors more than Ds.

H3: Ds will use forcing and
avoiding behaviors
more than Ps.

H4: Ps will rely on formalization
more than Ds.

H5: Ps will rely on centralization
more than Ds.

H6: Ps will use behavior more

than structure to handle

conflict.

H7: Ds will use structure more

than behavior to handle

conflict.

H8: Positive association between

integrating behavior and
constructive conflict.

H9: Negative association between
forcing and avoiding and
constructive conflict.

H10: Positive association between

constructive conflict and

new product development
success.

H11: Constructive conflict to be

associated with moderate

levels of conflict.

Instrument

Jaworski & Kohli

(1993)
Ruekert & Walker

(1987)

Rahim(1983)

Rahim(1983)

Analysis

ANOVA

Hage & Aiken (1967)
Rahim(1983)

Hage & Aiken (1967)
Rahim(1983)

Rahim(1983)
Barker, Tjosvold,
and Andrews (1988)

Rahim(1983)

Barker, Tjosvold,
and Andrews (1988)
Song(1991; 1993)

Barker, Tjosvold,
and Andrews (1988)

ANOVA

MANOVA

Hage & Aiken (1967) ANOVA

Hage & Aiken (1967) ANOVA

MANOVA

Repeated
Measures

MANOVA

Repeated
Measures

Correlation

Correlation

Correlation

T-test

Quadratic
Regression

Results

Supported

Supported

Supported

Partially
Supported

Not

Supported

Partially
Supported

Partially
Supported

Supported

Supported

Supported

Not

Supported
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CHAPTER 7

Discussion and Conclusion

Introduction

Chapter 7 will present the discussion and conclusion of the study. The overview section

will first present a brief summary of goals. This will be followed by a summary of the study

findings. Then, the first section will end with a comparison of this study's results to those of the

previous Ruekert and Walker (1987) study. The implications section will first discuss the

managerial implications of the study for the new product development process. Then, it will

discuss the similarities and differences found between the R&D and marketing responses.

Finally, the chapter will conclude with a summary of study limitations and future research

opportunities.

Overview

Study Goals. The conflict literature has shown that conflict and conflict behaviors are

sensitive to context (Bonoma, 1976; Ruekert & Walker, 1987). Thus, it is important that conflict

issues that apply to the new product development process be researched within that context. One

goal of this study was to study conflict handling mechanisms in a new context by using a sample

of R&D and marketing managers within the electronic industries. Another goal for the study was

to verify previous findings for that new context, i.e., the relationships between conflict behaviors

and positive outcomes. Still another goal was to challenge previous findings or assumptions

within that new context, i.e., the strategic differences expected between Prospector and Defender

firms, and the U-shaped relationship between conflict levels and positive outcomes. Last,
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another goal was to test the relationship between a relatively new construct, constructive conflict,

and new product success. Each of these goals helps to form a logical progression from conflict

handling mechanisms, behavioral and structural, to the ultimate goal of a productive new product

development process.

A Summary of Findings. One of the important issues dealt with in this study is that our

behavior during conflicts impacts the outcome of those exchanges. This is true whether we are

considering a fight between friends or a disagreement at work. Managers can affect conflict

outcomes in a positive or negative fashion by selecting specific conflict handling behaviors

themselves and training their employees to select specific conflict handling behaviors. In fact,

conflict handling behavior can become a tool that managers use to control their own behavior and

to influence the behavior of others. Carefully considered application of appropriate conflict

behavior by managers is important to the firm, because positive conflict outcomes can help

establish and maintain good relationships. These good relationships, in turn, can ultimately

result in greater success in the new product development process (Souder, 1988).

Based on the results from the model and the individual hypothesis testing in the study,

the following statements summarize the findings. The first stage of the model showed that, of

the three conflict behaviors studied (integrating, forcing, and avoiding), integrating behaviors

have the largest positive impact on constructive conflict. Forcing and avoiding, on the other

hand, have a substantial negative impact on constructive conflict, especially as perceived by

marketers. Of the two structural conflict handling methods, formalization has a large positive

impact on constructive conflict. Centralization has a mildly negative impact. The second stage

of the model showed that constructive conflict does have a large and positive impact on new

product success. That impact is strongest on crossfunctional relationships in new product
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development. However, the impact of constructive conflict on new product success, as measured

by market results, is surprisingly strong given the number of other factors influencing that

particular success measure.

On the question of strategic differences, the study found significant differences in the

conflict climate and behaviors in the R&D/marketing interface based on the strategy firms

pursued. Conflict levels were perceived to be higher in Defender firms. Prospectors were

perceived to use integrative conflict behaviors more than Defenders. Defenders were perceived

to use forcing and avoiding more than Prospectors. Prospectors were perceived to use

formalization as a conflict handling mechanism more than Defenders. It appears that Defenders

may use centralization more than Prospectors, although results were mixed. Prospectors were

perceived to use behavioral conflict handling more than structural, and Defenders use structural

conflict handling more than behavioral, according to marketers. R&D, however, did not perceive

these differences. Finally, the assumed inverted U-shaped relationship between conflict levels

and positive outcomes in conflict was not supported by this data set.

A Comparison. Some of the questions dealt with in this study were approached by a

similar study published in The Strategic Management Journal in 1987 by Ruekert and Walker.

Their study was exploratoiy in nature dealing with strategy/conflict issues between R&D and

marketing in a single firm, using three divisions that the authors had identified as one Defender,

one Prospector, and one Analyzer. Due to problems in gaining sufficient returns from R&D, the

findings are predicated on 114 marketing responses, except for the discussion of open-ended

questions included in the survey. The study remains today one of the only strategic studies on

conflict issues of this kind and perhaps the best known.
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In comparing these two studies, the findings of this study and those of the Ruekert and

Walker study are almost totally divergent. Ruekert and Walker predicted; 1) that Prospectors

have higher levels of conflict than Defenders (supported); 2) that Defenders use formalization

more than Prospectors (not supported); and 3) that Defenders use centralization more than

Prospectors (not supported, significant and reversed). This study predicted: 1) that Defenders

have higher levels of conflict than Prospectors (supported); 2) that Prospectors use formalization

more than Defenders (supported); and 3) that Prospectors use centralization more than Defenders

(not supported).

It should be noted that the questions on conflict level, formalization, and centralization

pursued in this study were specifically included because of doubts raised by the logic, sampling,

and findings of the Ruekert and Walker study. One prime explanation of the different findings

would be that the Ruekert and Walker study surveyed only one company with three divisions

classified as three strategic types (Defender, Prospector, and Analyzer). Thus, the conflict level,

formalization, and centralization findings might easily reflect only the conflict climate of these

three particular divisions of one organization. Another possible explanation is that some critical

difference in conflict situations exists between the industrial manufacturing firm in the Ruekert

and Walker study and the electronic firms surveyed in this study. Additionally, a larger sample

or a sample including R&D personnel in the Ruekert and Walker study might have resulted in

findings more similar to those in this study.

This author submits that the results of this study extend our understanding of conflict

beyond the results of the exploratory study by Ruekert and Walker (1987). Surveying a broad

cross-section of high-technology firms represents a logical extension of the Ruekert and Walker

work, taking analysis from an in-depth corporate setting to a broader, more inclusive setting. The
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sample for this study, 188 different firms participating across at least nine different areas of the

electronic industries, and input from both R&D and marketing personnel make the results far

more generalizable.

The study findings add to those of Ruekert and Walker, extending our knowledge of the

relationship between strategic position and conflict handling mechanisms. The research

questions here were approached from a somewhat different point of view as to the critical

influences on conflict. Ruekert and Walker focused on the environment's complexity and

stability. This study focuses on the impact on conflict of the conflict handling mechanisms

themselves. Also, this study, while asking very specific questions on conflict handling

mechanisms, looks at the links that exists between conflict handling mechanisms and positive

conflict outcomes, as well as between the positive conflict outcomes and new product

performance.

A Comparison of R&D and Marketing Responses. The findings of this study indicate

that R&D and marketing perceptions are overall very similar relative to the hypotheses proposed.

Eight of the eleven hypotheses were supported by the total combined responses, as well as the

R&D and marketing groups individually. In particular, conflict behaviors were found to elicit

similar responses with the exception of the level of impact of forcing and avoiding behaviors on

constructive conflict. This finding showed that forcing and avoiding conflict behaviors have a

far more negative effect on constructive conflict as perceived by marketers. One explanation of

this might be that marketing in its creative aspects enjoys closer, more informal relationships in

general and finds imposed or avoided conflict solutions less tolerable. This might be

compounded by R&D personnel having more formal, structured relationships and finding

imposed or avoided conflict solutions somewhat more acceptable.
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The hypotheses in which differences were found between R&D and marketing responses

all centered around structural conflict handling methods, in hypotheses 5, 6, and 7 R&D

personnel did not perceive differences between Prospectors and Defenders on centralization, and

on the use of behavioral conflict handling mechanisms versus structural ones. In each case, the

findings were not significant. For Hypothesis 5 the direction of the means was as predicted,

however. In Hypotheses 6 and 7 the means were virtually identical for behavioral methods and

Prospector means were higher on structure than Defenders. It appears that marketing personnel

see strategic differences here that R&D personnel do not. A possible implication is that R&D

units' part of the R&D/marketing interface is more stable in its structural design. The use of

structural mechanisms for conflict handling by R&D units, especially centralization, may be very

similar across strategic types. This would support previous literature in characterizing R&D as

more structured and authoritarian.

Managerial Implications

It is of prime importance to new product development managers to skillfully manage

conflict, because highly conflictful relations between R&D and marketing can lead to significant

loss of productivity (Souder 1980, 1981, 1988). Today, productivity loss in the interface is

exacerbated by a variety of problems that beset the new product development manager. Keen

differences in points of view between the functional areas, e.g., quality levels, time orientations,

and customer wants and needs, as well as the uncertainty, complexity, and volatility of the

business environment, plague the manager. All of these can contribute to increased conflict,

thereby raising the demands made on managers to manage the disagreements. The following text

will offer ten prescriptions to assist managers in dealing with conflict situations within their

organizations.
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Prescription One. Recognize that personnel are often at a loss to know how to

appropriately handle conflict. Most managers and their personnel have received no training in

conflict management and do not understand the relationship between conflict handling behaviors

and the outcomes for the organization. Many have never thought about the conflict climate in

their organization and what they might proactively do to manage it. Most managers and their

personnel have been raised in an environment where the major influences on their lives, family,

church, school, and society, have gone to great lengths to tell them that disagreeing is not good.

Conformity should be the goal. It is this societal training that has resulted in the managers in one

study saying that they spend up to 25 % of their time handling conflict and want more training in

handling these situations (Rahim, 1983). Yet, most managers, due to their societal training, want

first to reduce conflict. The results of this study suggest that management of conflict is the true

key.

Prescription Two. Pursue the appropriate conflict goals. This study is based on the

central concept that managers who deal with conflict in the new product development process

within organizations must first have the right goals for conflict management. This study presents

constructive conflict as one critical goal for managers and firms desiring to control their conflict

climate in order to benefit new product development. Hypothesis 10 establishes a positive and

strong association between constructive conflict and new product success-both from a

relationship and a marketplace perspective. Constructive conflict can be defined for managers as

conflict that leads to positive relationships and positive work outcomes. If the manager sees that

personnel know each other better and are enthused to complete their tasks as a result of well

managed conflict, then he or she knows constructive conflict has taken place.
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The constructive conflict goal provides a necessary frame of reference. The operative

assumption in most organizations today is that conflict is bad. On the contrary, conflict is a

necessary part of the process of developing new ideas and products. It is only when ideas

diverge from the status quo that new products can develop and organizations change. A goal of

constructive conflict can help managers to see that an appropriate conflict climate, one that

encourages certain kinds of conflict behaviors, produces positive outcomes that are sorely needed

for a competitive new product development process. The results of this study indicate that the

importance of managerial adoption of the constructive conflict goal extends to all firms and is

not tied to a single strategic position.

Prescription Three. Assess your organization's strategic position in order to understand

the conflict environment in which you operate. A clear understanding of company new product

strategy generates a baseline from which managers can assess the conflict environment in which

he or she will manage the new product development process. Managers can and should analyze

their firm's current strategic posture. Understanding a firm's strategic position can tell the

manager the most likely behaviors to expect to surface in conflict situations (and, thus, the

conflict climate of the firm), the expected frequency of conflicts, and what tools that manager

already inherently has available to him or her to manage organizational conflict.

Thus, a new product development manager in a Prospector firm would most likely find a

baseline that would include high use of integrative conflict behaviors (and a conflict climate

reflecting that), a relatively high number of complex conflicts, a relatively low level of perceived

conflict, and personnel with a reasonably high level of skill in both verbal and written

communication. Conflict in Prospector firms tends to be complex and spread throughout the

organization in response to many individuals and groups generating ideas. In response to this
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complexity, aggressive new product developers must of necessity communicate frequently on

many routine, as well as non-routine interactions. This generally leads to greater skill in

interaction and better understanding between functional units, a happy outcome for the

crossfimctional new product development process.

A new product development manager in a Defender firm would most likely find a

baseline including high use of forcing and avoiding conflict behaviors (and a conflict climate

reflecting that), a relatively low number of conflicts, a relatively high level of perceived conflict,

poorly developed skill levels in verbal communication and well developed skill levels in written

communication. On the positive side for conflict management, these less aggressive new product

developers need fewer conflict handling mechanisms and have the efficient conflict handling

mechanism of authority (centralization) built into their firm structure. On the negative side,

centralization has a negative impact on constructive conflict and leads, as a structural

phenomenon, to the use of forcing and avoiding conflict behaviors.

Prescription Four. Use your strategic position to guide you in managing your

organization's conflict situations in new product development. Managers in Prospector firms

should go with their firm's strengths in conflict handling, but not rest on their laurels.

Prospectors in general enjoy a high level of skill at communicating, a high use of integrative

conflict behaviors, and a high level of formalization. Integrative conflict behaviors and

formalization will lead to constructive outcomes for their new product development process.

Additionally, the use of multiple conflict handling mechanisms suggests that Prospector

managers need to recognize that a few simple mechanisms to handle conflict will not work well

for them. The need for multiple mechanisms was predicted by Miles and Snow (1978), but not

that those mechanisms would include heavy use of formalization. Prospector managers must
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assure a broad range of conflict handling tactics in order to deal with the complexity found in

their organizations.

Prospector managers need to recognize, that quantity of interaction is not all there is to

establishing a constructive conflict climate. Quality is just as important. Because formalization

is not a mandated part of organization structure for these firms, managers, while maintaining

their high use of integrating behaviors, should also develop formal conflict management practices

of high quality. Because Prospectors aggressively promote new product development, failure to

provide open forums for different thoughts and ways of doing things will directly impact the

creative process in these firms-irrevocably damaging new product success. Conflict, i.e., the

airing of differences, cannot be separated from the creative process.

Defenders use a higher level of forcing and avoiding behaviors in conflict situations than

do Prospectors, a phenomenon probably tied to the authoritarian and bureaucratic nature of the

Defender firm. Unfortunately, forcing and avoiding are also tied to higher levels of conflict and

lower levels of constructive outcomes. Where forcing and avoiding may be appropriate

behaviors in other decision areas of the firm, these behaviors are not appropriate in new product

development conflict situations. This environment, even within the Defender firm, is

crossfunctional and should ideally resemble that of the Prospector for success. Too, decreased

forcing and avoiding behaviors and increased integrative behaviors should significantly lower the

perceived conflict levels for Defenders.

Managers raised in the authoritarian school of management, i.e., the school of scientific

management, may never have considered that forcing through "solutions" in their firm has led to

negative results in terms of conflict handling or new product success. They often see their

actions as "getting things done." Also, it would probably surprise them to learn that the study's
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findings indicate the use of force has a far more negative impact than avoidance on constructive

conflict. These managers might want to rethink their conflict handling behaviors if they realize

that unproductive conflict handling behaviors work their way to the bottom line.

Defender managers have an inherently formalized organization, which has a positive

effect on constructive conflict. However, Defender communication skills suffer because they

carry out their work sequentially and vertically, making interfunctional exchange less frequent

and generating less concern for relationships with other functional areas. This lack of concern

often leads to a disregard for interpersonal skills, when good communication skills are among the

most critical to successfully managing conflict (Souder, 1988). Although the structural

framework of Defender firms assures a certain quantity of formal communication within these

firms. Defenders must work hard to ensure the quantity and quality of their formal

communications across the R&D/marketing interface.

Prescription Five. Focus your firm's efforts on increasing integrative behaviors and

reducing forcing and avoiding behaviors in general in handling conflict situations in the new

product development process. The hypothetical model, the construct correlations, and the

hypothesis testing in this study all support this conclusion no matter what strategic position you

pursue.

Prescription Six. Use conflict handling mechanisms as a competitive advantage.

Prospectors and Defenders should pursue their chosen strategies. They do not compete with each

other. They compete with other Prospector and Defender firms. This means that what a

manager finds upon gauging the baseline for conflict handling within his firm must then be

compared to the key competitors within the industry. This is another way of saying, essentially,

that all things are relative. The real question becomes how to use conflict handling practices to
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give the firm a competitive advantage in new product development, whether that is a quality or

quantity issue. This study clearly shows that when dealing with the new product development

process integrative behaviors and formalization can substantially help any firm to create a better

process. The manager's challenge is to do a better job of using integrative behaviors and

formalization than the rest of his competitors in the market.

Prescription Seven. Assess both managers and general employees for their preferred

conflict handling behavior style. The findings of this study suggest that this assessment should

be a primary employee qualification in new product development. It can be approached from

either a hiring/selection or training point of view. For example, an employee being considered

for promotion to a management position in either marketing or R&D should be reviewed for what

conflict handling behaviors he or she prefers to use in dealing with conflict situations. This is

critical to the new product development process, because leaders have a large impact on

corporate climate, and thus on new product success. The firm should pursue those who prefer

integrative conflict handling behaviors for new product development leadership positions, or at

least be willing to provide training for those who do not.

It would be worth the firm's while to assess all potential and existing employees who

work within the new product development process for their preferred conflict handling

behaviors. This would aid in selecting personnel that would enhance the new product

development process and/or identifying those needing training in conflict handling procedures.

Prescription Eight. Tie conflict handling behavior styles and actions to performance

evaluation and reward systems. A powerful way to send a message to employees is to tie certain

benefits to desired behaviors. This can be done through performance evaluation criteria, pay,

promotion, recognition, and other opportunities. If integrative behaviors and quality formalized
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procedures for conflict situations are rewarded, they are much more likely to happen. Likewise,

if forcing and avoiding conflict behaviors do not get rewarded, then those behaviors will be

lessened. A decision to tie conflict handling behaviors to rewards also sends a subtle message

that conflict is not inherently bad. Finally, such a decision is also an obvious and effective

expression of top management support for appropriate conflict handling.

Prescription Nine. Recognize that R&D and marketing personnel in certain instances

work from different perceptual points of view. The study shows that marketers see a much more

negative impact on constructive conflict when forcing and avoiding conflict handling behaviors

are used than do R&D employees. Also, marketers clearly distinguished between behavioral and

structural mechanisms, while R&D personnel did not. This suggests that firms should initiate

some sensitivity training for these two groups. For example, marketing needs to understand that

R&D is apparently more comfortable with forced or avoided conflict handling and not to

overreact to such an approach. R&D needs to understand that a key partner in new product

development is more productively approached during conflict situations if integrative behaviors

are used.

Prescription Ten. Focus on managing conflict situations. Managers, whether in

Prospector-like firms or in Defender-like firms, need to focus the previous prescriptions on

conflict situations. This study speaks only to the new product development process and to

conflict handling. It does not suggest that Defenders stop being Defenders or that Prospectors

rest on their laurels. The suggestions given are relative to the management decisions surrounding

conflict situations only. They do not refer to other operational decisions, and they are not

prescriptions for inertia.
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Study Limitations. This study has looked at the importance of conflict handling

mechanisms to constructive conflict and the importance of constructive conflict to new product

success. It should be noted that conflict handling mechanisms are only part of what leads to a

constructive conflict climate in organizations. This study does not pretend to address all of the

pertinent questions to be asked about this topic. It is a study focused on the specific question of

behavioral and structural conflict handling mechanisms. There is more to learn about the factors

leading to constructive conflict such as leadership, corporate climate, the causes that have set up

the conflict situation, the issue of conflict history, and the consistency of conflict handling

behavior. There is also more to be learned about the factors leading to new product success.

The sample used for this research presents the perceptions of R&D and marketing

managers in the electronic industries. As such, this study is a major step forward from the

Ruekert and Walker study in providing generalizable results. It has included close to 200 firms

in nine sectors of a volatile industry. Nonetheless, generalization of the findings to other

industries should be approached with caution. Of the firms participating, 27.6 % were electronic

component manufacturing firms and 29.3% were telecommunication equipment manufacturers.

The large numbers of component and telecommunication personnel may make the results most

relevant for similar firms.

The respondents for these firms were R&D and marketing managers. That might imply

that the results here are managerial in viewpoint and may not be generalizable to the rank and file

R&D and marketing employee, because the study did not tap into the thoughts and feelings of the

personnel at large within the R&D and marketing areas. It is important to note, however, that

leaders of functional areas assume role behavior reflecting the position of their groups (Barclay,

1991; Katz & Kahn, 1978). Thus, it was felt that R&D and marketing managers could give an
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accurate group perspective in this type of research. Nonetheless, caution is advised in

interpreting results.

Finally, the electronics industry is a highly surveyed industry and one in which business

personnel in it are short on time. This has played a part in the small response numbers for the

study. Naturally, caution should be used in interpretation of the study findings as a result of

these small response numbers. They present a definite limitation of the study.

Future Research. This study presented a two stage model. In the first stage, the impact

of conflict handling behaviors on constructive conflict was assessed. There is certainly work to

be done to determine what other factors significantly contribute to constructive conflict. A key

goal for conflict researchers should be the development of an instrument to measure the

constructive conflict climate of organizations. Such an instrument could provide a quick and

accurate baseline for organizations desiring to implement conflict management training, thereby

improving the new product development process. Theoretically, some of the assumptions behind

this research are at odds with the current conflict research paradigm, as is apparent from the

initial discussion of today's conflict research literature. Therefore, it would be interesting to

consider how constructive conflict juxtaposes the underlying assumptions currently operating in

the conflict research paradigm as well.

Having asked and answered some questions about conflict handling mechanisms, there

remains the question of the optimal level of each of these behaviors and structural mechanisms in

conflict situations. There also remains the question of how these mechanisms change or stay the

same in different conflict situations, e.g., does the level of effective integrative conflict handling

behaviors differ between a conflict situation caused by resource scarcity and one caused by

unfair reward systems? It also remains to be seen absolutely why R&D personnel in Prospector
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and Defender firms appear to be similar on structural mechanisms, while marketing personnel in

these firms differ.

The second stage of the study's model looked at the contribution of constructive conflict

to crossfunctional success and new product success. Further work should be done to clarify all

of the factors impacting on successful crossfunctional relationships, such as personality, trust,

reward systems, role clarity, authority, and risk-taking. Much work is currently being done on

team building skills in organizations. The engendering of constructive conflict climates within

teams would be of interest. Additionally, many firms that are smaller either will not have the

resources in money or personnel to convert to a team structure. For these firms there will be the

continued problems of dealing with crossfunctional relationships in a more traditional

environment.

Another interesting direction for constructive conflict research might be exploring the

relationship between constructive conflict and firm change in the new product development

process. This could deal with conflicts tied to the rate of turnover in new product projects or

with the structural and personnel changes taking place within many organizations today. It

would also be of interest to explore what differences might be found in the behaviors associated

with conflict as opposed to those associated with controversy.

Conclusion

A two stage model and 11 hypotheses were presented in this study, probing the

relationships between firm strategy, conflict handling mechanisms, constructive conflict, and

new product success. The results from the study have suggested proactive ways that managers in

the new product development process can assess their own conflict climate, change conflict

behaviors in order to increase the likelihood of constructive conflict and, consequently, improve
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the likelihood of new product success. The final message is that new product development

managers, R&D or marketing, with a constructive conflict goal and baseline knowledge of their

organizations' strategic posture, have another tool to help them achieve the level of new product

success they and their companies desire.
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Survey

THE UNIVERSITY OF TENNESSEE

A SUE VEY OF R&D/MARKETING RELA TIONS

The purpose of this survey is to learn more about disagreements between fyinctionai areas in high
technologyfirms. Specifically, we are interested in your perceptions of disagreements between R&D and
Marketing in the new product development process. Such disagreements often entail feelings and tnformation
that are sensittve. We assure you that only the researchers at The University of Tennessee will view the
information you have provided. Every aspect of this survey is TOTALL Y CONFIDENTIAL. If vou have
any questions, please contact the researchers at (615) 974 - 5311 (office)or (615) 974 - 1932 (fax).

Your candid responses to this survey are GREATLY APPRECIATED !

310 Stokcly Management Center
The University of Tennessee. Knoxvillc

Knoxviiie. TN 37996-0530
615/974 -531!

t'' Barbara Over 1994
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INTRODUCTION
Background:

Conflia management is a critical part of the problem-solving approach being adopted by today's progressive learning
organizations. When well managed, differences between people and differences between functional areas, provide a
creative engine to generate new products, new markeu. better quality, better communications, and better processes.
When poorly managed these differences can result in loss of time and productivity-losses that can senously damage
the competitive advantage of a firm.

Project Objectives:

1. To provide participants with insights on conflict behavior supportmg effective new product development.
2. To provide participants with insights on structural conflict managing mechanisms supporting effective new

product development.
3. To identify links between new product strategy and effective conflict management.

Respondents Desired:

People who work together in the R&D and Marketing departments on new product decisions. Bv R&D. we mean all
people involved in technological product development activities. By Marketing, we mean all people involved in
commercial activities such as marketing research, market planning, sales, product management, and so forth. This
questionnaire will take about 25 minutes to fill out.

Confidentiality:

All questions on this questionnaire deal \Mth the respondent's subjective judgment. All data, companies, and
respondents are assigned a code known only by the researchers. This means that responses are NEVER
communicated to the respondent's colleagues, subordinates, or superiors. We promise complete anonvmity and
confidentiality. Data will be analyzed only at the aggregate level. No individual responses will be released or
disclosed. No one except the principal academic researchers will have access to the raw data.

Benefits to the Respondents:

For participating you will receive: 1) a pnvate copy of the executive summary of the study results, which presents
findings and their implications for effective conflict management in the R&D/Marketing interface; and 2) a copv of
pre-publication articles. Please answer all questions. However, if you have difficulty answenng some specific
questions for any reason, please try to give your best judgment and move on to the next question. If possible, please
return the completed Questionnaire in the envelope provided at vour earliest convemence alone with a cocv of vour
business card so that we can send vou a onvate coox' of our research renort

THANK VOU VERY MUCH FOR VOUR COOPERATION!

Please indicate below the primary business of \ our compan\ in the electronic industrx'

□ Electnc Transmission/Distribution Equipment □ Electncal Industrial Apparatus
□ Electric LightingAVinng Equipment □ Household Appliances
□ Household Audio/Video Equipment/Recordings □ Instrumentation
□ Electronic Components/Accessones □ Telecommunications Equipment
□ Industnal/Commercial Machinery and □ Miscellaneous Machinery/Equip./Supplies

Computer Equipment (batteries, recording media, etc.)
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RAD /MARKETING CONFLICT

SECTION A : Functional Associations

1. Which of the following functional areas do you represent? (please check one box)

O Research & Development (R&D) G Marketing

2. Have you ever been involved with people in the other department making new product decisions '

□ NO. Could you please pass this questionnaire on to a colleague in your department who has? Thank you.

G YES. Please go on. Many thanks in advance!

SECTION B : Conflict Levels

Disagreement can occur between individuals and/or groups. We are interested in your perceptions of conflict ansing from
group membership within your firm. This can mean pleasant e.xchanges of differing points of view or hostile confrontations.
For your firm, please think about the conflict that currently exists between R&D and Marketing. Then indicate the extent to
which you disagree or agree with the following statements.

WHEN R&D AND MARKETING
WORK TOGETHER..

I. Employees from the two departments share
the same values

2. There is little or no interdepartmental conflict.

3. The objectives pursued by the Marketing department
are incompatible with those of the R&D department.

4. People conflict on how to proceed on tasks

S. People in the two areas rate the importance
of decisions in the same wav

6. We get along well with each other.

7. People differ on the basic goals the two areas
should pursue

8. People differ on the best way to accomplish
new product goals

11. Employees from the two departments feel that the
goals of their respeaive departments are in harmony
with each other

12. People conflict over how they should carry out
their work

Slnwigly MoUrrately SUyhUy SUfhIly Moderately Stroafly
Dleaeree Dtoaeree Pleaeree Neutral Aeree Atree Aeree

9. People in one department generally dislike interacting
with those from the other department

10. Employees agree on which tasks are urgent
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S E C TIO IV C : Ker Conflict Causes

There may be many causes of disagreements between areas in organizations. We arc interested in your perceptions of the
major ggjugj of conflict between R&D and Marketing in your firm Please consider the following possible causes of conflict
between the two functional areas and indicate the extent to which you disagree or agree with each statement.

A MAJOR CAUSE OF CONFLICT

BETWEEN R&D AND MARKETING IS...

I. Communication problems

2. Lack of interaction through formal channels ..

L.ack of interaction through informal channels

4. Lack of respea

5. Dififerent product goals

6. Different methods of achieving product goals

7. Status differences

8. Power struggles

9. Different values

10. Different time orientations (short or long term)

11. Different educational backgrounds

12. Different business backgrounds

13. Competition for resources

14. Lack of trtist of the other functional area

15. Lack of trust of top management

16. Confusion over roles

17. Confusion over authority in joint
projects

18. Unfair handling of company procedures ..

19. Differences in rewards and compensation

20. Differences in recognition

21 Different performance criteria

22. Infrequent information exchange

strontly Modtratcly SMghUy SUgliUy Moarniuly SlnmflT
PlMHTf DlMtfTf DlM»rrf IXeirtral A»rcf A»rM

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

6

6

6

6

6

6

6

6

6

6

6

6

6

6

6

6

6

A

6

6

6

6

(continued on the next page)

Page 185



  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

A MAJOR CAUSE OF CONFLICT
BETWEEN R&D AND MARKETING IS...

Sfroneiy .Modrrstely

Disavrre Dlsarirr

Sliehliy

Dhafirr Xrutral

23 Use of impersonal communications channels I 2 3 4

24. Use of abusive language 1 2 3 4

25. Differem language (tcehnieal jargon, etc.) 1 2 3 4

26 Transfer of ineomplcic information 1 2 3 4

27. Transfer of untimely information 1 2 3 4

28. Transfer of inaccurate information 1 2 3 4

29. Transfer of biased information 1 2 3 4

30. Transfer of irrelevant information 1 2 • 3 4

31. Transfer of information lacking context 1 2 3 4

32. Transfer of unsvnthcsizcd information 1 2 3 4

33. Transfer of unclear information 1 2 3 4

34 Transfer of unfamiliar information 1 2 3 4

Behavior D u ri n p D isa preements

ACS£ Agrea

5 6

.5 6

5 6

5 6

5 6

5 6

5 6

5 6

5 6

5 6

5 6

5 6

We are interested in your perceptions of behavior during eonfliets. The following siatemcnts describe how R&D and
Marketing may behave in general during eonfliets or disagreements between the two areas. To what e.xtent do you disagree
or agree with the behaviors described in each of the follow ing siatemcnts?

WHEN CONFLICTS ARISE BETWEEN
R&D AND MARKETING, GENERALLY WE...

I. Try to bring all issues into the open in order to
resolve them in the best wav

SIronely McNlrrMrly SUehliy .Sliihify .ModtrMrly Slrnndy
Dl3«frff PlaJtrff Dl3«trw MfUtnU .Vtrw .Vutt Arrtr

Stick to initial positions to get each other to compromise.

Encourage others to e.xpress their feelings and
views ftillv

Stress the imponanee of "give and take." .

Try to keep differences of opinion quiet.

Try to investigate an issue in order
to find a solution agreeable to us both. .

Avoid openly discussing disputed issues.

6

6

6

6

6

6

6

(continued on the next page)
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WHEN CONFLICTS ARISE BETWEEN

R&D AND MARKETING. GENERALLY WE...

8. Tr>'to put a Single area's needs First

y Tenactouslv argue the inent of initial positions
when disagreements occur

1(1 Work hard to thoroughly, jointit Icam
about the issues

11. Want the other to make concessions, but don't

want to make concessions ourselves

12. Look Tor middle ground to resolve disagreements. .

13. Try not to get mi.xed up in conflicts

14. Do all we can do to achieve harmony

IS Try to keep anger and frustration from being
e.xpressed

16. Try to present a single position as only one of
many possible poinis of view

17. Negotiaie to achieve goals.

18. Believe it is better to keep feelings to ourselves
rather than create hard feelings

19. Go along w ith the suggestions of oihcrs

20. Look for faulls in each olher's inilial posilions.

21. Smoolh ox er conflicts by try ing to ignore them.

22. Exchange complete and accurate information
in order to help solve problems.

Slrontly MoUrralrh Sli(hlly .Slightly XtiHltratrly Stronfly

Phwrrr P'""'" P"*"" NwH"! &CE1£ .\«rrf .V»ret

.S

23 Arrive at compromises that both areas can accept. ...

24. Treat issues in conflicl as a win-lose conlcsl

25. Look for ways lo bypass unpleasani exchanges

26. Try 10 salisfy Ihe expeclalions of olhers

27. Enjoy winning an argumeni

28 Openly share concerns and issues

29. Propose compromises in order lo end deadlocks.

(coniinucd on ihe ne.xi page)
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6
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WHEN CONFLICTS ARISE BETWEEN
R&D AND MARKETING, GENERALLY WE...

30. Overslate needs and positions in order to get our ways.

31. Avoid being "put on the spot" by keeping
coitflict to ourselves

32. Try to help others not "lose face" when
there is a disagreement

33. Are firm in pursuing one side of an issue

34. Go the "e.\tra mile" to get along with each other. .

35. Try to stay away from disagreements

36. Try to meet each others' schedules whenever we can.

.sironely Vtodfrilfly SUthUy SU(lilly Modmleiy .Slronely
PNirrr Pb^trrr 0'»««rw Nmtral Atrtt .\,m

I 2 3

6

6

6

6

6

SECTION E : C a u s e s A n d H e h a v i o r

Conflict behavior may change based on the context of a disagreement We would like to know your perceptions of general
behavior patterns between R&D and Marketing in different conflict circumstances. Please indicate the extent to which you
disagree or agree wtth the following statements by circling a number between I and 7 in the ma columns to the nght of each
statement given below, where:

l-Strongly Olu(rM Z-Modcra(cly Diugm i-.SUghlly Disagm 4-Nnitral S-SUgkUyAgm «-Moderately Agra* 7-Slroagly Agree

WHEN R&D/MARKETTNG CONFLICT
IS GENERATED BY...

l. Conununication problems I 2 3 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6

2. Lack of respect 1 2 3 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6

3. Different product goals 1 2 3 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6

4. Different methods of achieving
product goals 1 2 3 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6

5. Status differences 1 2 3 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6

6. Power struggles 1 2 3 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6

7. Different values 1 2 3 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6

8. Different time onentations

(short or long term) 1 2 3 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6

9. Different educational backgroimds 1 2 3 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6

iO. Different business backgrounds 1 2 3 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6

(continued on the next page)
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-StriMifly DIucm 2-Modrrutly Dtutrar i'SUfhtly Dlufm 4-INnitral 5-SU(Mly Afm 6-Modrnit«ly A|tm 7-Stroii(ly Afiw

WHEN R&O/MARKETING CONFLICT

IS GENERATED BY...

II. Competition for resources 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 4 5 6

12. Lack of trust of the other

functional area 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 4 5 6

13. Lack of trust of top management 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 4 5 6

14 Cotifiision over roles 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 4 5 6

15. Coniiision over authority in joint
projects 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 4 5 6

16. Unfair handling of company
procedures 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 4 5 6

17. Differences in rewards and

compensation 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 4 5 6

18. Differences in recognition 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 4 5 6

19. Different performance criteria 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 4 5 6

20. Infrequent information exchange 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 4 5 6

21. Impersonal commtmications
channels 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 4 5 6

22. Use of abusive language 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 4 5 6

23. Different language (jargon). 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 4 5 6

24. Transfer of incomplete information 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 4 5 6

25. Transfer of untimely information 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 4 5 6

26. Transfer of inaccurate information 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 4 5 6

27. Transfer of biased information 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 4 5 6

28. Transfer of irrelevant information 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 4 5 6

29. Transfer of informauon lacking
context 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 4 5 6

30. Transfer of unsynthesized
information 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 4 5 6

31. Transfer of unclear information 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 4 5 6

32. Transfer of unfamiliar information 1 2 .5 4 5 6 7 1 2 4 5 6
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SECTION F; Conflict Outcomes

Conflicts generate outcomes We are interested in your perceptions of conflict results when R&D and Marketing
work together on new product decisions. Please indicate the extent to which >ou disagree or agree with the following
statements.

WHEN R&D AND MARKETING sinmcly Modermtrly SUflitly .Slightly ModcnitelT Stmntly
WORK TOGETHER WE GENERALLY... Plsigrce PlMgret Ptsigree NfUtral ..\grte Agrgg ..ygrgg

1. Work harder because of the conflicts that we have. .. I 2 3 4 5 6 7

2. See constructive changes occur on projects
because of conflicts I 2 .3 4 5 6 7

3. Know each other better because of the

way conflicts are handled 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

4. Are more sensitive to one another because

of the way conflicts are handled 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

5. Feel energized and ready to get down to
work after a conflict I 2 3 4 5 6 7

6. Feel hostile toward each other after a conflict 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

SECTION CS : Crossfunct tonal Success

We arc interested in your perceptions of successful new product development relationships. Please rate the overall
success of the relationship between R&D and Marketing in developing new products by indicating to what extent you
disagree or agree with each of the following statements.

Stronfly Moderately Stlfhtiy SUflitty Moderately Stmiiffiy

IN GENERAL... Pbaaree Disagree Disagree Nrulral Agree Agree .\gree

1. We feel verv satisfied in our work with each

other. ' 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

2. We feel a strong commitment to working
with the each other on new product development. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

3. We have a high degree of trust in the each other. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

4. The way we work together inspires all of us
to better job performance I 2 3 4 5 6 7

5. We feel highly committed to joint work
with the each other on new product development. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

6. All things considered, we feel highly pleased
with the way in which we work together
on new product development 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

7. The way we work together makes us think
seriously about quitting new product projects. ... I 2 3 4 5 6 7

7
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S E C TI O IV H : y etv Product Success

We arc interested in your perceptions of successful new product outcomes. Please rate the fljstalLsuccess of your
company's new product development program by indicating to what extent you disagree or agree w ith each of the
following statements.

.Slniii(l> IVlodrralrlT .SU(lilly SUtM)' ModrrMHy Stroagfy
PiMtrrt PiMUTt PIlMlTf Ntntral Atrt* A»rM

I. Overall, our company is one of the most
successful companies m the industry

2. Our overall performance of our new
product program has met our objectives.

3. From an overall profitability standpoint,
our new product development program
has been successful

4. Compared to major competitors, our overall
new product program is far more successful

5. Compared to our major competitors, our
new product development cycle time has
been relativcK- less

6. Our product-line breadths are much
broader than those of our competitors.

The overall quality of our new products is
higher than that of our competitors

8. The overall pnce of our new products is
higher than that of our competitors

9. The timing of our product introductions is good.

10. Our company has relatively high market shares.

11 Our new product development costs
generally stay within our budgeted costs 2 3

S ECTIO rv ! : Company Structure

We warn lo know your perceptions of firm structure To what e.Mcnl do you disagree or agree w ith the following statements?

I Wnlien procedures and guidelines are available
for mosi work siluauons

Slronfly Moderately Sllshlly SUfhtly Moderately Stronfly

Plseeree Dl»«eree Disagree Neutral Agree Agree Agree

2. Any decision I make has to have my boss' approval. . I

(continued on the next page)
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sironcly Moderalrly Sllthlly SUihtly Modcnirly Strnnfly
DlMtrw iNfiitrri Agree Agree Agree

3. Formal communication channels have been established. 1 2 3 4 5 6

4. There can be little action taken here until a
supervisor approves a decision | 2 3 4 5 6

5. Written documents, such as budgets, plans, and
schedules, are an integral part of the job I 2 3 4 5 6

6. Even small matters have to be referred to

someone higher up for a final answer I 2 3 4 5 6

7. Performance appraisals in our organization
are based on written performance standards 1 2 3 4 5 6

8. A person who wants to make his own decision
would be quickly discouraged here I 2 3 4 5 6

9. Duties, authonty. and accountability of personnel
are documented in policies, procedures, or
job descnptions 1 2 3 4 5 6

10. I have to ask my boss before I do almost anything. ... 1 2 3 4 5 6

SECTION J:Firm StratePv

We are interested in your perceptions of your division or company's strategy as a WHOLE-nnt individual new product
efforts. Note that each strategic type dcscnbed below is a legitimate strategy. None is inherently "good" or "bad."

1. Please check the Qpg type below that most closely fits your organization.

n Type I This type of company locates and maintains a 'niche' in a relatively stable product area. Generally
this company is not at the forefront of new product or market development, but concentrates
instead on a limited range of products-doing the best job possible through quality, supenor
service, low prices, and so forth.

□ Type 2 This type of company makes relatively frequent changes in. and additions to. its range of products.
By responding rapidly to early signals of market needs or opportunities, this company tries to be
'first in' in new product and market areas-although it may not maintain market strength in all
of the areas it enters.

a Type 3 This type of company maintains a stable, limited line of products and simultaneously moves to
follow a selected, promising set of new product developments in other areas. This company is
seldom 'first in' with new products, but instead may be 'second in' with a more cost effective or
better conceived product.

□ Type 4 This type of company does not appear to have a consistent product-market orientation. Unlike
competitors, it is not aggressive in maintaining established products and markets, nor is it willing
to take many nsks. This company changes its product offering when and where it is forced to by
environmental pressures.
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Section K : Firm Stratepv

We arc interested in perceptions of firm straicg>'. The following statements describe how a firm might strategically approach
new product development. To what extent do you disagree or agree w ith the following statements in reference to your firm?

Slnmal)' ModcraMy .SUflitty Slifhtty ModcnUiy Slmniiy

PtMirV PiMtr" PI'""* Nnrtr*! Auf£ Atrce Atrtf
1. In companson to our competitors, the products

we provide our customers arc more innovative.
and continually changing I 2 3 4 5 6 7

2. In contrast to our competitors, my organization
has an image in the marketplace as a firm that
has a reputation for being innovative and creative. . . I 2 3 4 5 6 7

3. My firm spends significant amounts of time
continuously monitoring the marketplace for
changes and trends I 2 3 4 5 6 7

4. In companson to our competitors, the increases
or losses in demand which we have expenenced
are due most probably to our practice of aggressively
entering new markets with new types of products. ... I 2 3 4 5 6 7

5. One of this firm's key goals relative to its competitors
IS availability and accessibility of the people, resources,
and equipment required to develop new products
and markets I 2 3 4 5 6 7

6. In contrast to our competitors, our managenal
employees exhibit competencies (skills) that arc
broad, entrepreneunal. diverse, and flexible-enabling
change to be created I 2 3 4 5 6 7

7 The one thing that protects my organization from
its competitors is that we are able to consistently
develop new products and new markets I 2 3 4 5 6 7

8 Our management staff concentrates on dev eloping
new products, new markets and new market
segments more than many of our competitors I 2 3 4 S 6 7

9. In contrast to many competitors, my organization
identifies marketplace trends and opportunities that
can result in product offerings new to the industry
or able to reach new markets 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

10. In comparison to our competitors, the structure of
my orgamzation is product or market oriented I 2 3 4 5 6 7

11 Unlike our competitors, our company procedures
to evaluate performance arc decentralized and
participatory , encouraging many company members
to be involved I 2 3 4 5 6 7

THANK YOU FOR HELPING US COMPLETE THIS STUDY!

Ill
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Cover Letter

October 5, 1994

Dear Marketing Director:

Research shows many new product development projects suffer significant productivity losses
due to conflicts between their marketing and engineering areas. In response to this, The
University of Tennessee is conducting an industry-academic joint research project to study the
impact of conflict behaviors in the new product development process. This award-winning study
at The University of Tennessee will seek to provide insights on: 1) conflict behaviors that
support effective new product development; 2) structural mechanisms for conflict management
that support effective new product development, and 3) linkages between new product strategy
and effective conflict management.

Based on our background research, 1 believe (your company) can make a significant contribution
to the study, and I would like to ask your participation. In return, I will provide you a private
copy of the executive summary of our study results. These results will be based on responses
from hundreds of manufacturing firms in the electronics industry and will have immediate
relevancy for your company. The executive summary will include managerial implications and
recommendations that may be useful for setting new product development policy and improving
the new product development process in your company. You will also receive a copy of
pre-publication articles. Today, many Fortune 500 companies are commissioning conflict
studies just such as this one to improve problem-solving skills and increase their competitive
advantage in new product development.

To successfully carry out our study, I need your firm's help in completing the enclosed
questionnaires. In particular, I ask that a marketing manager of vour firm complete one
questionnaire and an R&D/engineering manager complete the other. I need your help to forward
the enclosed questionnaire(s) to a managerfs) either responsible for or familiar with your
company's new product development and/or commercialization activities. The questionnaire
takes only 25 minutes to complete and asks solely for the manager's subjective judgment-no
specific financial data or proprietary information of anv kind is requested. All information is
strictly confidential. Collected data will be used only in the aggregate. The company name, the
names of individuals, and individual responses will not be released or disclosed.

I sincerely hope that you will join me in working to improve new product development. Please
feel free to contact us at the above address if you have any questions about the study or if I can
be of any service to your company. Thank you very much in advance.

Most Respectfully Yours,

Barbara Dyer
Principal Researcher
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First Follow-up Letter

October 21, 1994

Dear Marketing Director:

One week ago two questionnaires were mailed to (your company) requesting your support of an
award-winning study looking at new product development collaboration between marketing and
R«&D/engineering. The study seeks to help managers better understand the impact of conflict
behaviors on successful new product development. Many corporations are commissioning
similar studies to help improve innovation efforts and increase competitive advantage.

If you and the other requested participant from your company have already completed and
returned the questionnaires, please accept my sincere thanks for your support of my doctoral
research. If not, please do so today. 1 would be most grateful. Both of your responses are
extremely important in securing a representative sample for analysis-which, of course, also
maximizes the benefits you and your company gain from the private executive summary you
receive for participating.

If by some chance you did not receive the questionnaire, or it was misplaced, please call me
collect right now (615-675-4849). I will gladly send you another one immediately. Again, thank
you for your consideration.

Most Sincerely Yours,

Barbara Dyer
Principal Researcher, Ph.D. Candidate
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Second Follow-up Letter

November 4, 1994

Dear Marketing Director:

Two weeks ago I mailed (your company)a followup letter to my original October 14 mailing
regarding your support of an award-winning study looking at new product development
collaboration between marketing and R&D/engineering. 1 have still not received both of your
completed questionnaires. (If the marketing and R&D/engineering participants have already
mailed their completed questionnaires, 1 thank you sincerely and request that you ignore the
remainder of this letter.)

In case the two participants from your company have misplaced or did not receive the original
surveys, I am enclosing another two copies and two addressed return envelopes for your
convenience. If you could complete the enclosed questionnaires as soon as possible, 1 would be
most grateful.

Please remember, if you are interested in a private copy of the Executive Summary of the study
report, to enclose your business card with your completed questionnaire. 1 believe that the study
results could be of significant use to you and your organization in managing your new product
development process.

Also, if you have any remaining questions about the study or the questionnaire, 1 would be
pleased to discuss them with you. You may reach me at (615) 675 4849 or (615) 974 5311.
Your cooperation is greatly appreciated.

Most Sincerely Yours,

Barbara Dyer
Principal Researcher, Ph.D. Candidate

P.S.

Many companies have asked when the Executive Summary will be available. The target date for
mailing these out to participants in the study will be January 1995.
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Third Follow-up Letter

November 21, 1994

Dear Marketing Director:

About four weeks ago 1 first contacted (your company) requesting your participation in a study of
new product development collaboration between marketing and R&D/engineering. 1 have not yet
received your two completed questionnaires.

Although 1 am very encouraged that more than 100 companies have already chosen to participate
in this study, I must reemphasize that the quality of the study results depends upon you and the
others who have not yet fully responded. Your opinions are very important to ensure excellent
results-from both an analysis and representation standpoint.

This study hopes to generate solutions to conflict problems in the new product development
process—not just more questions. Richard Pascale, a nationally known management consultant,
in Managing on the Edge: How the Smartest Companies Use Conflict to Stay Ahead, asserts that
organizational conflict behaviors affect the firm's ability to adapt and to survive. Having worked
in industry myself and having studied conflict issues at a graduate level, I agree. So how does a
firm go about managing conflict for firm success? This study seeks to provide empirically-based,
practical recommendations that may help establish new product development policy appropriate
for today's dynamic business environment.

In closing, I want to thank you for your time-which 1 do understand is precious. I believe,
however, that your firm's participation can result in meaningful information and
recommendations that may substantially improve its new product development efforts. If 1 can
answer any questions, you may reach me at (615) 675 4849 or (615) 974 5311.

Most Sincerely Yours,

Barbara Dyer
Principal Researcher, Ph.D. Candidate
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Data Analysis Steps

Analysis Purpose

1. Cronbach's alpha, factor analysis

2. Data preparation using univariate
descriptive analysis

3. T-tests, 1 St wave and 2nd wave

4. Correlation matrix of constructs
using Pearson product-moment
coefficient

5. Cook's D; Belsley, Kuh, and Welsch

6. Split data into three samples: combined
R&D, and Marketing

7. Cronbach's alpha

8. Performed factor analysis on combined,
R&D, and Marketing samples

9. Performed cluster analysis

10. Performed ANOVA on all 11 strategy
measures

11. Estimated model using 2-stage regression

12. Hypothesis testing using ANOVA,
MANOVA, repeated measures MANOVA,
correlation, t-tests, quadratic regression
test

To assess the inter-item reliability of scales
for initial construct development and
validity of scales.

Prepare data for subsequent analysis

To assess nonresponse bias

To check validity of constructs

To check for outliers, observation
influence, and multicollinearity

Prepare data set for comparison

To assess inter-item reliability of final
constructs across the three samples

Validate measurement scales for final
constructs across the three samples

Assign responses to strategic groups

Check strategic assignment to groups
to ensure differences between the two
groups

To assess hypothetical model

To test hypotheses
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