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SUMMARY

This thesis presents a study of mid-level marketing managers’ behaviour in product-market
strategy implementation with the overall objective of understanding how the performance
of product-market strategy implementation might be improved.

A literature review from a number of fields is conducted in order to develop a
guiding framework for the development of a conceptual model. By combining perspectives
on product-market strategy rmplementation from a structural, contextual and interpersonal
process perspective, the study provides a broad and integrative understanding of product-
market strategy implementation performance.

A holistic model encompassing situational antecedents to two dimensions of mid-
level marketing managers’ product-market strategy implementation behaviour
(counterproductive work behaviour and citizenship behaviour) is presented. The outcomes
of these dimensions of behaviour are assessed in terms of the internal and external
effectiveness of product-market strategy implementation performance. A number of
hypotheses are constructed linking situational antecedents to the dimensions of product-
market strategy implementation behaviour and these dimensions of behaviour to product-
market strategy implementation performance.

The research design and empirical method used to test the hypotheses is developed
and presented. A questionnaire is designed and employed as the survey instrument to
generate the data on the hypothesized relationships. The method of administration uses a
four stage postal survey. The data generated are examined through an analysis of the
descriptive statistics before scale construction through principal components analysis. The

hypotheses are subsequently tested through correlation analysis and multiple linear
regression analysis
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A discussion of the findings provides a number of conclusions that make a tangible
contribution to knowledge and practice. Several directions for future research that emerge
from the findings, in addition to opportunities presented from the limitations of the study

are offered.
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Chapter One

Research Context and Purpose of Study




1.1 Introduction

This thesis presents a study of Mid-Level Marketing Managers' (hereafter referred to as
MLMMs’) behaviour in product-market strategy implementation with the overall
objective of understanding the antecedents and outcomes of such behaviour to the
performance of product-market strategy implementation. This chapter provides the
context for the study through a presentation of product-market strategy implementation
and the role of MLMMs' in this process. This is followed by the provision of the
rationale behind the study highlighting the research interests and significance of the

study to both theory and practice.

1.2 Research Context
This study aims to explore the antecedents and outcomes to MLMMs' behaviour in
product-market strategy implementation in an attempt to provide insights as to how
performance might be managed and improved. Consequently, the context of the study
is product-market strategy implementation whereby MLMMs' are considered to play a
key role in the process. It is useful to firstly provide an overview of product-market
strategy making within organizations, since strong marketing strategies are important to
the overall effectiveness of an organization (Smith, 2003a).

In a presentation of marketing strategy taxonomy and frameworks, El Ansary
(2006) considers strategy a parent discipline to marketing, with corporate strategy and
growth strategy being brother and sister strategies of the firm. Other functional area
strategies include production/operation, finance, human resource strategies, competitive
strategy, e-strategy and global strategy (El-Ansary, 2006). General conceptualizations of
marketing strategy making pertain to the effective allocation of marketing resources to
accomplish the organization’s objectives within a specific product market (Smith,

2003b). El-Ansary (2006, p.268) defines marketing strategy as “ the total sum of the



integration of segmentation, targeting, differentiation and positioning strategies
designed lo create, communicate and deliver an affer to a target market”.

Two necessary components of marketing strategies are the definition of the
target markets and a statement of the product or value proposition to be aimed at that
target. This defines how the business intends to compete in the markets it has chosen to
serve (Smith, 2003b; Vorhies and Morgan, 2003; Day, 1990). Hence, the term product-
market strategy is employed in this study and is synonymous with marketing strategy
(El Ansary, 2006; Vorhies and Morgan, 2003; Smith, 2003b). Marketing and other
functional strategies, along with corporate and growth strategies are suggested as key
for winning the marketing war (El-Ansary, 2006). These strategies are translated into
competitive strategies designed to win battles in the market place. Product market
strategy contributes to enhancing firm effectiveness through targeting. Whilst products
and markets are external measures of effectiveness, synergies may be obtained via
internal efficiencies, for example through product-market strategy implementation
performance. This leads to productivity gains to achieve customer value. The term
product-market strategy as employed in this study serves to emphasize the dual
component nature of the process which allows a differentiation from non-marketing
functions and from other non-strategy aspects of marketing management. The following
section delineates the context of product-market strategy implementation within

marketing strategy making as employed in this study.

1.2.1 Product-Market Strategy Implementation

The importance of product-market strategy implementation for organizations today
becomes more central as they strive to compete in dynamic and complex environments.
In order for strategies to succeed, implementation must work. Regardless of the way

organizations wish to achieve growth, strategy implementation is suggested as being as



important to the organization as strategy formulation (Hrebiniak, 2006; White et al.,
2003; Aaltonen and Ikavalko, 2002). For example, in a KPMG global research report by
Kelly et al. (1999), it is found that:

“Planning for the mechanics of merger and acquisition value extraction is
;v:;l:)l.ess unless company employees are willing and able to implement them”
Despite the imbalance in research over the years which has favoured formulation

at the expense of implementation, this situation, albeit ameliorating, still remains. This
is highlighted recently by Hrebiniak (2005, p.5).

“If execution is central to success, why don't more organizations develop a
disciplined approach to it? Why don 't companies spend time developing and
perfecting processes that help them achieve important strategic outcomes? Why
can 't more companies execute or implement strategies well and reap the benefits
of those efforts? "

Clearly, product-market strategy implementation still merits an important place on the
agenda for strategy researchers and senior managers in organizations alike. This thesis
attempts to address some of the questions in the above quotation through its exploration
of product-market strategy implementation.

The literature suggests that there is no consensus as to a definition of product-
marketing strategy implementation and that none of the existing definitions focus on the
process involved (Noble, 1999). Noble (1999) suggests a definition from a combination
of perspectives in the field. According to Noble (1999), strategy implementation is: “the
communication, interpretation and enactment of strategic plans” (p.120).

This definition is borne of the proposition that research into product-market strategy
implementation requires a broadened perspective synthesizing literature from a variety
of academic fields (Noble, 1999). This broadened perspective is the foundation for the
exploration of product-market strategy implementation performance in this study.

The marketing literature emphasizes the importance of product-market strategy

implementation to the strategic marketing process (Simkin, 2002a: 2002b; Noble and



Mokwa, 1999; Gummesson, 1998; Piercy, 1989a). The ability and competence to
execute a decision is suggested as being more crucial for success than the underlying
analysis, commonly emphasized in formulation (Hrebiniak, 2006; White et al., 2003;
Gummesson, 1998). Hrebiniak, (2006), advocates that making strategy work within
organizations is more difficult than strategy formulation. There is contemporary
consensus in the literature that strategy formulation and implementation are
interdependent and should be carried out simultaneously (Hrebiniak, 2006; White ef al.,
2003; Aaltonen and Ikavalko, 2002; Menon ef al., 1999; Moorman and Miner, 1998;
Priem, 1990; Wooldridge and Floyd, 1989). This concurrence serves to emphasize the
importance of the study of product-market strategy implementation, the oft neglected
aspect of planning within organizations’ for both theory and practice (Hickson et al.,
2003; Aaltonen and Ikavalko, 2002; Harrison, 1992; Nutt, 1987). However, whilst the
importance of product-market strategy implementation has been illustrated, it is
advantageous to explore what does or should constitute effective product-market

strategy implementation in the pursuit of quality marketing strategies.

1.2.2 Product-Market Strategy Implementation Effectiveness
The literature in the domain of strategic performance views effectiveness as the degree
to which organizational goals are reached (Krohmer et al, 2002; Walker and Ruekert,
1987; Ruekert et al., 1985). This study proposes that since the product or service is the
focus of product-market strategies then effectiveness concerns the success of the
organizations' product and services (Atuahene-Gima and Murray, 2004; Walker and
Ruekert, 1987). Product-market strategy implementation plays a key role in realizing
successful product-market strategy.

Product-market strategy implementation effectiveness is an external project level

measure resulting from the performance of organizational members involved in the



product-market strategy process. External product-market strategy effectiveness is
measured in terms of the extent to which the organizations’ product and services have
achieved sales, market share and profit objectives since launch, incorporating
assessments as to how far performance has achieved management’s original
expectations (Atuahene-Gima and Murray, 2004).

Critical for external effectiveness is the internal effectiveness by which the
product-market strategy is implemented on behalf of those involved. This is a major
domain of the MLMM. The literature suggests that an understanding of the
transformation of resource inputs required to attain the required outputs is imperative
(Krohmer et al., 2002; Ruekert et al., 1985). Resources may be firm controlled,
including physical resources, intangibles, and for example, time spent on the planning
function, the number and quality of personnel and informational resources (Morgan ef
al., 2002; Rajagopalan and Spreitzer, 1997; Rajagopalan et al., 1993; Venkatraman and
Ramanujam, 1986; Ramanujam e? al., 1986). Consequently, performance of product-
market strategy implementation implies the effective transformation of such resources
into relevant external product-market strategy implementation outcomes. MLMMs' are
considered central to this transformation process and therefore, a significant variable
becomes the degree to which they achieve the goals and objectives of their particular
role (Noble and Mokwa, 1999).

As both the strategic management and marketing literatures indicate, strategy
making has witnessed a shift from a preoccupation with the content of strategic
decisions to one that stresses the process involved in strategy making, the extent to
which the political, informational and temporal dimensions is augmented in the
approach (Rajagopalan et al., 1993). Fundamental to the process approach is the need to
understand behavioural interactions of individuals, groups and organizational units

within and between firms (Chakravarthy and Doz, 1992), where increasingly strategic



decisions become the result of political bargaining within organizations. As such the
strategy process has been described as a political process (Whittington and Whipp,
1992; Narayanan and Fahey, 1982; Pettigrew, 1977). As a consequence, empbhasis is
placed on the managerial understanding of the environment, since how managers’
interpret and decode the context they inhabit influences the strategy process (McGee et
al., 200S; Piercy and Giles, 1990). This study focuses on MLMMs' as the conduit for
understanding the outcomes of product-market strategy implementation performance
through an assessment of antecedents to their role behaviour. The MLMM (or related
status) is taken as the functional manager who reports to senior marketing management.

The reasoning behind this focus is provided in the following section.

1.2.3 The Role of the Mid-Level Marketing Manager in Product-Market Strategy
Implementation

Traditional organizational structure extends command from the senior managers,
through the positions of mid-level and first line managers, to individual employees
(Embertson, 2006). Embertson (2006) defines the mid-level manager as any manager
who is two levels below the CEO but one level above line workers or professionals.
Similarly, Fenton-O'Creevy, (1998), defines mid-level managers’ are those managers
below the most senior tier but do not include individuals with first line supervisory
responsibility who have no career path to higher management levels. From this position
mid-level management act as coordinators of an organizational unit's day-to-day
activities with the activities of vertically related groups (Floyd and Wooldridge, 1992).
The importance of the role of the mid-level manager rests on the nature of the
tasks involved. The array of work involves administrative, technical and managerial
activities (Torrington and Weightman, 1987). Consequently, an increasing amount of
day-to-day tasks and the guidance of the employees performing them are delegated to

mid-level managers. This requires confidence from mid-level managers to be able to
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deal with uncertainties, and from senior managers to delegate appropriate authority, and
from subordinates to follow the managers lead (McConville, 2006). Since senior
managers are further removed from these tasks and the complex networks of behaviour
that are part of an organization, mid-level managers become the link for information
exchange between upper management and lower-level employees. They play a vital role
in keeping in touch with people and operations (Embertson, 2006). As every day
champions, mid-level managers can support and strengthen an organization through
their knowledge of and experience with organizational details. As such they act as
conduits in the coordination of senior and operating level activities.

Thus, mid-level managers' may be functional department heads, project or
product managers, and brand managers (Floyd and Wooldridge, 1994). In this current
research, focus is placed on the role of the MLMM. Thus, the MLMM (or related status)
is the marketing manager who reports to senior marketing management in terms of the
implementation of product-market strategies. In this context, the role of the MLMM
might involve defining tactics and developing budgets for achieving the product-market
strategy, monitoring the performance of individuals and subunits and taking corrective
action when behaviour falls outside expectations (Floyd and Wooldridge, 1994).

Several studies in the domain of organizational change and strategic
management suggest that mid-level managers play an important role in ensuring
successful strategy implementation (Hrebiniak, 2006; Hantang, 2005; Moutinho and
Phillips, 2002; Miller, 1997; Floyd and Wooldridge, 1994; Jackson and Humble, 1994,
Floyd and Wooldridge, 1992). Whilst traditionally mid-level managers™ have not been
considered part of the strategy process, apart from providing informational inputs and
directing strategy implementation, (Floyd and Wooldridge, 1992) assert that
contemporary theory views mid-level manager' as regularly influencing strategy and

providing impetus for new initiatives. Even if the making of decisions takes place



predominantly at senior levels, implementation will almost certainly require the
involvement of others lower down the hierarchy (Miller, 1997; Schilit and Paine, 1987).
Mid-level managers become the agents of change processes, but as employees, they are
often the foci of change. (McConville, 2006). They are expected to deal with this
change, and to implement policies dictated by senior management.

The role of the mid-level manager in organizations today is much debated.
Research points to reengineering and downsizing in organizations significantly reducing
the number of mid-level managers’ in organizations (Currie, 1999; Fenton-O'Creevy,
1998; Jackson and Humble, 1994; Floyd and Wooldridge, 1994). Yet, the role of the
mid-level manager is nevertheless still important (Embertson, 2006) although evolving
and necessitating a more in-depth understanding in specific contexts (Currie, 1999). To
this end, product-market strategy implementation performance provides the context for
this study and, therefore, it is the role of mid-level marketing manager (MLMM) that is
considered to provide beneficial insights into how product-market strategy might be
improved.

According to (Floyd and Wooldridge, 1994) two principle dimensions underlie
the role of the mid-level manager. These dimensions include the behavioural activity of
the mid-level manager, and a cognitive dimension. Four key elements result from Floyd
and Wooldridges', (1994) typology. Firstly, implementing deliberate strategy is the
most commonly recognized strategic role of the mid-level manager. This involves the
deployment of resources both efficiently and effectively (Menon et al., 1999). However,
according to Floyd and Wooldridge, (1994), whilst this might have been regarded as the
only role of the mid-level manager in traditional conceptions, further elements highlight
that mid-level managers’ role is broader and more complex and might be regarded more
from a process perspective through the entwining of formulation and implementation

(Parsa, 1999; Noble and Mokwa, 1999). Additional elements of Floyd and



Wooldridges’, (1994) typology include championing strategic alternatives involving
acting as an initial screen selecting from a variety of business opportunities suggested at
operational levels. Mid-level managers’ are able to exert upward influence on strategic
decisions which has been found to result in a positive relationship with organizational
performance (Floyd and Wooldridge, 1992; Deluga and Perry, 1991; Kohli, 1985). A
further element in this role involves synthesizing information. 1t is likely that mid-level
managers’ are not objective in this supply of information, and are able to control or at
least influence senior management perceptions by presenting information in certain
ways. This, it is suggested, may have a positive impact in encouraging senior
management to take necessary risks (Floyd and Wooldridge, 1992). Facilitating
adaptability involves mid-level managers’ encouraging the pursuit of strategy through
alternative means to those intended by senior management. The work of Burgelman,
(1983) on "autonomous strategic behaviours' provides further support for this element
of the role of mid-level managers’. This evolving role is more complex and challenging
whereby the mid-level manager is no longer a technocrat, but knowledge based
individual who is expected to do more with less (Moutinho and Phillips, 2002).

The domain of the mid-level manager might therefore be considered a fruitful
area of study, given the importance of this role for co-ordination, information exchange,
managing uncertainty and employee guidance. More specifically, importance is attached
to their role in product-market strategy implementation, since MLMMs act as change
agents providing important informational inputs. They motivate communication and can
create an environment that encourages information sharing (Embertson, 2006).
MMLMs can be a powerful ally for senior managers as they champion new ideas.
Further, they have the ability to recognize problems at the front line of operations and to
generate solutions faster than senior managers. Their knowledge of priorities and the

wider strategic picture allows them to build a framework for interpreting information
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and providing new solutions. Finally, they must monitor and control elements of the
system so that employees at lower levels are satisfied and objectives can be met
(Embertson, 2006). Thus, they provide employees with needed support and
encouragement.

Consequently, this study argues that the role of the MLMM is important to the
success of product-marketing strategy implementation. Indeed, Morgan e al. (2002)
state that there is a lack of understanding of MLMMs' role in transforming resource
inputs into organizationally valuable outputs (Morgan et al., 2002). Further, a recent
study published by the DTI (2005) entitled “People, Strategy and Performance” cites
people as the primary determinant of business performance. Against this backdrop, this
current research argues that it is the internal effectiveness of MLMMs' performance in
their role that is integral to external product-market strategy implementation
effectiveness and ultimately, quality marketing strategies. Extant studies from a variety
of different fields of research point to an array of factors that can either facilitate or act
against MLMMSs' role in the strategy process. These studies have been carried out from
a variety of perspectives and include the organizational framework and structural
dimension (Frankwick ef al., 1994, Skivington and Daft, 1991; Walker and Ruekert,
1987; Gupta and Govindarajan, 1984); organizational context dimension (Blomquist
and Muller, 2006; Clinebell and Shadwick, 2005; Miller ef al., 2004; Simkin, 2002b;
Noble, 1999; Piercy and Morgan, 1994; Bonoma and Crittenden, 1988) and an
interpersonal process dimension (Maslyn et al., 1996; Korsgaard et al., 1995; Deluga
and Perry, 1991; Bourgeois and Brodwin, 1984).

Most research studies of the mid-level manager focus on their role as controllers

of others whereby little attention is paid to the behaviour that these as coping
individuals caught between conflicting obligations might enact (Brower and Abolafia,

1995). The notion of managerial level resistance is not a new concept (Connors and
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Romberg, 1991; Guth and MacMillan, 1986). Indeed, research into employee
involvement within organizations frequently cites employee resistance at middle
management level (Harris and Ogbonna, 2002; Fenton-O' Creevy, 1998; Agocs, 1997).
Resistance is found in a variety of forms and often does not take a strongly active form,
but may be much more covert in nature (Fleming and Sewell, 2002; Fenton-O'Creevy,
1998; Thompson and Ackroyd, 1995). This might include engaging in only those
involvement activities most visible to senior management (Fenton-O'Creevy, 1998).
Clearly acts of resistance work in opposition to product-market strategy implementation
effectiveness and ultimate organizational performance. Such behaviour has been termed
“counterproductive work behaviour' in the literature (Dalal, 2005). Counterproductive
work behaviour is defined by Dalal, (2005) as:

“intentional employee behaviour that is harmful to the legitimate interests of an
organization” (p.1242).

Consequently, exploring how this behaviour impacts on product-market strategy
implementation performance provides a novel and insightful understanding of how poor
product-market implementation performance may be moderated. Additionally, whilst an
understanding of counterproductive work behaviour has the potential to add to an
understanding of poor performance, it is also judged intuitive to explore organizational
behaviour that has a positive impact on product-market strategy implementation
performance. To this end the literature on citizenship behaviour is considered useful. A
plethora of research into civic citizenship behaviour has been extended into the
workplace whereby positive organizational relevant behaviours such as in-role job
behaviours and organizational extra-role behaviours are found to improve
organizational performance (Dalal, 2005; Lee and Allen, 2002; Van Dyne et al.,
1994;George and Brief, 1992; Bateman and Organ, 1983). This study explores the role
played by citizenship behaviour in product-market strategy implementation

performance. This is an important direction for research since encouraging employees
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by rewarding them for good citizenship is reported as distinguishing high performing
businesses from low, (DTL 2005). Whilst acknowledging that citizenship behaviour and
counterproductive work behaviour are not necessarily opposite forms of behaviour, (see
(Dalal, 2005), exploring MLMMSs' behaviour from these two perspectives
simultaneously is felt to add to both academic theory and management practice, since
there exists not precedent in studies into product-market strategy implementation. It is
the role of the MLMM in this study that is incorporated into assessments of those issues
which may facilitate or indeed hinder product-market strategy implementation
performance.

In summary, a number of studies have pointed to failure in strategy making
being due to poor implementation (Hrebiniak, 2006; Nutt, 1999; Bonoma, 1984). The
study of implementation has received relatively less attention in the literature than that
of formulation (Hickson ef al., 2003; Aaltonen and Ikavalko, 2002; Parsa, 1999; Nutt,
1999), leading to what has been termed an ‘implementation gap' (Floyd and
Wooldridge, 1996). It has been highlighted that there are significant organizational and
human forces which must be addressed if researchers hope to fully understand how
product-market strategy implementation might be enhanced. Crucial to this
understanding is the role played by mid-level manager, and in this study, particularly
the MLMM. Extant studies from a variety of different fields of research point to a
number of antecedents that can either facilitate or act against MLMM’s role in the
strategy process. It is argued that the level of internal implementation effectiveness
achieved through the role performance of these managers’ is a result of their perception
of these antecedents. Consequently, exploring the relationships between these important
situational antecedents, MLMMs' behaviour and product-market strategy
implementation performance helps to close the ‘implementation gap ' in existing

research.
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1.3 Nature of the Study

This study is founded upon the research imperative to examine the role of MLMMs' in
product-market strategy implementation. A holistic model that encompasses antecedents
to two particular dimensions of MLMMs' behaviour is developed, providing insights
into outcomes in terms of product-market implementation performance. Of central
interest to this thesis is an understanding of how product-market strategy

implementation performance might be managed and enhanced.

1.3.1 A Process Model of Antecedents and Outcomes of Mid-Level Marketing
Managers'Behaviour in Product-Market Strategy Implementation

A literature review from a number of fields is conducted (Chapter Two) in order to
develop a guiding framework for the development of the conceptual model. The
literature reveals that research into marketing strategy making has followed a similar
route to that of research in the general strategy domain where there has been a shift in
emphasis from a preoccupation with the content of marketing strategies to one that
emphasizes the need to take a process perspective (Johnson et al., 2003; Piercy, 1998;
Dawson, 1994; Rajagopalan et al., 1993; Eisenhardt and Zbaracki, 1992). It is in this
broader perspective that the role of product-market strategy implementation is elevated.
Consequently, effective product-market strategies are not simply the result of having
managers skilled in the tools and techniques of marketing analysis, formulation and
developing marketing programs (Hrebiniak, 2006). Additionally, there are significant
organizational and behavioural influences which need to be taken into consideration
(Atuahene-Gima and Murray, 2004; Simkin, 2002a; Simkin, 2002b; Dibb and Simkin,
2001; Noble, 1999; Piercy and Giles, 1990). Most existing models of strategy making
fail to fully capture the variety of phenomena incorporated in the process and little
attention has been given to the varying roles managers' play in developing strategy
(White et al., 2003).

14



By combining perspectives on product-market strategy implementation from a
structural, contextual and interpersonal process perspective, this study aims to provide a
much broader and integrative understanding of product-market strategy implementation
performance. In order to explore the role of MLMMs' in product-market strategy
implementation, it becomes necessary to determine a number of organizational
antecedents that are considered to influence this role as regards the dimensions of
behaviour enacted.

A conceptual model is proposed and subsequently empirically tested that
describes a number of factors identified as reflecting situational antecedents,
implementation behaviour, and outcomes relative to product-market strategy
implementation performance. The constructs investigated for situational antecedents
include job characteristics, control and reward mechanisms, and procedural justice to
reflect procedural antecedents; support, participation, strategy formulation effectiveness,
strategy commitment, organizational attachment, and superior-subordinate relationships
to reflect strategy process antecedents. Counterproductive work behaviour and
citizenship behaviour are investigated to reflect implementation behaviour. Finally,
internal and external product-market strategy implementation effectiveness are
investigated as constructs for product-market strategy implementation performance.

A number of hypotheses are constructed linking situational antecedents to
implementation behaviour and the effect of the different dimeﬁsions of behaviour is
then linked to product-market strategy implementation performance. These relationships
are presented in detail in Chapter Three, and represented diagrammatically in Figure
3.1

A research design and empirical method used to test the hypotheses is
developed. A questionnaire is designed to be employed as the survey instrument to

generate the data on the hypothesized relationships, taking into consideration
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recommendations for effective questionnaire development as advocated by a number of
researchers (De Vaus, 2002; Dillman, 2000). The method of administration is via a four
stage postal survey including a pre-notification letter, followed by the questionnaire
pack, a first and second reminder. This approach follows Dillman's, (2000) 'Tailored
Design Method' guidelines so as to encourage a robust response rate. The questionnaire
was administered to a sample of 701 high technology firms in the UK. High technology
firms were chosen as typically such organizations develop and introduce products onto
the market at a greater frequency than other organizations in an attempt to create wealth
(O’Regan and Ghobadian, 2005; Hitt ef al., 2001). The key respondent was the
marketing manager of related position. The process yielded 128 usable responses
producing a response rate of 21.4%, calculated from the guidelines published by the
Council of American Survey Research Organizations (CASRO). A number of
investigations for non response and response bias were employed. This response rate
was considered acceptable for a survey based on a postal questionnaire.

The data generated were examined through an analysis of the descriptive
statistics before scale construction was performed via principal components analysis.
This leads to the testing of the hypotheses through correlation analysis and multiple
linear regression analysis. On the whole, the hypothesized relationships were supported,
although a few sub-component hypotheses were not upheld. A discussion of the
findings provided a number of conclusions leading to implications for both theory and
practice.

1.4 Rationale of the Study

This section provides the background to the purpose of the study by illustrating the
interest and the significance in the domain of product-market strategy implementation.
This is followed by a presentation of the significance of this study to both academia and

management practice.

16



1.4.1 Research Interest

The backdrop provided for this thesis is to fulfill the common requirement to produce
an original contribution to the field (Leonard, 2001), but at the same time be
challenging and intrinsically valuable and rewarding. Allied to this is the applicability
of the findings of the research, i.e. within the research community and through the
production of knowledge within the marketing profession.

In deciding on the topic, it was felt primarily that there had to be a good balance
between interest and marketability. Having a clear interest in the research area allows
for a higher propensity to finish the thesis and also to convince other people of the
interest of this research. Choosing a topic simply because it is "trendy’ is ill advised
since the topic might be out of fashion sooner than the thesis is completed (Leonard,
2001).

From this starting point, considerable time and attention was devoted to the
choice of topic with preliminary excursions having been made into related issues prior
to the course of study. Having written a number of papers on certain aspects of the topic
allowed the author to develop knowledge in the general field. Clearly this permitted the
formulation of subsequent ideas for the thesis through being aware of ongoing research
to this end. This encouraged the adoption of an integrative and cross disciplinary
approach to marketing strategy making by integrating theory from the domains of
strategic management, human resource management (HRM), organizational behaviour
and work psychology for example.

The strategic management literature already pointed to the importance of
behavioural issues to implementation performance. For example in the field of mergers

and acquisitions, a dearth of research cites the ‘people issues’ as being the make or
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break of the deal at the integration stage (Appelbaum et al., 2000); Diotte and Smith,
1998; Davenport, 1998).

The literature further reveals the importance of integrating other disciplines into
an understanding of strategy making (Whittington e? al., 2003; Ogbonna and Whipp,
1999). Ogbonna and Whipp (1999), suggest the importance of combining strategy and
HRM in an attempt to provide insights into the facilitation of organizational
performance. The authors argue more specifically that HRM may provide competitive
advantage to the organization through the generation of concomitant behaviours and
values which help increase added value to customers. This illustrates the integration of
HRM and marketing.

Additionally, behavioural issues and implementation are both present in the
contextual approach to organizational change. This approach demonstrates the
importance of managing complex internal processes, where micro politics play an
important role (Pettigrew ef al., 2001; Whittington and Whipp, 1992; Narayanan and
Fahey, 1982; Pettigrew, 1977).

All of the above areas were of interest to the author; however, it was
acknowledged that a narrower well defined topic was required whilst at the same time,
keeping potential interest to the research community in mind.

From the preliminary literature reviews a significant gap in research concerned
the role of product-market strategy implementation in the marketing planning process.
Existing research pointed to problems of poor marketing performance being due to lack
of consideration of implementation issues (Hickson e al., 2003; Aaltonen and Ikavalko,
2002; Harrison, 1992; Nutt, 1987). Further, people issues were seen to be a prominent
barrier to product-market strategy implementation performance (Hantang, 2005; McGee
et al., 2005; Atuahene-Gima and Murray, 2004; Noble and Mokwa, 1999; Chakravarthy

and Doz, 1992). These issues had already been highlighted in the more general findings
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from the literature on mergers and acquisitions, organizational change and the
HRM/strategy interface. It was therefore concluded that such a topic was of valid
potential interest to the research community, and was appropriately defined and
manageable to research.

There exists a wealth of advice for PhD students in choosing a topic for their
thesis. One overriding suggestion concerns the choosing of a topic that can sustain the
researcher’s interest over a lengthy period of time (Goldsmith et al., 2001; Rudestam
and Newton, 2000). Clearly the time value of enthusiasm is pertinent to this advice and
it was felt, that from a personal perspective, the topic chosen for this study would

achieve this requirement.

1.4.2 Significance of the Study

This study is likely to be of significance to both marketing and strategy researchers and
practitioners alike. The study has addressed several knowledge gaps that prevail in
extant literature in marketing strategy making, through its emphasis on the process of
developing effective product-market strategy implementation. A number of limitations
to existing research in this respect were provided through the research context presented
in sections 1.2.1 and 1.2.2. As a consequence, significance is established through the
development of a holistic model from the limitations in the literature and additionally
from the findings derived from the conceptual model, providing an extension to
knowledge in the field. This model consists of situational antecedents to MLMMs'
behaviour during product-market strategy implementation, leading to outcomes in terms
of product-marketing implementation performance. Contributions to both theory and
practice are afforded via implications drawn from the findings of the relationships

between the constructs in the model.
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At a general level, the study substantiates that a process based view of product-
market strategy implementation necessitates an understanding of a variety of
antecedents that can either facilitate or act against the MLMM’s role in the process.
This supports the assertion that how managers' interpret and decode the context they
inhabit influences the strategy process (McGee et al., 2005; Piercy and Giles, 1990).

The holistic model developed in this thesis provides an understanding of how
behaviour that might impede product-market strategy implementation might be reduced
or resolved through it’s inclusion of the construct of counterproductive work behaviour.
Added to this, the thesis explores behaviour that may pave the way for enhanced
product-market strategy implementation through the exploration of citizenship
behaviour construct. Taken together to form an integrated model, this thesis therefore
provides beneficial proposals of how product-market strategy implementation might be
managed rather than merely poor performance resolved. No other theory in the
marketing and strategy literature takes such an integrated approach.

More specifically, this study extends current knowledge by being able to offer
suggestions as to those particular antecedents which influence each behavioural
dimension. For example, MLMMSs" perception of control mechanisms used in the
organization, support provided by senior management, their participation in the strategy
making process and their perceptions of procedural justice have significant implications
for the self-interested behaviour (CWB). Whilst their perceptions of control
mechanisms, support and procedural justice also have significant implications for
encouraging CB, additionally, variety in their role, their attachment to the organization
and high quality relationships with senior management also encourages this behaviour.
Ultimately this leads to both effective internal and external product-market strategy

implementation performance.
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Of further interest and significance is the study's ability to illustrate the
particular antecedents that encourage role prescribed aspects of citizenship behaviour
and those that foster more extra-role aspects of the construct. Whilst role-prescribed
behaviour has a greater impact on the overall effectiveness of product-market
implementation performance, fostering extra-role behaviour is nevertheless likely to
benefit general organizational functioning. To the best of the authors' knowledge, no
other model of organizational research has distinguished between the antecedents to
these two dimensions of citizenship behaviour.

Particular and significant interest to practitioners is the study's illustration of the
important role played by MLMMSs' to the performance product-market strategy
implementation. The role involves internal effectiveness in the transformation of
resource inputs into organizationally beneficial outputs. f MLMMs' are to champion
strategic alternatives, synthesize information and facilitate adaptability of the firms
chosen strategy ready for implementation, (Floyd and Wooldridge, 1994), any self-
interested intervention by these managers’ clearly has high potential of impeding the
ultimate effectiveness of the process. The study affords clues for senior management as
to how a reduction in such behaviour might be achieved. However, instead of merely
resolving potential problems, senior management may wish to improve the product-
market strategy implementation process. To this end, this study is able to provide
knowledge of the particular antecedents that might be manipulated in this respect.

Although the study does not suggest that self-interested behaviour and
citizenship behaviour are opposite in form, the study does offer insights into how the
design of procedures and policies and a conducive environment for strategy making in
an organization can reduce the likelihood of self-interested behaviour, or develop
citizenship behaviour on behalf of MLMMs', each with their particular implications in

the management of product-market strategy implementation.
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Since strong marketing strategies are important to the overall effectiveness of an
organization (Smith, 2003), to achieve strong marketing strategies, senior management
need to address internal mediators of the marketing strategy process. In this respect, a
key concern should be the improvement of implementation capability since this
ultimately results in improved firm performance (Hrebiniak, 2006; White et al., 2003).
Key to this capability are MLMMs’, since these managers act as the bridge between the
ideals of senior management and the reality facing those in more front line positions in
the organizations. This study’s exploration of the antecedents to MLMMs' performance
in their role provides guidelines for senior management in the overall management of
product-market strategy implementation.

It is concluded that this study is able to offer contributions to knowledge that are
of significant interest to both academic researchers and to marketing practitioners alike,
allowing the improvement in the knowledge base of existing theory through addressing
constructs and their relationships as highlighted in this study and through offering

guidelines to marketing management activities in organizations.

1.4.3. Theoretical and Empirical Challenges
In any study of this nature it is beneficial to acknowledge and appreciate the theoretical
and empirical challenges posed.

The study adopts a descriptive design incorporating a cross sectional analysis.
Conducting research by proposing a set of variables, linking them by means of a model,
generating data and applying statistical analyses to draw inferences about the model is
the standard methodological paradigm in the organizational sciences and cross sectional
descriptive designs are commonly used within research in marketing (Mackenzie, 2000;
Malhotra and Birks, 2000). However, it is purported that such an approach does not

allow for conclusions pertaining to causality from a longitudinal perspective and the
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limited variety of methods in such an approach does not, it is suggested, match the
variety of phenomena of relevance to understanding organizations (Beyer, 1992).
Consequently a study of this nature might usefully have employed alternative modes of
enquiry given that the process of product-market strategy implementation is not frozen
in time (Mackenzie, 2000).

The process approach might fruitfully be employed in research aiming to
understand behaviour in organizations. (Johnson ef al., 2003; Maitlis and Lawrence,
2003; Balogan e al., 2003; Mackenzie, 2000). The process approach requires direct
contact and involvement with the phenomena understudy and asks the question how
rather than simply the question of why (Pettigrew, 1992; Van den Ven, 1992;
Mackenzie, 2000). Such an approach employs processes and their frameworks to
describe, explain, and predict and alter behavior. Processes involve a time-dependent
sequence of events whereby people are involved in performing the process. Elements
are used to describe the stages in a process and the process usually involves
relationships between pairs of elements. Any process includes resources in-use related
to the elements and where the outcome of the process is determined by the process itself
(Mackenzie, 2000). From this perspective it would seem that a process approach is
suited to the study of behaviour relative to product-market strategy implementation.

Consequently, alternative methodologies for the research might incorporate
more qualitative approaches using direct observation, records compiled by
organizational members, panel designs, multiple longitudinal case research,
retrospective reports and laboratory experiments (Miller, 2006; Glick et al., 1990).

Direct observation calls for the researcher to be immersed in the organization in
order to be more likely to observe the product-market strategy implementation process
directly (Glick et al., 1990). Given the obvious time demands, this approach is

suggested as being more compatible with small sample research.
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Another approach is to study the product-market strategy implementation
process by relying on an organizational member to make the observations and record
data during the process or shortly afterwards (Glick et al, 1990). However, this requires
consistent cooperation from the chosen respondent. For this study, this would
necessitate the cooperation of the MLMM. It is felt that owing to the existing
constraints on such managers, notably time, it would be difficult to expect them to keep
a log of issues pertinent to the study over an extended period of time.

Alternatively, a series of snapshots taken at fixed time intervals might usefully
have been employed in the study. In this approach panel designs are deemed most
effective (Glick et al., 1990). However, the authors suggest that panel designs are most
effective when the time lapse between the assessments is short. This affords less loss of
the information regarding the sequencing of events throughout the process. However, if
pertinent issues arise faster than the interval between data collection stages, it becomes
difficult to estimate accurately the relationships among the variables (Monge et al.,
1984). During the process of product-market strategy implementation, panel interviews
may be required on a weekly or monthly basis and given the large number of
organizations in the sample, this would have be extremely time consuming and costly
for use in this current study.

Finally, retrospective reports might be employed via key informants. In this
case, MLMM could be asked to report on key issues of the study every six months
throughout the process for example, regarding these issues over the last six months. In
this way the key respondent describes directly using open ended reports and using their
own terminology, the key events pertinent to the study during the process of product-
market strategy implementation. However, a disadvantage of such an approach is that
the terminology used by different key respondents may be inconsistent and imprecise

(Glick et al., 1990). Consequently, this has the potential to lead to inaccuracies of
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interpretation. Further, using retrospective accounts produces the problem of recall error
(Walker and Enticott, 2004; Golden, 1992; Bernard et al., 1984). This might render
more recent issues being recalled to the neglect of later issues.

Nevertheless, the research design employed in the current study employs
retrospective accounts in so far as informants are asked to respond to pertinent issues of
the product-market strategy implementations process through the use of a self
administered questionnaire. Respondents are asked to relate to issues and past facts
pertaining to the most recent implementation initiative that had been launched in their
respective organization. It is felt that this does not detract too much from the usefulness
of the findings as regards recall error. Indeed, Golden (1992) purports that retrospective
accounts of past facts are more accurate than accounts of beliefs and intentions which
are more subjective and more variable to the effects of cognitive biases and faulty
memory. Although no single means of obtaining data is appropriate for all strategic
management studies, the use of retrospective reports can often provide information not
available form other sources (Huber and Power, 1985). However, awareness of the
inability of such an approach to fully capture the issues from a process perspective is
acknowledged.

Having reviewed a number of potential alternative methodological approaches,
which are acknowledged as providing potentially significant results, the constraints in
terms of time and cost of many of these renders them prohibitive for use in this current
study. The methodological perspective adopted is, however, widely understood and it is
recognized that this approach can stimulate process research.

Further, a number of researchers advocate that it may be useful to integrate
different concepts or theories at different levels of analysis (Kim et al., 2004; Waldman
and Yammarino, 1999; Klein et al., 1994). Organizations, by their very nature are multi-

level where no construct is level free (Klein et al., 1994). This is the case when
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conceptualizing individuals as nested in groups and groups as nested in organizations.
Ignoring multi-level nested structures, it is purported, can lead to numerous erroneous
conclusions (Ployhart et al., 2006). Relationships are formed between independent and
dependent variables at different levels. For example, in this study, MLMM behaviour —
the behaviour of the individual manger- is hypothesized as influencing product-market
strategy implementation performance. Thus, the study attempts to make generalizations
at the individual level of analysis and in so doing predicts that with respect to the
constructs of interest, that the value of the construct for an individual member of a
group (MLMMs) is independent of the value of the construct for other members of the
same group. Group membership, for example, is treated as being irrelevant.
Nevertheless, it is acknowledged that for a number of MLLMMs, this may not be the case
in practice, since the relationships may be context dependent i.e. based on multiple
levels of interaction, and some of the constructs understudy may lend themselves more
appropriate to multi-level analysis. Employees construct interpretations of the work
setting in the context of interaction with colleagues. Beliefs and information are
constructed through interaction and interpretation where meanings tend to converge
(Reed, 2003).

Indeed, MLLMM behaviour may have effects at multiple levels of an
organization. For example MLMM behaviour may affect subordinate level effort, as
well as intragroup and intergroup cohesion, group performance and organizational
performance (Ng and Van Dyne, 2005; Waldman and Yammarino, 1999). Additionally,
MLMM behaviour, subordinate effort and group performance may affect overall
organizational performance. Finally, MLMM effort and performance, subordinate effort
and performance, and group effort and performance may be related in organizations
(Waldman and Yammarino, 1999). The above examples highlight that there are a

number of effects on MLMM behaviour dependent on the level of analysis taken. Thus,
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a number of alternative conclusions may become apparent from the results obtained.
However, constraints in terms of time and cost for data generation and the complexities
involved in multi-level statistical analyses were felt to inhibit such an approach in this
study.

Supplementary challenges in the study relate to the use of a single key informant
for generating data. The use of a single informant, i.e. MLMM, is linked to the level of
analysis of the study, however, from the above review concerning the benefits of multi-
level research, is acknowledged that the use of multiple informants would potentially
provide additional or alternative insights into the constructs under study.

Specific limitations of using a single key informant relate to the degree to which
informant reports are valid indicators of the organizational characteristics they are
intended to measure. This is suggested as an unresolved issue and one that potentially
introduces considerable error into any analyses (Huber and Power, 1985; Phillips,
1981). Golden (1992) advises researchers to acknowledge respondents possible
emotional attachment to strategic concerns with which they are publicly associated.
Additionally, the informants’ position in the organizational hierarchy or their cultural
background may also affect responses as may gender, function, years with the
organization or role in the strategy formulation process (Bowman and Ambrosini, 1997,
Kumar et al., 1993; Golden, 1992; Bernard ef al., 1984). Data collected from only one
respondent therefore is suggested as being unreliable since theyvmay be attributable to
systematic sources of error such as bias and ignorance (Bowman and Ambrosini, 1997).
This may be due to informants being asked to make judgements about complex
organizational characteristics placing unreasonable demands on them as respondents
and also due to distortions in key informant reports.

To endeavour to eliminate sources of potential bias, the use of muitiple

respondents is advocated. The basic premise underlying the use of multiple informants
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is that minor variations due to individual differences in perceiving or reporting events
will be cancelled out (Jones e7 al., 1983). The resulting response will be a more accurate
representation of experiences likely to be felt by any person in a similar situation.

A constraint on the use of multiple informants in research of the nature of this
current study pertains to the complexity of surveying multiple informant and
specifically the methods used to cope with the diversity of responses from multiple
informants—the perpetual agreement problem (Whittington et al., 1999; Kumar ef al.,
1993; Jones et al., 1983). A number of statistical indices of agreement among
respondents may be employed. However, Jones ef al., (1983) assert that researchers
who are not sophisticated in the basic assumptions underlying each technique are likely
to find difficulty in choosing the appropriate technique and that few explicit guidelines
exist for comparing or selecting among the variety of techniques used in extant studies.
Bowman and Ambrosini (1997) suggest that if the diversity of answers is very wide it
might be wise not to use the data to draw conclusions pertaining to the issues under
study. Thus, it is preferable to eliminate the organization from the study or augment the
data obtained with other sources such as interviews, and with other managers, as well as
internal and external publications.

Whilst it is acknowledged that the use of multiple informants is advisable in
research of this nature, the above issues pose constraints on the researcher in terms of
the complexity involved in the selection of the appropriate technique for coping with a
diverse array of responses and in terms of time needed to employ additional sources
such as interviews with additional managers and in obtaining archival information on
organization level constructs of interest. For example, pertinent constructs in this study
requiring additional information include commitment and procedural justice (Kumar ef
al., 1993). Furthermore, Jones et al, (1983) report that the choice of technique for

coping with diverse responses has implications for interpretation and studies therefore
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may need to employ more than one of the indices that have been used in extant studies.
Allied to these constraints are further challenges of how to determine the number of
informants and of identifying two or more informants competent to report on a
particular relationship. These constraints are augmented by the time necessary to secure
further knowledgeable respondents (Van Bruggen et al., 2002; Kumar et al., 1993).

However, in support of the method adopted in this study, the measurement of
organizational characteristics typically has entailed the use of the key in formant method
in marketing contexts (Phillips, 1981). A survey of empirical papers published in the
Strategic Management Journal has revealed a number of studies that have used single
respondents, usually the CEO or member of the top management team from a strategic
business unit (Bowman and Ambrosini, 1997). Indeed, this approach has been
conducted in a number of strategic planning studies (Bowman and Ambrosini, 1997,
Huber and Power, 1985; Brandt and Hulbert, 1977; Buzzell et al., 1975). Informants are
not chosen randomly, but because they have special qualifications such as a particular
status, or specialized knowledge for example and are able and willing to communicate
about them (Slater and Atuahene-Gima, 2004; Kumar et al., 1983). As such response
errors are likely to be lower for informants whose roles are closely associated with the
phenomena understudy. This current study uses the MLMM as key informant owing to
the knowledgeability of this individual on product-market strategy implementation
issues. The study explicitly verifies the competency of the informants as advocated by
Slater and Atuahene-Gima (2004) by its inclusion of knowledge, accuracy and tenure
scores. Responses deemed inadequate with respect to these scores are eliminated.

It is further recognized that the limitation pertaining to the use of "high
technology' firms only, as the level of analysis, potentially limits the generalizability of
the findings to alternative business types, culminating in coverage bias (Blair and

Zinkhan, 2006). In this respect, sample bias refers to the possibility that the sample

29



elements observed in the current study differ in some systematic way from the broader
population of organizations to which it might be useful to generalize the results. Blair
and Zinkhan (2006) suggest that effort to achieve diversity in the sample so as to
enhance the robustness of the findings is important. However, using a sample of “high
technology” firms as the unit of analysis might rather be regarded as a homogenous
cluster, within which heterogeneity is achieved through the inclusions of some industry
variations (Glick et al., 1990). Thus, the current study uses organizations from a number
of diverse industries to form a “high technology' cluster of organizations for example,
the manufacture of office machinery and computers (including software), manufacture
of pharmaceuticals, electrical machinery and apparatus, watch and clock making and the
manufacture of aircraft and spacecraft. As a consequence, external validity of the survey
findings is enhanced. Heterogeneity is constrained only by the homogeneity of the “high
technology’ cluster. Nevertheless, awareness of the generalizability of the findings to
non “high technology' clusters is acknowledged. More robust findings might be
achieved through validating the findings in a larger heterogeneous set of organizations
or in additional clusters from this larger set (Glick et al., 1990).

The above review illustrates recognition and acknowledgement of a number of
theoretical and empirical challenges to the current study and at the same time highlights
the rationale and justification for the approach adopted. Nevertheless, future research
might be effectively enhanced through employing some of the suggestions presented.

These are further discussed in Chapter Eight, section 8.7.

1.5 Thesis Structure
The aims and objectives of this study are reflected in the thesis structure. The thesis is

organized into eight chapters which are presented so that each logically builds on the

other.
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Chapter One has presented the context and general focus and nature of the study.
A presentation of the interest and significance of the study to both practitioners and
academicians has also been forwarded. A number of potential limitations to the study
have been detailed.

Chapter Two provides the theoretical foundations of the study. A review of the
extant literature from a number of domains surrounding product-market strategy
implementation is supplied, focusing on situational antecedents to MLMMs' behaviour
and the influence of this behaviour on product-market strategy implementation
performance. Limitations to existing research are discussed and a research agenda
forwarded. An important limitation in current studies in product-market strategy
implementation points to what has been described as an ‘implementation gap' (Hickson
et al., 2003; Floyd and Wooldridge, 1996) and encompasses the lack of understanding
of MLMMSs' role in the product-market strategy implementation process (Morgan ef al.,
2002).

Chapter Three presents a conceptualization of the antecedents associated with
MLMMs' behaviour and product-market implementation performance. A conceptual
model is developed of situational antecedents, product-market strategy implementation
behaviour and product-market implementation performance from the literature reviews.
Variables are delineated during hypotheses development as reflecting situational
antecedents, behavioural responses and product-market strategy implementation
performance outcomes. Specifically, procedural and strategy process antecedents reflect
situational antecedents, counterproductive work behaviour and citizenship behaviour
reflect behavioural responses and, internal and external product-market strategy
implementation effectiveness reflect product-market strategy performance.
Consequently, a series of hypotheses are constructed and presented requiring the

generation of data necessary for testing the hypothesized relationships.
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Chapter Four records the research design and empirical method used to test the
hypothesized relationships. Detail is provided on the research design employed, the
approach to data generation, choice of survey instrument, questionnaire development,
sampling and survey administration procedures and the methodology employed for
analysis of the data.

Chapter Five acts as the first stage presentation of the empirical results, whereby
descriptive findings from the survey are offered and pertinent tendencies and
conclusions drawn.

Chapter Six represents the second stage presentation of the empirical results,
providing an account of scale construction and the dimensionality of the constructs. The
results from principal components analysis are provided for the measures of all the
constructs within the conceptual model. This is followed by the construction of scale
indices. Results of scale reliability and validity are also presented.

Chapter Seven represents the final empirical results chapter providing the results
of the hypothesis testing procedure for each hypothesis. Each hypothesis sub-
component was examined through both correlation analysis and multiple linear
regression analysis. The chapter provides a discussion of the results for each hypothesis.

Chapter Eight provides a summary of the main research findings of the study
and the pertinent conclusions that are drawn. Limitations to the study are forwarded.
This is followed by a discussion of the implications of the findings for both theory and
management practice. Chapter Eight concludes this thesis through the presentation of

recommendations for future research in the domain.
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Chapter Two

Product-Market Strategy and the Role of Product-
Market Strategy Implementation
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2.0 Introduction

Over the last forty years there has been much academic interest in the process of
strategy making within organizations (Johnson e al., 2003; Bartlett and Ghoshal, 1998;
Moorman and Miner, 1998; Mintzberg, 1993; Chakravarthy and Doz, 1992; Mintzberg,
1987; Bourgeois and Brodwin, 1984; Andrews, 1971). Stemming from such interest a
number of divergent theoretical perspectives have emerged offering advice on how
organizations might better achieve their corporate objectives. Given the dynamics of
rapidly changing business environments, managers and researchers are beginning to
accept that objectives need to be adaptable to changing conditions. This has manifested
itself in the refocusing of attention from a preoccupation with the content of strategic
decisions to one that emphasizes the process of decision-making (Hickson et al., 2003;
Rajagopalan and Spreitzer, 1997; Mintzberg, 1993; Van de Ven, 1992; Eisenhardt and
Zbaracki, 1992; Hickson et al., 1986). Research into strategic decision-making
processes within organizations’ accentuates the need to understand behavioural
interactions of individual groups within or between firms and emphasizes the more
political and behavioural nature of the process (Pettigrew et al., 2001; Chakravarthy and
Doz, 1992; Pettigrew, 1992).

The general view of the goal of organizations is beating back competition or of
conquering new territories, with the ultimate objective of gaining sustainable
competitive advantage (Zinkham and Pereira, 1994). The authors further suggest that a
well-formulated strategy helps to marshal and allocate an organization’s resources into a
unique and viable posture based on its relative internal competencies and shortcomings,
anticipated changes in the environment and contingent moves by intelligent
competitors. An organizations' strategy illustrates the extent of alignment between its

external environment and its internal structure and processes (Frederickson and

Mitchell, 1984).
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Contemporary research into the strategy process revolves around the description,
analysis and explanation of recurrent patterns of strategic decision-making, together
with the exploration of why, when and how policy outcomes are shaped by features of
policy processes and contexts (Mintzberg ef al., 2003; Eisenhardt, 1999; Eisenhardt and
Zbaracki, 1992; Pettigrew, 1992; Van de Ven, 1992). Mintzberg et al. (2003), define
strategy as:

“the pattern or plan that integrates an organizations major goals, policies and

action sequences into a cohesive whole” (p.10)

The literature suggests that the strategy process within organizations is complex,
requiring both an understanding of context and process variables. Acknowledging the
strategy process in this way has important implications for the study of product-market
strategy implementation since implementation is interwoven in the strategic decision-
making process (Hrebiniak, 2006; White ef al., 2003; Moorman and Miner, 1998;
Priem, 1990; Wooldridge and Floyd, 1989; Mintzberg, 1987). The implementation of
strategies is concerned with the design and management of systems to achieve the best
integration of people, structure and processes and resources in reaching organizational
goals and performed concurrently with strategy formulation (White ez al., 2003;
Aaltonen and Ikavalko, 2002; Menon e? al., 1999, Steiner and Miner, 1977). Strategy
content and implementation are equally important in achieving the desired results of an
organization since they are interdependent (Hrebiniak, 2006; Noble and Mokwa, 1999,
Parsa, 1999; Piercy and Giles, 1990).

Piercy and Giles, (1990) propose an alternative model of the strategic planning
process which emphasizes the organizational and human realities facing the planner and
how these may lead to problems in the planning process. The process of planning is
presented as being driven by organizational members creating an "understood

environment', where strategies develop through a process of rationalization, founded on
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a series of tactical proposals and accepted deficiencies in implementation (Harris,
1996). How managers interpret and decode the context they inhabit influences the
strategies they might choose and also the desired future states they may articulate
(McGee et al., 2005). As a consequence, the behaviour of mid-level managers' has a
significant influence on the outcome of strategy implementation (Guth and MacMillan,
1986; Lyles and Lenz, 1982).

From this overview, the following section provides the context for the study of
product-market strategy implementation within this study through the presentation of

the contemporary approach to product-market strategy making within organizations.

2.1 Product-Market Strategy
General conceptualizations of marketing strategy making within organizations pertain to
the effective allocation of marketing resources to accomplish the organization’s
objectives within a specific product market (White e? al., 2003). How marketing
management decisions are made and implemented emphasize that the manager’s task is
to assemble and evaluate environmental information and then rationally employ that
information in structuring marketing activities to produce the desired marketing
response in line with organizational objectives (Frankwick ef al., 1994). Thus,
marketing strategy definitions involve specifying the market segment(s) to be targeted
and the product line to be offered. Ultimately marketing strategy is the sustained pattern
of resource allocation decisions that pertain to customers and propositions (Smith,
2003b).

The direct output of marketing strategy making processes is the marketing
strategy. Consensus with regard to the content of marketing strategies in the literature
suggests that at its simplest level, marketing strategy has two necessary components.

These are, firstly a definition of t