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“The use of noncoercive influence tactics in the wking relationship between
Marketing and Sales.” (IMP Ref #: 071)

(1% April 2007)
Abstract

Effective cross functional relationships (CFRs) westn marketing and sales are
important for suppliers seeking to service theisibaess customers. However, qualitative
studies from the 1980s and 1990s and anecdotal uatcosuggest that the
Marketing/Sales CFR is problematic and that it &racterised by mainly negative
outcomes such as a lack of cohesion, distrust, dissiatisfaction. Recent research
however suggests that these anecdotal reports otagcourately reflect the situation in
today’s firms. Given these different views on tkeges of this important CFR, the research
reported here adds more empirical evidence to #imté and tests a structural model
predicting the level of functional (as opposed tgsfdnctional) conflict in the
Marketing/Sales CFR. Our study links five noncoeecinfluence tactics- rational
persuasion, inspirational appeals, consultatiogyaitiation, and collaboratior- to
functional conflict and we argue that noncoercias ppposed to coercive) influence
tactics are likely to promote functional conflith addition, we specify four exogenous
variables (power of the sales unit, total interaef@nce, psychological distance, and the
marketing managers’ amount of sales experiencgredict a sales manager’'s use of
these five influence tactics in their relationskijh the focal marketing manager. Data
was collected in Australia from 100 marketing masragreporting on their CFR with
their counterpart sales manager. PLS was used timats the measurement and
structural models, and support was found for 1hef25 hypotheses.

1. Introduction

The importance of interpersonal relationships isibess-to-business marketing is well
established, and twenty five years have passe@ s$id&ansson’s (1982) landmark book
detailing the nature of interactions and relatigusibetween buyers and sellers in business
markets. A significant body of literature has naweeged, which establishes “relationship
marketing” as a key strategic issue facing comgas@ling goods and services to other
companies.

Concurrently, another stream of literature has getrone which looks at relationships
between individuals in the same firm, rather thatwlkeen people in separate (buying and
selling) firms. Importantly, Granovetter (1985) haeted that the network of social
relations within firms might be more dense and Kasiing than those existing between
firms. It is the nature and determinants of thesefirm, “cross functional relationships”
(CFRs) which are the focus of this current research

These CFRs are important to business-to-businesgseteas because a firm’s ability
to service and satisfy their external customersddsp of the effectiveness of interactions
and transactions between personnel from differenttfonal units/departments. Hence,
the overall effectiveness of a firm’s business-isihess marketing is contingent upon



the extent to which these internal relationship&R€) are healthy and effective (cf.
Dawes and Massey, 2006).

Effective CFRs between the marketing unit and théess unit are particularly
important for firms seeking to service their bussmecustomers. Recent research by
Guenzi and Trolio (2007) highlights this importanog empirically demonstrating the
positive links between the “effectiveness of MarmkgtSales relations,” and their two
dependent variables “superior value creation,” ‘andrket performance”. But despite the
undoubted importance of Marketing/Sales CFRs,iueltlittle is known about them.

The early qualitative studies in the 1990s (e.@sp@des 1993, 1994) and anecdotal
accounts (e.g., Carpenter, 1992) suggest that thekeding/Sales CFR is problematic.
More recently Dewsnap and Jobber’s (2000) summérthe sparse literature on this
CFR noted that it is characterised by mainly negabutcomes such as a lack of
cohesion, distrust, and dissatisfaction. Similasules are reported in recent empirical
studies. Kotler, Rackham, and Krishnaswamy’s (20€16jly of Marketing/Sales CFRs
reports results consistent with the view that tRIBR is fraught with difficulties,
however, their sample size was small (n = 9), lmgsome doubt as to the external
validity of their findings. Similarly, Guenzi andrdilo’s (2006) study identifying factors
underlying the global construct “Marketing/Salegegration” adopted a qualitative
research design and used a small sample (n = h#),again, questions of external
validity arise.

In contrast, three recent large-scale empiricaldistu examining dysfunctional
conflict and perceived relationship effectivenasshis CFR suggest that these anecdotal
reports, and small sample qualitative studies, matyaccurately reflect the situation in
today’s firms (Dawes and Massey, 2005, 2006; MaaselyDawes, 2006).

Given these different views on the state of the Kdang/Sales CFR, the research
reported here adds more empirical evidence to ¢hate. In short, we develop and test a
structural model predicting the level of functiorfaé opposed to dysfunctional) conflict
in the Marketing/Sales CFR. Functional conflict masely been examined in empirical
studies, and is a form of conflict which exists whreanagerial decision-makers are able
to question others’ assumptions and beliefs, witlatinacting rancour. We believe that it
is important to study functional conflict becaubes ttype of conflict is thought to have
beneficial effects in peer manager relationships@don, 1996).

Here, we examine the noncoercive influence tadioployed by sales managers in
their dealings with marketing managers. We refethse as “sales managers influence
tactics” or more simply SMITs. And, as is customany research on influence in
organizational settings, we use peer reports (froanketing managers) to indicate the
degree and type of influence tactics that are byezhles managers.

At the broadest level, influence tactics can beegatized into two groups: (a)
coercive/hard/non-socially acceptable tactics (etigreats; legalistic pleas), and (b)
noncoercive/soft/socially acceptable tactics (eagipnal persuasion; consultation). Here,
we focus on five noncoercive tactics and link theamfunctional conflict. Our basic
premise is that noncoercive, as opposed to coercifleence tactics, are likely to
promote functional conflict.

In addition, we specify four antecedent variabtewtal interdependence, power of
the sales unit, and the two-related personal chteratics of psychological distance and
the marketing manager’s relative level of saleseeepce— to predict how frequently



sales managers use the five non-coercive influtatees. As Higgins et al. (2003) note,
despite the increased attention on the topic diémice tactics over the last 20 years,
research has failed to answer a fundamental quesiibich influence tactics are most
effective in obtaining positive work outcomes? tistcurrent research we go some way
to answering this important question.

Influence tactics

Influence tactics have been examined at the irgarozational level in the marketing
channels literature and at the intraorganizatiopatson-to-person level in research on
the buying centre, personal selling, and orgaromali behaviour. The context of our
research is best placed in the last category, wtieyrdocus is on intraorganizational,
person-to-person relationships in which the uniaélysis is the individual relationship
between a marketing manager and a sales manager.

Past research shows that an individual manageestefeness is determined in part
by his/her level of informal influence within theganization. A key mechanism which
managers employ to increase their influence isube of variousnfluence tacticsin
which an “agent” (e.g., a peer manager) seeks ftoeince the behaviours of “target”
managers within the firm. As Venkatesh, Kohli, aaltman (1995) show, the amount of
influence exercised by members of an organizatideaision-making unit is affected by
the type of influence tactics they use. Importarithe use of influence tactics to seek the
compliance of peer managers, can differ widely. &ample, they can involve promises
of rewards for compliance, threats of punishmemtrfon-compliance, appeals to the
target’s feelings, morality, or altruism, or debtsed to the person making the request
(Roloff, 1976).

Consequences of using influence tactics at the imprsonal level

In the management literature, most research hasséacon identifying the various ITs
(e.g., Kipnis, Schmidt, and Wilkinson, 1980), theequency of use (e.g., Bennebroek
Gravenhorst and Boonstra, 1998), selection andeswmiug (Yukl, Falbe, and Youn,
1993), directional differences (e.g., Yukl and Bwc1992), and the characteristics of
effective users of ITs (e.g., Allen et al., 19719ss research however has focused on the
consequences of using ITs. Two examples of thigrlaesearch focus are Yukl and
Tracey (1992) who linked the use of ITs to the égsgtask commitment and the agent’s
managerial effectiveness, while Brennan, Millerd &eltzer (1993) examined the impact
of using ITs on cooperation and performance.

Overall, in the area of marketing, there has bi#le empirical research on the
consequences of the use of ITs at the intraorgaoined, person-to-person level of
analysis. Not surprisingly however, the most comrmoonsequence studied has been the
effect of the use of ITs on the agents’ manifeBuence. For example, Venkatesh, Kohli,
and Zaltman (1995) examined the effects of the afsél's on manifest influence in
buying centres while McFarland et al. (2006) iniggged the impact of salespersons’ use
of ITs on manifest influence in buyer-seller dyaddore pertinently, Dawes and
Massey’s (2006), study of the marketing/sales GB@mined the effects of two coercive
influence tactics- legalistic pleas and threatson manifest influence, interpersonal trust,
and perceived relationship effectiveness.



In short, little research in marketing has beeneded at understanding the
consequences of using ITs in intraorganizationtings and so a major motivation for
our research is to add knowledge in this area.a@iqular interest in the current study is
the extent to which five SMITs increase functiooahflict between marketing managers
and sales managers. Our focus on a positive outésmnsensistent with Douglas and
Gardner’s (2004) comment that there is evidencbath negative and positive effects
from managers’ use of influence tactics.

2. Conceptual framework

In developing our model, we draw on two theoretipatspectives- the “interaction
approach” (e.g., Morgan and Hunt, 1994) and “ressuwlependence theory” (Pfeffer and
Salancik, 1978). We use these two theoretical freonks for two main reasons. First,
the interaction approach is used in many imporséndies of marketing’s CFRs because
it focuses on relational exchange (Ruekert and #alld987). Second, these two
approaches focus on similar aspects of CFRs, andsuab, are complementary
frameworks of analysis. From the interaction apphpawe draw the following
constructs: functional conflict, psychological diste, and the marketing manager’s
amount of sales experience. From resource-depeede¢heory we draw total
interdependence, the power of the sales unit, ared rfoncoercive influence tactics.
Though we specify these as our main theoreticatdasd sources of our constructs, it
should be noted that some constructs (e.g., inpertdence and influence tactics) are
common to both theoretical frameworks.

The logic underlying the structure of our hypotkedi model is as follows. First, our
ultimate endogenous variable is the level of fuorai conflict in the Marketing/Sales
CFR. We use five different influence tactics todice the level of functional conflict in
this CFR, and propose that the use of noncoersiveially acceptable influence tactics
should help to stimulate functional conflict inghCFR. In addition our interest in this
research is to identify antecedents to the chancefeequency of use of the five SMITs.
We therefore specify two individual-level variabléssychological distance and the
marketing managers’ level of sales experience) rdecadents to the five influence
tactics. We also model the effects of two contelxtamiables (power of the sales unit,
and the total interdependence between the marketargager and the sales manager), on
these same five influence tactics.

Importantly, from a conceptual standpoint we arthat psychological distance, and
the marketing manager's amount of sales experigepeesent two dimensions of
Dougherty’s (1992) cultural “thought worlds.” Asted by Beverland, Steel, and Dapiran
(2006), firms are composed of functional units wvdifierent cultures, and this can lead to
significant tension between these work units. Whdepartmental staff and their
managers have quite different frames of referetie®r own specific cognitive models
can create “blind spots” in which members of onpasignent cannot understand differing
points of view held by members of other departménig., Hitt et al., 1999).

Beverland, Steel, and Dapiran (2006) further no& there is little academic research
into the cultural values of Sales as a functiomd Bow this may affect their interactions
with Marketing. There does however seem to be ageeé on two key issues, first, that



Marketing and Sales do indeed have different cetuand second, that this is likely to
lead to tension between individuals in those sepavark units.

Differences in culture can originate from functibrspecialization itself, in which
each departmental group has its own shared valmels umderstanding. Cultural
differences can also emerge from the individualkgemunds of staff members. Hence
our decision in this article to view both psychotad distance and the level of the
marketing manager’'s sales experience as manifessatf “thought worlds”, and we
therefore add to the limited empirical work in tHiéerature which examines
Marketing/Sales thought worlds.

[Insert Figure 1]

Endogenous variable: functional conflict

Our ultimate endogenous variable is “functionalftoti a form of interpersonal conflict
which is believed to have beneficial outcomes inrkivg relationships. Functional
conflict is typified by consultative interactiongtiveen managers, and useful give and
take. If functional conflict is present in a CFReople feel able to express their true
opinions, and to challenge others’ ideas, beliafed assumptions (e.g., Baron, 1991,
Tjosvold, 1985). Importantly, functional conflictay be useful in reducing “groupthink”
during group decision-making, i.e., the tendencgmiup members to allow feelings of
solidarity and loyalty to a decision-making grouenide the imperative to logically and
realistically evaluate all options (Filley, 1970Qh this research we define functional
conflict as a constructive challenging of ideadjdi® and assumptions, and respect for
others’ viewpoints even when parties disagree (Mesial., 1996).

Mediating variables: SMITs

The SMITs we examine are: rational persuasion,iiagpnal appeals, consultation,
ingratiation, and collaboration (Yukl, Falbe, andun, 1993; Yukl and Tracey, 1992).
We chose these particular influence tactics foedimeasons. First, these particular tactics
are the most commonly used in “lateral/horizontalationships (Yukl and Falbe, 1990).
Such relationships occur between managers at appaitely the same level in the
organisation’s hierarchy, as is the case with ntargananagers and sales managers.

In general, managers at the same level in a filmésarchy are unlikely to possess
significantly greater power than a counterpart mother department, and will therefore
be limited in their opportunities to use “harderbma coercive tactics on peer managers.
Where such hard/coercive tactics are used, theemn i;mherent risk of damaging the
working relationship, and provoking hostility frothe peer manager (cf. Dawes and
Massey, 2006). Given that the tactics we examinthig current study are all socially
acceptable, and non-coercive, we expect that thiéyp@more likely to generate positive
outcomes in the CFR (e.g., increased functionaflicty rather than the negative task
and psychosocial outcomes which are associatedtétbise of harder, coercive tactics.

Second, previous research indicates that thesen@imecoercive influence tactics are
likely to be moderate to high in their effectiveses peer manager relationships (Yukl,
2002). If this is the case, then our modeling stioal/eal which of these commonly used
tactics are most effective in stimulating functibonanflict in the Marketing/Sales CFR.
Third, in contrast to Dawes and Massey (2006) wkemened hard, coercive influence



tactics in the Marketing/Sales CFR, our intereseHees in the effects of non-coercive
rather than coercive influence tactics. This isomgnt, given their prevalence of use and
their likely effectiveness within CFRs.

The tactics examined here are defined as follostginal persuasioruses explanations,
logical arguments, and factual evidence to dematesthat a request is feasible and relevant
to achieving important task objectivéaspirational appealsely on emotional or value-
based appeals to stimulate the target's emotiodsappeal to their needs (e.g., to feel
useful), values (e.g., loyalty), hopes (e.g., &dffiment), and ideals (e.g., excellence).
Consultationinvolves inviting the target to participate in méng how to carry out a
request, or implement a change. Often this invopresenting a proposed policy or plan to
someone involved in implementing it, seeking tlieedback, and modifying the proposal
on the basis of that feedbadkgratiation involves the agent giving compliments, doing
unsolicited favours, being deferential, respecifd friendly in order to make the target feel
better about the agerntollaboration is where the agent offers to provide the necessary
resources or assistance for the target to carntheutequest, and involves joint effort to
accomplish tasks or achieve objectives.

Antecedents to SMITS

Sales unit power

In this research we examine the power of the salég(e.g., Hickson et al., 1971) rather
than French and Raven’s (1959) five bases of ietesgmal power. We define the power
of the sales unit in terms of its relative impodario the organization. As Kohli (1989)
argued, the resource dependency view of organimsaggests that different units have
varying degrees of power because of their diffeabmatbility to obtain resources critical
to the organization. Consistent with Kohli (198@k view unit power as an individual
resource which can be used by sales managers is.G¥tent research by Homburg,
Workman, and Krohmer (1999) in the US and Germédmoyved that marketing had high
relative influence across a range of importantassrhis provides evidence supporting
the argument that unit power is available as auresofor sales managers in many types
of firms. Hence the greater the sales unit’s cdrver critical resources (i.e., the greater
their power within the organization), the more attley are to influence the actions of
others within that organization, such as the mangainit.

Total interdependence

A firm can divide up its key activities in variouwsys such as, along product, market, or
functional lines. However, regardless of the orgational structure adopted by a firm,
the resulting units are interdependent to a greatesser extent (McCann and Galbraith,
1981). So when firms are comprised of functionalbecialized units, each department
relies on other departments for inputs and supfmitarry out its tasks, and in turn,
provide inputs and support for downstream actigitidowever, as the interdependence
between departments increases, greater coordireffians are required.

In this study, we examine total interdependenceiclvhs the sum of both the
marketing manager’s and the sales manager’'s depead® each other. According to
Ruekert and Walker (1987), interdependence is tag ikternal variable affecting
marketing’s interaction with other functional aredhis view is consistent with a
resource-based view of the firm because marketirmmagers do not have all the



monetary, information, or human resources necessaty their jobs, they must seek out
these resources from people in other functionahsardloreover, such exchanges of
resources are likely to occur most frequently betwdepartments operating in similar
domains, i.e., those with shared objectives, closelated tasks, and skills. Because
marketing and sales operate within a similar domam expect interdependence to have
an important effect on their CFRs in general andthen use of noncoercive influence
tactics in particular.

Psychological distance

It is a well accepted facet of organisations thatmbers of separate departments are often
fundamentally different from each other. Early wdrk Douglas (1987) suggested that
departments can evolve into cultural “thought we'tidith different funds of knowledge,
and systems of meaning. Dougherty (1992) extenliedmork and examined the effects
of thought worlds during new product developmentodght worlds were found to
inhibit new product development, partly becauseéitierences in peoples’ “interpretive
schemes” e.g., shared assumptions about the tasks@d, and the issues of importance
to one’s work group, and how individuals make seofs¢éhose issues. As Griffin and
Hauser (1996) argue, differences in thought wocks result in misunderstandings due
to language dissimilarities, as well as conflicteerms of goals, preferred solutions, and
trade-offs.

Consistent with the literature on thought world#fedences are believed to exist
between marketing and sales. A number of studiesef@mple, have highlighted
differences in the perspectives and time framesnafketing and sales personnel in
setting goals, allocating resources, and evaluatiedormance (e.g., Rouzies et al.,
2005). Moreover, a recent exploratory study by Blewel, Steel, and Dapiran (2006)
adds to this debate on thought worlds as they ifteshtfour “cultural frames” that drive
sales and marketing apart. The authors gave thdsegat frames the following labels:
valid scope and focus of activity, time focus, #lafiources of knowledge, and valid
relationship to the environment.

Though the construct psychological distance is eptally distinct, it does to some
degree overlap with Douglas’s (1987) thought worlBsawing on Gupta, Raj, and
Wilemon’s (1986) work on “socio-cultural differers;e and consistent with Fisher,
Maltz, and Jaworski (1997), we define psychologdiatance in terms of the differences
in a manager’s decision-making style (e.g., timleetato make a decision, tolerance for
risk, and a belief that there is always a “rightisaver), and his/her orientation (i.e.,
whether he/she focuses more on technology or cesg)m

Psychological distance is included in our modelaose work by Fisher, Maltz, and
Jaworski (1997) has shown that it is an importaistruct in explaining outcomes in
terms of the between marketing and engineering G%#l. more recently, Dawes and
Massey (2005) found that this construct affected lwvel of dysfunctional conflict
between marketing and sales. Therefore, one oblfectives of this current research is
to examine the effects of psychological distancesales managers’ use of influence
tactics.



Marketing manager’s amount of sales experience

A key argument we advance regarding the marketiagager’s level of sales experience,
relates to the role of the perceived similarity pgfer managers in forging effective
interpersonal relationships (Byrne, 1971). Thedagiderlying our arguments is that the
more similar two people are, the more likely theyl vbe able to work together
effectively.

However, managers from different department oftedely differ in their training
and work experiences, and these differences mag posblems for forging effective
CFRs (Shaw and Shaw, 1998; Weinrauch and Ander$6B82). Evidence of the
importance of career paths (and training) was plediby Parry and Song (1993), who
found that a manager’s “business background” wasngortant determinant of the level
of integration between marketing and R&D managensnd new product development
projects. More specifically in the context of markg/sales relationships, Cespedes
(1993) noted that despite their differences imiray and work experience, marketing and
sales personnel are still expected to work effetivtogether on joint projects.
Furthermore, these differences can lead to a pooerstanding of how the other
manager operates, and to resentment on both dides dyad (Cespedes, 1993).

On this basis, we would therefore expect that aketerg manager with sales
experience is likely to be perceived by a salesaganas being similar to him/her self.
This in turn may improve the working relationshigtlween these two managers, and lead
to the emergence of functional conflict in the nedinkg/sales dyad. We therefore include
the marketing manager’s level of sales experien@ir hypothesised model.

3. Hypotheses

Effect of sales unit power on the use of SMITs

In the generic literature on unit power, Perrow 7@P suggests that an individual’s
influence is positively related to the power of/hes unit. Also, as noted previously, the
power of the sales unit can be viewed as a resomhoeh a sales manager can use to
increase his/her influence during a particular srosctional project. As pointed out by
Douglas and Gardner (2004, p. 48): “A manager'sicgh@f influence tactics is the
product of his or her power.”

In their landmark article on intra-organisationafluence tactics, Kipnis, Schmidt,
and Wilkinson (1980) found that the type of inflgertactics used varied with the power
of the target of the influence attempt. Differeattics were used depending on whether
the target was a subordinate or a superior. “Sedfsgntation,” the provision of
“supporting data,” and the use of “coalitions” wewmsed most often to influence
superiors, whilst “clandestine tactics,” “adminaive sanctions,” “training,”
“‘demanding,” and “explaining” were used more fregfle when the target was a
subordinate. In short, tactics involving adminigt@ sanctions and personal negative
actions are more likely to be used on subordinates those with relatively low power.

While the level of analysis we employ in this cutreesearch is different (i.e., we
examine Sales unit power rather than an individupbwer), we believe that Kipnis,
Schmidt, and Wilkinson’s (1980) findings are apahite to CFRs. Specifically, the
greater the power of the Sales unit, the more \likeis that sales managers will use



harder and more coercive tactics. And conversaly,leéss likely it is that they will use
softer, non-coercive tactics such as those exantinesl

Few studies however, have investigated the linkwbeh unit power and an
individual's use of influence tactics within theganization. One of the few studies to
examine this issue is Dawes and Massey (2006) whbiahd that greater marketing unit
power was associated with an increased use oflit¢igapleas” by marketing managers
— a coercive influence tactic. In contrast, in thessearch into power in marketing
channels, Hu and Shen (2004) found that channelbmesnwith relatively more power
tended to use more noncoercive influence strategies

Despite the sparse empirical evidence availablepeleve that there is sufficient
reason to expect that the greater the power of#ies unit, the lower will be the sales
managers’ propensity to use the five soft, non-@werinfluence tactics examined here.
By virtue of their unit’'s power, and the influent®at accrues to them as a result, sales
managers are less likely to use softer, non-coeteaetics. Accordingly, we hypothesise:

H1: The greater the power of the Sales unit, theflesgiently the sales manager will use
the following noncoercive influence tactiega) rational persuasion, (b) inspirational
appeals, (c) consultation, (d) ingratiation, andc@@laboration.

Effect of total interdependence on the use of SMITs

The level of interdependence between functionaisusibelieved to affect the choice of
influence tactics used by managers of those umittheir seminal study of Marketing’'s
CFRs, Ruekert and Walker (1987) suggest that greate unit's dependence on
resources provided by others, the greater theanfla one party can wield over the other.
This suggests that greater total interdependendlebei positively associated with a
greater use of influence tactics. Ruekert and Walk@ 987) findings broadly support
this proposition, as they found positive correlasidoetween resource dependence, and
the influence of one unit over another.

More recently, Goebel, Marshall, and Locander (20@6und that resource
dependence is positively associated with all infestactics examined in their regression
models, though only 3 of the 5 standardised beta wgtatistically significant. They
found that the greater the resource dependencezbetmarketers and a non-marketing
co-worker, the greater their likelihood of usingedsoning” a constructs which is
equivalent to the construct “rational persuasiamtluded in our hypothesized model.
Similarly, resource dependence was positively aasst with both “ingratiation” (which
we also examine in our hypothesised model) andgédiaing.” Similarly, Liden and
Mitchell (1998, p. 576) argue that ingratiatory aeiours within firms may occur as a
result of task interdependence.

Drawing on the literature summarized above, wetgbsat greater interdependence is
likely to be associated with greater use of manaberfluence tactics. We argue this
because task interdependence implies a need forageen to interact, coordinate
activities, and negotiate better personal and asg#ional outcomes. Where there is little
or no interdependence between managers or funttionts, there will be little or no
need for influence tactics to be employed in thBRCIn addition, the type of influence
tactics used by the sales managers in our samplikaty to be soft, and non-coercive.
We argue this because Dawes and Massey’s (2008) efithe effects of hard, coercive
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tactics found that they can lead to negative task @sychosocial outcomes. We would
therefore expect sales managers to restrict theesdio the use of more socially
acceptable influence tactics, such as the five stigated in this current study. As
Gundlach and Cadotte (1994) note, increasing “joitgrdependence” (a construct which
seems identical to our construct “total interdemerog”) leads to greater use of
noncoercive strategies. Last, Gravenhorst and Bao(iE998) found that four of the five
influence tactics we examine in this current reglearrational persuasion, inspirational
appeals, consultation, and ingratiatieare the most commonly used influence tactics in
lateral influence attempts. Accordingly, we hypaike:

H2: The greater the total interdependence betweemtrketing unit and the sales unit,
the more frequently the sales manager will usefdllewing noncoercive influence
tactics: (a) rational persuasion, (b) inspiratiorsgdpeals, (c) consultation, (d)
ingratiation, and (e) collaboration.

Effect of psychological distance on the use of SMIT
The construct “psychological distance” is relatiwvakw to the marketing literature, and
has been examined in only a handful of empiricatlists. Most notably, Fisher, Maltz,
and Jaworski (1997) examined its effects on comoatinin between Marketing and
R&D during NPD projects, while Dawes and MasseyO@0investigated its impact on
dysfunctional conflict in Marketing’s CFR with Sale

Theory does suggest however that psychologicaaniisgt is likely to be negatively
associated with cross-functional communication kehas, such as the use of influence
tactics examined here. It is widely accepted th#emnt departments can represent
distinct subcultures within a firm (Dougherty, 1992nd that Sales is one of the
functions most entrenched in its ways (Rackham R@dincentis, 1998). Further, these
subcultures can provide contextual preconditionsvirich cultural tension and poor
cross-functional communication may result. As ngpeglviously, where managers have
different frames of reference, their specific cdigei models can create “blind spots” in
which they find it difficult to understand the difing views of other departments (Hitt et
al., 1999).

It seems reasonable to assume that persons ogenatinn one culture or “functional
silo” represented by their own individual functibmnmit, are likely to be psychologically
distant from those in another functional unit. Mwrer, this psychological distance may
impact on the influence tactics chosen by agentagers seeking to influence a target
manager in another unit. Fisher, Maltz, and Jawo(&R97) found some indirect
evidence of this, as psychological distance wasingy associated with two forms of
communication: communication frequency, and bidiogality. This suggests that the
greater the psychological distance between manatferdower the propensity of those
managers to communicate with each other. In addimawes and Massey (2005) found
that as the psychological distance between salezageas and marketing managers
increased, dysfunctional conflict also increased.

If we extend this empirical evidence to the chaise/ of noncoercive influence
tactics, it seems likely that psychologically digtananagers will be disinclined to use
such tactics on each other. We argue this becasisKeman (1961) noted, one’s
membership of, and identification with a particuggoup (e.g., the Sales or Marketing
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units), is an important determinant of one’s seiffimtion. Where the identification with

a group is high, this has the potential for memhbsrshat group to confer negative
attributes to people who are not perceived to belai to them (Dutton, Dukerich, and
Harquail, 1994). As a result, one would expect mamawho are psychologically distant
from each other will perhaps prefer to interactyviiitle with the other manager, or if

they do interact in order to secure compliance ftbat manager, they will use harder,
more coercive tactics. Despite the paucity of thelowever, and limited empirical

evidence on this issue, we believe that psychodbgdistance will be negatively

associated with the use of noncoercive influenctds Accordingly we hypothesise:

H3: The greater the psychological distance betweerséites manager and the marketing
manager, the less frequently the sales managersagllthe following noncoercive
influence tactics- (a) rational persuasion, (b) inspirational appe@lsconsultation,
(d) ingratiation, and (e) collaboration.

Effect of the marketing manager’s amount of sakgeeence on the use of SMITs
Consistent with our arguments above regarding ffexteof psychological distance on
the sales manager’s choice of influence tacticsalse regard the extent of a marketing
manager’s sales experience as a manifestation roergion of Dougherty’s (1992)
thought worlds. We argue this because a marketiagager with significant sales’
experience is likely to view the world in a similaay to the sales manager. Furthermore,
because the sales manager will know whether thé&eatiag manager has lots of sales
experience or has just got the job because thay &oharketing degree, this knowledge
will affect the sales manager’s use of influenatits.

The effects of a marketing manager’s level of salgserience on the use of influence
tactics has not previously been explored in therdiure, though we believe that this
variable will be positively associated with the usfethe five SMITs included in our
research. Our arguments supporting this stem fraevigus research which has
examined differences in managers’ professionahitngi Shaw and Shaw (1998) for
example found that differences between marketingagers’ and engineering managers’
vocational training could result in poor communigatand an inadequate understanding
of the other's functional unit. This in turn, coukbkcalate into overt dysfunctional
conflict. Importantly, one key means by which erginng managers believed that their
working relationship with marketing managers cdoddimproved was via training in the
other manager’s functional area.

While the evidence we cite is not direct, it do@ply that marketing managers with
high levels of vocational sales experience arelilte better understand the concepts,
issues, and practices of their counterpart manegsales. Where this is the case, we
would expect that communication between the twoagars would be more effective,
and for dysfunctional conflict to be low. Considterith this, we would also expect that
sales managers are more likely to employ noncoeretics in preference to coercive
influence tactics.

We argue this because a marketing manager withegrkaowledge of the issues and
priorities of sales, may be more amenable to imibgetactics used by a sales manager to
seek compliance with their request. Therefore,marght expect sales managers would be
more likely to use rational persuasion as an imfteetactic of choice, or consultation, or
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collaboration when seeking the compliance of théessananager. We therefore
hypothesise:

H4: The greater the marketing manager’s sales expmrjgehe more frequently the sales
manager will use the following noncoercive influentactics — (a) rational
persuasion, (b) inspirational appeals, (c) consatia (d) ingratiation, and (e)
collaboration.

Effect of the use of SMITs on functional conflict

There is little theory or direct evidence to gume hypotheses regarding the effects of
the five SMITs on functional conflict, as the linkstween these variables are previously
untested. However, we believe there are good reasoaxpect all five of the SMITs to
positively affect functional conflict. First, thafluence tactics we investigate are “soft”
i.e., noncoercive, and socially acceptable, anadédikely to be associated with positive
psychosocial outcomes such as increased functicmadlict. In contrast, one might
expect “hard” coercive, socially unacceptable iefloe tactics to lead to negative
psychosocial outcomes such as increased dysfuattonflict.

Second, CFRs involve ongoing patterns of interactower time, and cognitive
balance theory (e.g., Festinger, 1957; Heider, 195§gests that the atmosphere of a
relationship will tend to change over time. Evelijutne parties will tend to hold views
about each other, and behave in ways that are stensiwith these self-reinforcing
patterns of interaction. We would therefore expleat where sales managers have a track
record of using soft, noncoercive influence tactibe CFR would tend to evolve to a
fairly stable state which is more positive in affdan would be the case if hard, coercive
tactics were the norm. We would therefore expee t¢imgoing use of these five
noncoercive influence tactics in a CFR to be asgedi with increased functional
conflict.

Last, there is empirical evidence suggesting thatet is a positive link between the
five SMITs and functional conflict. Higgins et &.(2003) meta-analysis of the effects of
five influence tactics (rationality, ingratiatioself-promotion, assertiveness, exchange,
upward appeal) found that both rationality and atigtion were positively associated
with improved work outcomes. These two noncoerd¢aaics were found to improve
others’ assessments of one’s performance, andoledcteased extrinsic success, e.g.,
increased salaries, and job promotions.

Given that our dependent variable is of a simygetto those included in Higgins et
al’'s (2003) meta-analysis, i.e., it is a positiverkvoutcome, one might reasonably expect
that all 5 of the noncoercive SMITs we investigatre — rather than just rational
persuasion and ingratiatienmight lead to increased functional conflict.

Further support is provided in the channels liteat Hu and Sheu (2004) for
example, found that the more frequent use of nacoaeinfluence tactics facilitates the
formation of a harmonious intra-channel climate.il/ithe context of their research is
different (i.e., inter- rather than intra-firm reétanships), we believe their findings can be
applied to the Marketing/Sales CFR context. Thisdsause at this relatively early stage
of theoretical development in CFR research, themsto be no compelling reasons to
expect fundamental differences in the causes afattgefof these influence tactics in
inter- or intra-firm relationships.
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Given that the essence of leadership is to inflaepeople to carry out requests,
support proposals, and influence decisions (e.gkl,Y2002), the use of these five
influence tactics should help develop functionalnféot within a CFR, because
functional conflict involves consultative interamts, give and take, and challenging
others’ beliefs and assumptions. Hence, these ififlaence tactics are likely to be
positively related to functional conflict. Accordjly, our final hypotheses are as follows:

H5: When sales managers more frequently use thewioltp noncoercive influence
tactics — (a) rational persuasion, (b) inspirational appe#&3 consultation, (d)
ingratiation, and (e) collaboratienfunctional conflict is likely to increase.

4. Method

In order to provide a clear context for their ansyeur responding marketing managers
were asked to think of a single project in whicleyhthe focal sales manager, and
managers from other functional areas had jointigentaken in the last 18 months. Most
projects (55.7%) related to new product developmevtiile the remaining 44.3%
included promotion and public relations (19.6%),sibess development activities
(10.3%), and, review of strategy and structure%d.10n average, 4 functional units and
an average of 14 people were involved in the ptsjewhich had a mean budget of
AUS$1.031 million.

Data collection

Data was collected from marketing managers in Aliatn firms using a pretested, self-
administered, mailed questionnaire. The samplingm& was generated from a
proprietary mailing list of firms and the critefiar inclusion in this frame were: (1) the

firm should have an identified (named) marketinghager/senior marketing executive;
and (2) there must also be a named sales manager/sales executive. Executives who
had dual responsibilities were excluded from thenga. The final sampling frame

consisted of 501 firms.

After a second-wave mailout, 113 questionnaireseweturned but 13 were deemed
unusable for this particular research topic. Albecause it was anticipated that the
mailing lists may not have been as accurate aptbéders claimed, a stamped, self-
addressed card was attached to each follow-up iquasire to facilitate a reply. The
card required the respondent to choose one ofcAtegories to represent their reason for
not completing the questionnaire. The most commambyninated reason for non-
completion (43.4% of answers) was that “it is comppolicy not to fill out this type of
guestionnaire.” In total, cards were returned frégfirms which means that our net
response rate was 25.2%.

The final sample of firms was diverse, which sugge¢bat our findings have high
external validity. Goods-producers accounted fo?o4f the firms; service-providers
12%, and 44% sold both goods and services. Iniadd#2% were in business markets,
27% in consumer markets while 31% sold to bothgygemarket.
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Evaluating the quality of the data collected

Tests of nonresponse bias indicated no significhiférences between early and late
respondents in terms of five variables. Also, thegkating managers had worked with the
sales manager for an average of 3.5 years, suggettat they were knowledgeable
about the issues covered in this research, anéftrercompetent to provide the data
required.

Measurement

We employed one formative multi-item measure (totderdependence) and seven
reflective multi-item measurésfunctional conflict, power of the sales unit,
psychological distance, and the five SMITs. In #ddi we used one single-item
measures: the marketing manager’s level of vocatiexperience in a sales role.

Principal components analysis revealed that all réflective multi-item constructs
were unidimensional. As our sample was relativetals (n = 100) we did not conduct
confirmatory factor analysis because of the likatith of nonconvergence and improper
solutions (Gerbing & Anderson, 1988). Instead wedupartial least squares (PLS) to
estimate our measurement and structural models.

Analysis of the PLS “outer” (measurement) modelgenled that most of the items
used to capture the reflective constructs were wateqindicators of those latent
variables. There were however a number of exceptiand we deleted 3 of our 6 items
measuring psychological distance, 1 of our 3 irdmnal appeals items, and 3 of our 6
items measuring functional conflict, in order tari@ased construct validity.

Reliability analysis revealed that the compositeabdity for all of the scales are .78
or more. For example, the composite reliabilityfafictional conflict = .88, while the
reliabilities of the five SMITs are all above .8Bhe standardized factor loadings, the
composite reliabilities, and amount of average araré extracted for the final set of
reflective measures are depicted in Table 1.

[Insert Table 1]

Convergent validity was established, as the t-\&afoe each item from the PLS outer
models were all statistically significant (Andersamd Gerbing, 1988). Also, the average
variance extracted (AVE) for each reflective measwere all above the recommended
.50 (Fornell and Larcker, 1981).

Of particular importance was establishing discrianin validity amongst the five
influence tactics, and also between all possiblespd constructs in our model. In total,
twenty eight pairs of reflective constructs wergteée using Fornell and Larcker’s (1981)
criterion and discriminant validity was establishéétween all constructs in our
hypothesized model. As a further test of discriminaalidity, we examined the pattern of
loadings and cross-loadings of the items for adl thtent variables. The criterion to
establish discriminant validity is that no item altb load more heavily on another
construct than it does on the construct it is ideshto measure (Chin, 1998). All items
passed this test, so discriminant validity wask#istiaed between the reflective constructs
in our model.
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5. Results

Descriptive findings

As shown in Table 2, on average, our respondingetialg managers enjoy reasonably
high levels of functional conflict in their relatiships with their counterpart sales
managers. Specifically, functional conflict is higmean = 5.45 out of 7, where low
numbers indicate low dysfunctional conflict. Tharstard deviation however, reveals
considerable variation in the level of functionahdict (sd = 1.23). In addition, we find
that the marketing and sales units are reasonapgrdient upon each other (mean =
4.35, sd = 1.15), and the sales unit is fairly pdwewithin the organisation (mean =
4.40, sd = 1.31). In terms of individual charadtcs, the marketing managers in our
study were moderately psychologically differentnfreaheir counterpart sales managers
(mean = 3.92, sd = 1.23), and had a fairly higtellef vocational experience in sales
(mean = 4.56, sd = 2.16).

Last, the frequency of use of the five influenaetics varied, with the most
frequently employed tactic being rational persuagimean = 3.78, sd = 1.56), followed
by consultation (mean = 3.54, sd = 1.59), collatona(mean = 3.40, sd = 1.52),
ingratiation (mean = 2.85, sd = 1.62), and inspiretl appeals (mean = 3.84, sd = 1.74).
This finding concerning the frequent use of ratiqgmersuasion is consistent with Keys et
al. (1987), who found that the most frequently regmb method of lateral influence is
through rational persuasion.

Overall, our results show that functional conflotween marketing managers and
sales managers during the focal projects is fairigh, which suggests that the
conventional wisdom of the 1980s/90s, as indicate®ewsnap and Jobber's (2000)
literature review, may no longer accurately reflbet current situation.

[Insert Table 2]

Model testing

PLS was used to estimate our structural model &ious reasons. Specifically, our final
sample is relatively small; we use both formativel aeflective measures; we make no
assumptions about multivariate normality; and oumary concern is prediction of our

endogenous variables (Chin, 1998; Diamantopolous \&imklhofer, 2001; Fornell and

Bookstein, 1982).

In order to establish the stability and significanof our parameter estimates, we
computed the t-values using 500 bootstrap samples. R for functional conflict was
(.457), suggesting that our model explains 45.7%thaf variance in this ultimate
dependent. Moreover, 15 of the 25 hypotheses wiggosted.

Sales unit power had mixed effects on the five SMIThough H1a, H1lc, and H1d
were supported, one unexpected result was theiymsibefficient linking sales unit
power to the use of inspirational appeals (H1dygssting that greater sales unit power
is associated with greater use of this particutdluence tactic. Moreover, all five
hypotheses concerning total interdependence antivth&MITs - H2a, H2b, H2c, H2d,
and H2e- were supported.

The results for the effects of psychological dis@mn the use of the five SMITs
were mixed. While all of the coefficients were nega, as expected, only H3a, H3c, and
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H3e were supported. No relationship was found betwgsychological distance and the
use of inspirational appeals, nor ingratiation,ulio the coefficient for the latter path
approached statistical significance.

Turning now to the effects of the marketing managkavel of sales experience on
the use of the five SMITs, only two of these hymstths— H4d and H4e- were
supported. Finally, we obtained strong supportifay of the last five hypothesesH5a
and H5e- linking the five SMITs to functional conflict. Tke two supported hypotheses
related to rational persuasion and collaborationNone of the other three influence
tactics, inspirational appeals, consultation, andratiation, impacted on functional
conflict.

6. Discussion

Our conceptual model of SMITs integrates constrastociated with the interaction, and
resource-dependence approaches to examine CFRedmetwarketing managers and
sales managers. As such, we develop and test agrateéd model of power,
interdependence, and influence to predict the lesklfunctional conflict in the
Marketing/Sales CFR.

As predicted, the greater the power of the salds tine less likely the sales manager
is to use three of the five influence tactics inr auodel — rational persuasion,
consultation, and ingratiation (the coefficientkiimg sales unit power to collaboration
was also, negative, but only approached statissicgiificance). Our results suggest that
sales managers in powerful units feel that it inagessary for them to try and convince
target marketing managers via arguments, discussiohy appealing to the marketing
manager’s values or emotions. The results theredaggest a tendency for powerful
sales managers to operate by executive fiat whekimgowith less powerful marketing
managers.

An interesting result which is consistent with tigsthe positive relationship found
between sales unit power and the use of inspiratiappeals. This again seems to
suggest that the more powerful the departmenta] th@ less inclined their manager will
be to seek to convince the other manager via digl@md discussion.

Turning now to the results regarding total interlegence, all five of our hypotheses
were supported, as all were positive, and stadiftyisignificant. Our results therefore
suggest that where interdependence is high, mamagesgnize this and act accordingly,
through their increased use of noncoercive infleetactics. This is not unexpected, as
interdependence is an important precondition faati@ship development, and greater
interdependence implies a greater need to coorligi@drts across functions, to jointly
achieve goals of importance to both functions. Bpecific finding regarding total
interdependence and ingratiation is consistent witdlen and Mitchell’'s (1988)
proposition that ingratiation may occur as a resiltexternal stable causes such as
organizational climate or task interdependence.

McCann and Galbraith (1981) have argued that régssdof the organisational
structure used by any given firm, interdependeneénvéen functional units is a
fundamental principle unifying most firms. Becawsehe high level of interdependence
between marketing and other departments, the ammient of marketing’s goals, and
implementation of marketing strategy within an angation make cross-functional
interaction and coordination mandatory (e.g., Hi895). In order to achieve its own
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functional level goals, sales must rely on inpud assistance from many other functional
units such as marketing, and recognising this,ssat@nagers deem it necessary to
employ the noncoercive influence tactics examinem h

Our results also reveal that the greater the pdggiual distance between the
marketing manager and the sales manager, the gteatkkelihood of the sales manager
using three of the five influence tactics rational persuasion, consultation, and
collaboration. The coefficients for inspirationappgal and ingratiation were both
negative as hypothesized, but of these two, onbyaitiation approached statistical
significance. The results therefore suggest thgthpsdogical distance can work against
cross-functional integration, as it is associateith wva reduced propensity to seek
compliance from a peer manager using noncoercigeimce tactics. Our results do not
however, provide any insight into what other typafsinfluence tactics might be
employed (e.g., hard, coercive tactics), or whetdeanmunication of any type is reduced
when psychological distance is high.

One explanation for our results relates to sodabhiify theory (e.g., Tajfel, 1982),
which suggests that managers derive much of teesesof social identity and self image
from membership of their functional group. Such agers are therefore more likely to
share common perspectives and characteristics méimbers of their “ingroup” (e.g.,
members of the Sales Department), than any “oupgr(eig., members of the Marketing
Department), and to communicate and interact mestevely with them. Our results
suggest that when these interdependent peer managepsychologically distant from
one another, they may do quite the opposite of wghaquired to forge an effective CFR.
In particular, rather than attempting to find arse @effective forms of interaction such as
noncoercive influence tactics, they tend to avaitkracting with their counterpart
manager.

Turning now to the effects of the marketing managsales experience on the use of
SMITs, only two of the five tactics were used marken the marketing manager had
greater sales experien€e ingratiation and collaboration. This suggests thatational
work experience alone is not a powerful driver ofegrating behaviour between
marketing managers and sales managers. Again,| soerdity theory may account for
this, in that merely having work experience in ampenanager’s discipline, is an
insufficient basis on which to attribute social, psychological similarity between
yourself and that peer manager.

Last, our results regarding the effects of the S8Mbh the dependent variallée
functional conflict, reveal that only two have sgigrant positive effects, these are
rational persuasion, and collaboration. Broadlys¢heesults suggest that the SMITs
involving proactive discussion and debate (ratiopatsuasion), and where the agent
offers to provide resources, or joint efforts tdphaccomplish a task (collaboration) are
most appropriate.

The participative, consultative nature of the dadiation tactic, especially where the
agent indicates their willingness to modify theiroposal, is likely to be viewed
favourably by a target marketing manager. It méstscriterion of social acceptability,
and is likely to be within the sales manager’s pasal, or personal power to make the
request, and by showing the marketing manager tbkegsional courtesy of consulting
them, the marketing manager is likely to be moresrable to having their attitude
changed. Similarly, where a manager uses ratioaguasion on a peer manager, this
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influence tactic demonstrates the agent’s willirgg explain the reasons for a request,
rather than simply make an unsupported request@father manager. Yukl (2002)
argues that rational persuasion is most likely ¢oefffective where the target person
shares the same task objectives as the agentpbsitnt as yet recognise that the agent’s
proposal is the best way to achieve those objexti@eir results are therefore consistent
with our expectation that functional conflict (wkeihere is constructive discussion, and
useful give and take), is most likely to emerge mvhefluence tactics involving
consultation, debate, and discussion are used.

7. Limitations

A key assumption of the model tested here is tatSMITs fully mediate the effects of
the four chosen antecedents. Clearly, this assompgeds to be formally tested because
there is research that indicates that there magidreficant paths from some of the four
variables to the ultimate dependent variableinctional conflict. For example, Rawwas,
Vitell, and Barnes’s (1997) study found that the w§ power by a dominant channel
member led to increased constructive conflict. &irlyi, it is possible that total
interdependence (and the two other exogenous Vesjamay have a direct, as well as an
indirect impact, on functional conflict.
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Figure 1
Hypothesised model
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Table 1

Assessment of measurement for reflective constructs
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Construct

Indicator

Standardized
factor
loadings

Alpha

Composite Average
reliability variance

extracted

Power of sales unit

Psychological distance

Rational persuasion

Inspirational appeals

Consultation

Ingratiation

Collaboration

Functional conflict

wnN

wWN L

(.»Jr\)'_\

1

677
.868
.836
.830

.765
.690
.756

.851

911
.909

.935

.879

.825

.890
.897

913

.856
.810

.888

.848
.849

.876

.798
.839

.83

.60

.87

n.a.

.84

.83

.83

.80

.88

.78

.92

.90

.90

.90

.90

.88

.65

79

.76

74

74

.70




Table 2
Descriptive statistics and correlations
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Construct Mean S.D. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
1.Power of sales 440 131 -

unit

2.Total inter- 435 115 -13 -

dependence

3.Psychological 3.92 1.23 .19 -03 -

distance

4.MM'’s sales 456 2.16 .07 22%  -15 -

experience

5.Rational 3.78 1.56 - .20% - 12 -

persuasion .32 55

6.Inspirational 284 174 25 .14 -.02 10 .15 -

appeals

7.Consultation 3.54 159 -22* .32% - .10 .61 35% -

.38**
8.Ingratiation 285 162 -.16 28**  -24*  22*%  A4** 35%* 54 -
9.Collaboration  3.40 152 -.16 .29** - .24*%  58**  24* 53 5O -
37

10Functional 545 123 -17 .25** - .19 55** 04 31%* 39*%* B4+
conflict A2%*

*x Significant at< 0.01 level (two-tailed test)
* Significant ak 0.05 level (two-tailed test)



