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CHRISTINE MOORMAN*

Organizational research suggests that the way information is used is
likely to be a function of the presence of organizational systems or
processes, in addition to individual manager activities. The author
suggests that firms vary their emphasis on certain organizational market
information processes, such as information acquisition, information
transmission, conceptual use of information, and instrumental use of
information. The author argues that the emphasis is determined, in part,
by the congruence, or fit, among an organization’s cultural norms and
values and theorizes that the presence of these organizational
information processes affects new product outcomes. Survey results
indicate that clans dominate the other cultures in predicting organizational
market information processes, suggesting that information processes are
fundamentally “people processes” that involve commitment and trust
among organizational members. The results have important implications
for balancing internal and external orientations within firms. The resulits
also indicate that the information utilization processes, especially those
that are conceptual in nature, are strong predictors of new product
performance, timeliness, and creativity, indicating that competitive

Product Outcomes

advantage is tied to information utilization activities in firms.

Organizational Market Information
Processes: Cultural Antecedents and New

Marketing has historically addressed information pro-
cessing and utilization from the perspective of the individu-
al decision maker (Deshpandé and Zaltman 1982; Wilton
and Myers 1986), often examining the effect of information
on decision makers’ performance (Glazer, Steckel, and
Winer 1992; Glazer and Weiss 1993; Mahajan 1992; Perkins
and Rao 1990). Marketing literature has also focused on the
effects of organizational characteristics, such as structure
and communication patterns on individual managers’ use of
information (Deshpandé and Zaltman 1982; Hutt, Reingen,
and Ronchetto 1988; Menon and Varadarajan 1992; Mohr
and Nevin 1990; Moorman, Deshpandé, and Zaltman 1993).
Although such research has provided insight into informa-
tion utilization and the various factors that influence it, the
marketing literature has yet to fully examine the nature of
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information processes as they occur at the organizational
level.l

Organizational research has a long tradition of research
suggesting that the way information is used is likely to be a
function of the presence of organizational systems or pro-
cesses, in addition to individual manager activities (Cyert
and March 1992; Daft and Weick 1984; Weick 1979). This
tradition argues that an organization’s ability to process and
learn from information extends beyond the capacity of indi-
vidual organizational members (Hedberg 1981). Instead,
this ability evolves over time and is expressed in an organi-
zation’s information processes (Huber 1991), which may in-

IThere are a few recent exceptions in the marketing literature. Kohli and
Jaworski (1990) have conceptualized market orientation as involving a se-
ries of organizational information processes (see also Day 1991; Narver
and Slater 1990; Sinkula 1994). It is unclear whether the work of Desh-
pandé and Zaltman (1982) is operating at the individual or organizational
level. However, the positioning of their articles as involving the “use of spe-
cific market research information by marketing managers” (Deshpandé and
Zaltman 1982, abstract), and their subsequent focus on comparing the use
of information by researchers to that of managers (Deshpandé and Zaltman
1984) suggests they are operating at the individual level. Despite this, their
information use scale could be used at either the individual or organiza-
tional level.

This content downloaded from 152.3.153.148 on Mon, 23 Sep 2013 16:33:02 PM
All use subject to JISTOR Terms and Conditions



http://www.jstor.org/page/info/about/policies/terms.jsp

Organizational Market Information Processes

clude processes for acquiring, disseminating, and utilizing
information (Beyer and Trice 1982). Such processes have
been viewed as “knowledge assets” (Winter 1987) that can
be leveraged to achieve competitive advantage (Cohen and
Levinthal 1990; Leonard-Barton 1991; Levitt and March
1988).

Despite potential contributions to the marketing literature,
the organizational view of information processes is present-
ly underutilized. My research attempts to address this defi-
ciency by specifically resolving several issues that would in-
crease the contribution of the organizational view to mar-
keting. First, because no study has examined whether indi-
vidual information processes are empirically distinct from
organizational information processes, it is unclear whether
these processes have been measured at the organizational
level. Second, unlike previous research, which has tended to
focus on a subset of organizational information processes, 1
attempt to explicate a more complete conceptual domain for
these processes. Third, though research has focused on the
structural antecedents of information use (Deshpandé and
Zaltman 1982; Kohli and Jaworski 1990), previous research
has failed to understand the cultural antecedents of organi-
zational information processing in firms. Fourth, previous
research has not provided empirical results regarding how
organizational information processes affect marketing per-
formance. The one exception, Jaworski and Kohli’s (1993)
study, examines several consequences of a firm’s market ori-
entation. However, they do not consider how the individual
information processes within a firm’s market orientation can
have different performance outcomes. Moreover, Jaworski
and Kohli’s (1993) study and other conceptual work have
been confined to assessing overall business performance,
without regard to specific effects on new product perfor-
mance, which previous research suggests is likely to be
strongly influenced by the nature of firm-level information
activities, including information acquisition (Day 1991,
1994; Dickson 1992), information transmission (Hutt, Rein-
gen, and Ronchetto 1988; Imai, Nonaka, and Takeuchi
1985), and information utilization (Clark and Fujimoto
1991; Day 1994).

I address these gaps in the literature with three key objec-
tives: (1) to conceive of a more complete set of organiza-
tional information processes and empirically distinguish
them from individual information processing activities; (2)
to examine cultural factors as antecedents of organizational
information processes; and (3) to investigate the effects of
these organizational information processes on several new
product outcomes.

ORGANIZATIONAL MARKET INFORMATION
PROCESSES

Glazer (1991, p. 2) defined market information as “data
that have been organized or given structure—that is, placed
in context—and endowed with meaning.” I build on Glazer’s
definition by defining market information as data concerned
with a firm’s current and potential external stakeholders.
Defined in this way, market information refers to external
information that cuts across all functional areas of the firm
rather than the more delimited “marketing information” that
suggests it applies only to marketing departments. The sub-
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stantive content of market information is broad enough to
include what is known as a result of experience and prima-
ry or secondary research studies. Moreover, information can
arise from a variety of external sources (Barabba and Zalt-
man 1991; Kohli and Jaworski 1990).

The premise of my research is that the way an organiza-
tion processes market information is likely to be a function
of its organizational systems (Cyert and March 1992). As
Hedberg (1981, p. 6) notes:

Although organizational learning occurs through indi-
viduals, it would be a mistake to conclude that organi-
zational learning is nothing but the cumulative result of
their members’ learning. Organizations do not have
brains, but they have cognitive systems and memories.
As individuals develop their personalities, personal
habits, and beliefs over time, organizations develop
world views and ideologies. Members come and go, and
leadership changes, but organizations’ memories pre-
serve certain behaviors, mental maps, norms, and val-
ues over time.

This view argues that organizations contain information
systems (Daft and Weick 1984; Sandelands and Stablein 1987;
Weick 1979). These systems involve persons who create, dis-
seminate, and act on shared meanings, but who are subordinate
to the system and its corresponding processes that represent
“collective ways of acting or thinking [that] have a reality out-
side of the individuals who ... conform to it” (Durkheim 1938,
cited in Walsh 1989, p. 15). This is also consistent with the
view that individual leaming contributes to organizational
learning, but is an insufficient condition for organizational
learning (Argyris and Schén 1978; Sinkula 1994).

Four Key Organizational Market Information Processes

The extant literature has consistently conceptualized in-
formation activities as comprised of a series of processes.
These views are found in literature concerned with adoption
of innovations (Rogers 1983; Zaltman 1979; Zaltman, Dun-
can, and Holbek 1973); information processing models
(Lavidge and Steiner 1961; Ray et al. 1973); information uti-
lization activities (Deshpandé and Zaltman 1982, 1984;
Menon and Varadarajan 1992); organizational learning (Day
1991, 1994; Fiol and Lyles 1985; Huber 1991; Levitt and
March 1988); and the sociology of science (AMA Task Force
1988; Knorr-Cetina 1981). Drawing on these research
streams, four organizational market information processes
are envisioned, half of which contain subprocesses: (1) in-
formation acquisition; (2) information transmission; (3) con-
ceptual utilization; and (4) instrumental utilization processes.

Information acquisition processes. These processes refer
to the collection of primary or secondary information from
organizational stakeholders. Information acquisition may
occur, for example, through formal market research surveys,
competitive intelligence activities, or customer satisfaction
studies; through informal collection of information from
salespeople who interact with customers; or from competi-
tors who share information at industry association meetings.
Information acquisition has been described as attention
(Bettman 1979; Kahneman 1973) or awareness (Rogers
1983) that has direction and intensity. In various organiza-
tional literatures, information acquisition has also been
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termed intelligence generation (Kohli and Jaworski 1990),
information search (Weiss and Heide 1993), and initiation
(Zaltman, Duncan, and Holbek 1973). All this literature in-
dicates that organizational information acquisition process-
es involve bringing information about the external environ-
ment into the boundary of the organization (Kiesler and
Sproull 1982; Starbuck 1976; Weick 1969).

Information transmission processes. These processes
refer to the degree to which information is diffused among
relevant users within an organization (Beyer and Trice 1982;
Glaser, Abelson, and Garrison 1983; Kohli and Jaworski
1990). Information transmission may occur formally or in-
formally (Dickson 1994; Mohr and Nevin 1990). Formal
transmission is any type of organized or structured dissemi-
nation, including policies, training sessions, research pre-
sentations, company memoranda, meetings, and cross-func-
tional teams (Narver and Slater 1990). Informal transmis-
sion occurs during interpersonal interactions, such as casual
conversations involving market information, or when orga-
nizational members educate one another on market issues.
Transmission may be top-down, down-up, or horizontal
(Day 1991; Kohli and Jaworski 1990).

Conceptual utilization processes. These processes refer to
the indirect use of information in strategy-related actions
(Menon and Varadarajan 1992; Rich 1981). Although the
enactment of conceptual utilization processes often involves
behaviors, the focus in these behaviors is on influencing the
way organizations process information or their commitment
to it, which are more cognitive and affective in nature and,
therefore, more indirect in their influence on marketing
strategies as compared with instrumental utilization (de-
scribed subsequently). Two subprocesses are proposed.

First, information commitment refers to the extent to
which an organization recognizes the value of information
agents and products (Beyer and Trice 1982; Menon and
Varadarajan 1992). It is revealed when an organization val-
ues information as an aid to decision making, as opposed to
considering it a disruption (an informal process), whereas
commitment to information providers may be found when
information providers report to users at high organizational
levels (a formal process).

Second, information processing refers to processes
“through which information is given meaning” (Daft and
Weick 1984, p. 294). Meaning is the result of “sensemak-
ing” (Thomas, Clark, and Goia 1993), comprehending
(Olson 1978), interpreting (Huber 1991), categorizing (Dut-
ton and Jackson 1987; Jackson and Dutton 1988), or elabo-
rating on evoked information using an organization’s mem-
ory (Hedberg 1981; Levitt and March 1988), collective
schema (Dunn and Ginsberg 1986; Houston 1993), or
shared mental model (Day 1991; Day and Nedungadi 1994).
This process is described by Dickson (1994, p. 46) as the
conversion of market intelligence “into knowledge and un-
derstanding when it is interpreted by, stored in, and changes
the decision makers’ mental models of the market environ-
ment.” Information processing may involve formal proce-
dures for organizing and processing information, such as an-
alytical models or playing devil’s advocate, or more infor-
mal processes, such as team meetings in which interpreta-
tions of market information are offered.

JOURNAL OF MARKETING RESEARCH, AUGUST 1995

Instrumental utilization processes. These processes refer
to the extent to which an organization directly applies mar-
ket information to influence marketing strategy-related ac-
tions. Three subprocesses are investigated: the use of infor-
mation in (1) making, (2) implementing, and (3) evaluating
marketing decisions. Organizational use of information in
decision making refers to processes involving the integration
of information sources and the selection among strategy al-
ternatives (for a discussion of these processes at the individ-
ual level, see Bettman, Johnson, and Payne 1991; Cohen,
Miniard, and Dickson 1980). This type of information use
has been historically reported to be very low (Weiss 1978).
Thus, organizational research has suggested that decision
making is not a distinct phase, but, rather, something that is
“muddled through” (Mintzberg, Raisinghani, and Theoret
1976) or performed in a satisficing mode, which may limit
information use.

Organizational use of information in implementation pro-
vides information about the enactment of marketing strate-
gies to ensure the realization of decisions. This process fol-
lows other research showing that implementation is facili-
tated by providing information regarding how decisions
should be carried out (Leonard-Barton and DeSchamps
1988; Nutt 1986; Slevin and Pinto 1987). In contrast, Ja-
worski and Kohli (1993) describe market responsiveness as
involving issues of whether and how quickly the firm re-
sponds to market information in the design and implemen-
tation of marketing strategies.

Finally, organizational use of information in evaluation
refers to processes for using market information to deter-
mine positive and negative performance outcomes and the
reasons for these outcomes (Zaltman and Moorman 1989).
In the diffusion of innovations literature, this is referred to
as the confirmation stage, because the focus is on assessing
the benefits of adoption (Rogers 1983). Evaluation, or per-
formance feedback, has been described as being crucial to
successful organizational adaptation (Fiol and Lyles 1985)
and change (Argyris 1976). Therefore, organizations that
use market information to evaluate outcomes are more like-
ly to develop effective “theories of action” (Barabba and
Zaltman 1991).

CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK

This section links the four organizational market informa-
tion processes described in the previous section to certain
new product outcomes and cultural antecedents.

Cultural Antecedents of Organizational Market
Information Processes

Organizational culture is defined by Deshpandé and Web-
ster (1989, p. 4) as “the pattern of shared values and beliefs
that help individuals understand organizational functioning
and that provide norms for behavior in the organization.” Pre-
vious research indicates that organizational culture affects
organizations in two ways. It can affect, first, the firm’s
choice of outcomes and, second, the means to achieve these
outcomes, including organizational structure and processes
(Cameron and Freeman 1991; Deshpandé, Farley, and Web-
ster 1993; Hatch 1993; Quinn and Rohrbaugh 1983; Ruekert,
Walker, and Roering 1985; Webster and Deshpandé 1990).
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Figure 1
CULTURAL ANTECEDENTS OF ORGANIZATIONAL MARKET INFORMATION PROCESSES*

Internal Orientation

(+) Information Transmission Processes
(+) Conceptual Information Utilization Processes

Clan Culture
(-) Information Acquisition Processes
(+) Information Transmission Processes
(+) Conceptual Information Utilization Processes
(-) Instrumental Information Utilization Processes

Informal Governance

Hierarchy Culture
(-) Information Acquisition Processes
(-) Information Transmission Processes
(-) Conceptual Information Utilization Processes
(-) Instrumental Information Utilization Processes

Formal Governance

(+) Information Acquisition Processes
(+) Information Transmission Processes
(+) Conceptual Information Utilization Processes

Adhocracy Culture
(+) Information Acquisition Processes
(-) Information Transmission Processes
(-) Conceptual Information Utilization Processes
(-) Instrumental Information Utilization Processes

(+) Instrumental Information Utilization Processes

Market Culture
(-) Information Acquisition Processes
(-) Information Transmission Processes
(-) Conceptual Information Utilization Processes
(+) Instrumental Information Utilization Processes

External Orientation
(+) Information Acquisition Processes
(+) Instrumental Information Utilization Processes

*(+) denotes that the culture emphasizes the information process.
(-) denotes that the culture de-emphasizes the information process.

To understand the impact of culture on organizational in-
formation processes, the competing values model of culture
is adopted (Deshpandé, Farley, and Webster 1993; Quinn
1988; Quinn and Rohrbaugh 1983). Briefly, the model pro-
poses two predominant dimensions by which cultural values
vary. These two axes form a four-cell model of culture. One
axis, the informal-formal dimension, reflects preferences
about the importance of organizational structure and in-
volves a continuum from organic to mechanistic processes.
The second axis, the internal-external dimension, describes
whether the emphasis is on the maintenance of an organiza-
tion’s internal sociotechnical system or the improvement of
its competitive position within the external environment.
The four cultures resulting from the intersection of the two
dimensions have been labeled adhocracies, markets, hierar-
chies, and clans.2 To determine how these four cultures in-

2Some researchers use similar terms to describe organizational gover-
nance modes. In marketing, these four archetypes have been used primari-
ly by Deshpandé, Farley, and Webster (1993) and Deshpandé and Webster
(1988), who have referred to them as organizational cultures. However,
Ruekert, Walker, Roering (1985) refer to them as governance modes. In the
organizational literature, there is an entire stream of literature called the
competing values view that refers to these four types as organizational cul-
tures (e.g., Quinn and Rohrbaugh 1983). Although other literature has dis-
cussed individual archetypes (see, for example, Mintzberg 1979; Ouchi
1980; Williamson 1981), it is my preference to remain most closely aligned
with the work of Deshpandé and the competing values literature that views
these four archetypes as organizational cultures.

fluence the emphasis placed on various organizational mar-
ket information processes, I describe the focus of each end
of the two axes and then discuss how the intersection of
these axes produces an emphasis on certain information pro-
cesses. Figure 1 depicts the proposed view.

Externally-focused cultures versus internally-focused cul-
tures. Externally-focused cultures will have better devel-
oped information acquisition and instrumental utilization
processes, both of which involve interaction with the exter-
nal environment. Information acquisition processes involve
environmental scanning and intelligence activities and the
importation of the resulting information into the organiza-
tion. Instrumental utilization processes entail the design and
implementation of marketing actions that influence external
constituencies.

Internally-focused cultures, on the other hand, have more
well-developed information transmission and conceptual
utilization processes, both of which function completely in-
ternal to the organization. Information transmission process-
es involve dissemination of information among organiza-
tional members, whereas conceptual utilization processes
emphasize increasing members’ understanding of and com-
mitment to acquired information.

Formal cultures versus informal cultures. In general, for-
malization has been found to reduce the level of information
utilization in firms (Deshpandé 1982; Deshpandé and Zalt-
man 1982). Offering a contrasting view, Zaltman, Duncan,
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and Holbek (1973) make a finer distinction: Formalization
may have opposite effects on different types of innovative
behavior, among which information processes may be in-
cluded (Zaltman 1979). Specifically, Zaltman, Duncan, and
Holbek (1973) suggest that formalized organizations may
interfere with the initiation stages of the adoption process
(e.g., acquiring, understanding, becoming committed to an
innovation), but facilitate the implementation stages of the
adoption process (see also John and Martin 1984; Kohli and
Jaworski 1990). Previous research has generally not identi-
fied such findings because it has failed to distinguish be-
tween different types of information utilization.3

Accordingly, it is argued that formalized cultures will fa-
cilitate instrumental utilization processes because these pro-
cesses involve using information to take marketing actions,
while reducing information acquisition, information trans-
mission, and conceptual utilization processes. If formal cul-
tures reduce these processes, then logically it is inferred that
informal cultures should foster information acquisition, in-
formation transmission, and conceptual utilization process-
es while also reducing instrumental utilization processes.
Other research supports this view by suggesting that infor-
mal organizations facilitate information acquisition (Imai,
Nonaka, and Takeuchi 1985; Zaltman 1979), information
transmission (Imai, Nonaka, and Takeuchi 1985; Menon and
Varadarajan 1992), and conceptual utilization (by weaken-
ing myopic interpretations, see Day 1991).

A four cell model of organizational market information
processes. By combining the two previously described axes
to form a four-cell model of different cultures, it is possible
to determine the degree to which each culture tends to em-
phasize or de-emphasize certain organizational market in-
formation processes. In making these determinations, a con-
gruence approach is adopted, which focuses on the degree to
which the organization’s cultural values are mutually sup-
portive of a firm’s processes. When cultural values are
aligned in this way, previous research suggests that corre-
sponding organizational processes are more likely to be pre-
sent and effective than when cultural values are not congru-
ent (Cameron and Freeman 1991; Deal and Kennedy 1982;
Nadler and Tushman 1980; Quinn and Rohrbaugh 1983;
Ruekert, Walker, and Roering 1985; Williamson and Ouchi
1981).

To implement the congruence approach, the two border-
ing axes for each cell in the previously described competing
values framework are examined. As Figure 1 depicts, when
the two axes indicate that similar information processes
should occur, the organization should emphasize these pro-
cesses. However, when the value axes do not overlap and
are, therefore, not mutually supportive of certain informa-
tion processes, it is hypothesized that the information pro-
cesses will be de-emphasized. I describe each culture and
note its focus on certain organizational information process-
es. Then, I offer a set of formal propositions.

3The one exception, Jaworski and Kohli’s (1993) study, failed to find dif-
ferent effects for indicators of hierarchy on organizational design respon-
siveness and organizational implementation responsiveness. This may have
been, in part, because implementation responsiveness focused more on
timeliness of responses than the use of information in implementation.

JOURNAL OF MARKETING RESEARCH, AUGUST 1995

Adhocracies value both flexibility and their competitive
position in the external environment (Deshpandé, Farley,
and Webster 1993). Hence, they tend to emphasize en-
trepreneurship, creativity, and adaptability (Mintzberg
1979). An adhocracy’s value orientation supports only the
presence of organizational information acquisition process-
es. Consistent with this view, Quinn (1988) notes that ad-
hocracies tend to be effective at acquiring resources and per-
forming boundary spanning functions (see also Cameron
and Freeman 1991); Quinn and Rohrbaugh (1983) suggest
that adhocracies tend to acquire information about the envi-
ronment while emphasizing no other information processes;
and Slater and Narver (1994) note that entrepreneurial cul-
tures such as adhocracies thrive on information acquisition
(see Zammuto and Krakower 1991). Thus, organizational
information acquisition processes should be strong in ad-
hocracies, though the other information processes should be
weak or nonexistent.

Markets emphasize goal achievement, productivity, and
efficiency (Cameron and Freeman 1991; Deshpandé, Farley,
and Webster 1993), reflecting their external orientation and
value for formal governance systems. These values support
the presence of instrumental utilization processes without
supporting any other information process. Instrumental uti-
lization processes are consistent with markets’ values be-
cause they involve using information to influence a firm’s
effectiveness in the environment (Denison and Spreitzer
1991). Moreover, the norms characteristic of markets—
norms that reward actions such as planning, objective set-
ting, and evaluation (Quinn and Rohrbaugh 1983)—reflect
the nature of instrumental utilization processes well. There-
fore, organizational instrumental utilization processes
should be promoted within market cultures, whereas the
other information processes should be weak or nonexistent.

Hierarchies emphasize order, uniformity, efficiency, cer-
tainty, stability, and control, reflecting internally oriented
and formalized values (Deshpandé, Farley, and Webster
1993). The information processes supported by these value
axes fail to overlap one another, suggesting that none of the
information processes will be supported (see Figure 1;
Quinn and Spreitzer 1991). Consistent with this, Lovell and
Turner (1988, p. 414) suggest that hierarchies tend to force
a form of localized information use on the organization by
requiring that “subunits handle pieces of the organization’s
problems in relative independence.” Likewise, hierarchies
are less likely to develop the person-to-person systems cru-
cial to information processes (Patton 1978). Some research
does suggest that hierarchies are effective in the manage-
ment and communication of information (Cameron and
Freeman 1991; Quinn and Rohrbaugh 1983). However,
other research has documented that hierarchies do not sup-
port organizational information transmission (Deshpandé
and Kohli 1989; Jaworski and Kohli 1993).

Clans stress participation, teamwork, and cohesiveness
(Ouchi 1980). The emphasis is on the development of shared
organizational understanding and commitment through par-
ticipative, as opposed to centralized, communication pro-
cesses (Quinn 1988; Quinn and Rohrbaugh 1983). Clan cul-
tures have been found to be high in trust, low in conflict, and
low in resistance to change (Zammuto and Krakower 1991).
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Figure 1 indicates that information transmission processes
and conceptual utilization processes are mutually supported
in this culture. In support of this, Moorman, Zaltman, and
Deshpandé (1992) report that trust between information
providers and users increases the amount of information
shared between parties. Acquisition processes and instru-
mental use processes, on the other hand, are focused on the
external environment, which suggests they will not be em-
phasized in clans’ internally-focused cultures.

Predictions. From Figure 1, it is possible to predict which
cultures will have stronger information processes relative to
the others. For example, adhocracies are the only culture in-
dicated to have strong information acquisition processes;
clans are the only to have strong information transmission
and conceptual utilization processes; and markets are the
only to have strong information utilization processes.
Therefore:

H,: Adhocracy cultures will have stronger organizational infor-
mation acquisition processes than market, hierarchy, and
clan cultures.

H,: Clan cultures will have stronger organizational information
transmission processes than adhocracy, market, and hierar-
chy cultures.

Hj: Clan cultures will have stronger organizational conceptual
utilization processes than adhocracy, market, and hierarchy
cultures.

H,: Market cultures will have stronger organizational instru-
mental utilization processes than adhocracy, hierarchy, and
clan cultures.

The Effects of Organizational Market Information
Processes on New Products

This section explores how organizational market informa-
tion processes influence the success of new products. A cen-
tral assumption here is that organizational information pro-
cesses mediate the direct relationship between culture and
new product outcomes. This assumption, though not formal-
ly examined, is supported by a great deal of literature sug-
gesting that cultures give rise to organizational structures
and processes (Cameron and Freeman 1991; Quinn and
Rohrbaugh 1983; Reukert, Walker, and Roering 1985; Web-
ster and Deshpandé 1990). These processes, in turn, affect
the nature and effectiveness of marketing strategies and
outcomes.

New products were selected as the focal marketing out-
come for several reasons. First, new product development
and the success of new products has emerged as one of the
critical strategic concerns of firms in the last decade (Mar-
keting Science Institute 1994). Second, prior research has
indicated that new product strategies are likely to be influ-
enced by a range of firm information systems and process-
es. Specifically, Clark and Fujimoto (1991) characterize new
product development processes as “total information sys-
tems” that are driven by firm-level processes; Day (1994)
suggests that various market sensing information processes
are crucial inputs to new product activities in learning firms
(see also Dickson 1992); Imai, Nonaka, and Takeuchi
(1985), Griffin and Hauser (1992), and Hutt, Reingen, and
Ronchetto (1988) find that effective new product develop-
ment processes involve continuous information sharing and
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utilization. Accordingly, the new product domain seems par-
ticularly well suited to examining the impact of organiza-
tional information processes. Three new product outcomes
are examined: performance, timeliness, and creativity.

New product performance is the degree to which organi-
zational goals involving new product profit, sales, and share
have been reached. As justification for the effect of the mar-
ket information processes on performance, Jaworski and
Kohli (1993) provide evidence that market orientation,
which reflects several information processes, has a positive
influence on overall firm performance. Considering the ef-
fect of each organizational information process on new
product performance, information acquisition processes
should lead to greater performance because they assist in the
identification of market opportunities and threats that may
facilitate effective strategy development (Fahey and Naray-
nan 1986). Information transmission may also improve per-
formance because it is likely to increase the degree to which
organizational members share a vision of marketing strategy
design and implementation—something total quality man-
agement approaches and learning theories tout as important
to effective firm action (Doughterty 1989; Imai, Nonaka,
and Takeuchi 1985; Narver and Slater 1990; Senge 1990;
Sinkula 1994). Conceptual utilization processes have the ca-
pacity to improve performance because they may have the
effect of improving managers’ thinking about marketing
problems (Barabba and Zaltman 1991; Day and Nedungadi
1994; Menon and Varadarajan 1992). Finally, instrumental
utilization processes affect new product performance by in-
fluencing the effectiveness of decision making and imple-
mentation (Glazer 1991; Porter and Millar 1985; Nelson
1982). Thus:

Hs: The greater the organizational (a) information acquisition
processes, (b) information transmission processes, (c) con-
ceptual utilization processes, and (d) instrumental utilization
processes, the greater the new product performance.

New product timeliness is the extent to which new prod-
ucts are introduced during environmental conditions that
promote their success (Fahey and Naraynan 1986). Previous
research suggests that how organizational information pro-
cesses affect timeliness depends on which information pro-
cess is being considered. Information acquisition processes,
for example, are critical in sensing signals of environmental
change (Klein and Newman 1980) and, thus, allow organi-
zations to generate timely strategies. Likewise, effective in-
formation transmission should speed the process of strategy
development because it ensures that all parties involved are
aware of relevant information that is crucial to the new prod-
uct (Cooper and Kleinschmidt 1994). In fact, effective trans-
mission serves the same purpose as other steps firms take to
speed up new product development, including overlapping
product development stages and multifunctional teams
(Clark and Fujimoto 1991; Nonaka 1990).

On the other hand, both conceptual utilization processes
and instrumental utilization processes are expected to in-
crease the time associated with new product activities be-
cause they require more time to enact. The information pro-
cessing component of conceptual utilization, for example,
requires time for managers to think about information, ques-
tion key assumptions about markets, theorize about the ef-
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fectiveness of alternative approaches, and challenge one an-
others’ ideas (Rich 1981). Speeding up these processes, that
is, causing “accelerated cognitive processing” (Eisenhardt
1989), would reduce the time associated with conceptual
utilization. Likewise, the commitment component of con-
ceptual use also requires time for managers to gain an ap-
preciation for market information (Barabba and Zaltman
1991) and its providers (Moorman, Zaltman, and Deshpandé
1992). Finally, because instrumental utilization involves
several stages typically associated with effective planning—
decision making, implementation, and evaluation—it is also
likely to require time to occur. In fact, it is because of the
longer time horizons associated with planning that firms ex-
periment with “compression strategies” (Tabrizi and Eisen-
hardt 1995) and “improvisation strategies” (Moorman and
Miner 1995; Weick 1993a, b) to speed product development.
Hence:

Hg: The greater the organizational (a) information acquisition
processes or (b) information transmission processes and the
weaker the organizational (c) conceptual utilization process-
es or (d) instrumental utilization processes, the greater the
new product timeliness.

The final outcome, new product creativity, is the degree to
which a new product is novel and its introduction changes
marketing thinking and practice (Andrews 1992; Wilton and
Myers 1986; Zaltman, Heffring, and LeMasters 1983).
Strategic management theory suggests that successful orga-
nizations rely on information to detect opportunities emerg-
ing in the environment and respond with creative solutions
(Aguilar 1967; Fahey and Naraynan 1986). On the other
hand, information may actually interfere with creativity, be-
cause it inhibits organizations’ abilities to generate solutions
other than those that are dictated in the information (often
referred to as “myopic interpretations,” Day 1991; Dickson
1992; Levitt 1960). This latter position, however, does not
account for the fact that certain information processes may
actually mitigate these adverse effects on creativity. For ex-
ample, organizational conceptual utilization processes may
encourage decision makers to disagree and challenge one
another’s opinions. In fact, conceptual utilization processes
tend to promote thinking about market information—one of
the key inputs for creative outcomes. Because of the lack of
prior literature, it is unclear how the remaining information
processes will influence new product creativity, because
they are not necessarily likely to foster or detract from di-
vergent thinking. Therefore, no relationships for these infor-
mation processes are hypothesized, but their effects are ex-
plored in the data analysis.

H;: The greater the organizational conceptual utilization pro-

cesses, the greater the new product creativity.

METHOD

Sample and Procedure

The initial sample consisted of 396 divisions of firms
noted in the 1992 Advertising Age list of top 200 advertis-
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ers.4 Vice presidents of marketing were used as informants
because of their knowledge of the firm, familiarity with its
environment, and access to strategic and financial informa-
tion (Aguilar 1967).

Informants were mailed a questionnaire and a cover letter
that explained the purpose of the research and promised a
summary of the results if they returned their business cards
with the completed questionnaire. Informants were asked to
focus on their most recent product development project that
had been in the market for a minimum of 12 months for
which their division was responsible. All questions regard-
ing the organization, then, focused on the division as the or-
ganizational unit of analysis.

Three weeks following the first mailing, nonrespondents
were telephoned, reminded of the questionnaire, and en-
couraged to complete and return it. Two weeks following the
calls, a second mailing was sent to nonrespondents. Using a
chi-square difference test, it was determined that for a sub-
set of variables, there were no systematic differences be-
tween those who responded before and those who respond-
ed after the second mailing (Armstrong and Overton 1977).5
After eliminating persons who indicated that the question-
naire was inappropriate for their organization or experience,
the overall sample was reduced from 396 to 300. Of the eli-
gible sample, 92 (31%) responded.

Measurement

The Appendix contains all the measures, as well as their
sources. Some measures were drawn from extant research.
For others, it was necessary to create new measurement
items specifically for this project.6

After the data were collected, measures were subjected to
a purification process (see Churchill 1979; Gerbing and An-
derson 1988). The unidimensionality of each measure was
assessed in a series of two-factor models in LISREL VII
(Joreskog and Sorbom 1989). The pairs of measures, which
were selected from theoretically-similar subsets consisting
of the four organizational market information processes,
four organizational cultures, and three new product out-
comes, allowed for the joint examination of maximally sim-

4Although the sample was drawn from the top 200 advertisers, it appears
generalizable to organizations not involved in marketing consumer prod-
ucts. This is indicated by a measure asking informants to note whether their
businesses include services, durables, nondurables, and industrial products.
The results suggest that the subsequent percentages of informant business
units are involved in these lines of business: services (25%), durables
(27%), nondurables (54%), and industrial (32%). These percentages reflect
the number of firms who noted that they worked in this business area (they
were allowed to note more than one category) divided by the total number
of business units in the sample (n = 92).

5The results of these tests are (ER = early responders and LR = late re-
sponders): information acquisition processes (ER = 4.76, LR = 4.65, tg;) =
.44), information transmission processes (ER = 5.43, LR =5.41, 91y =.11),
conceptual information use (ER = 5.48, LR = 5.48, t;, = .01), instrumen-
tal information use (ER = 5.33, LR = 5.26, t(9;) = .35), clan culture (ER =
4.08, LR = 3.99, t9;) = .24), and new product performance (ER =4.94, LR
=4.69, tgy) = .70). Other measures follow the same pattern, but are not re-
ported here.

6All measures, except for those relating to culture, utilized their original
scales. The culture measures were applied to a 7-point Likert scale to make
the questionnaire easier to complete and decrease the dependence among
measures created by the summated scale approach used in previous
research.
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ilar constructs. This approach was chosen instead of a single
model or models at the subset level to fit the constraints of
confirmatory factor models, which do not provide good es-
timates on models that exceed a 5-to—1 ratio of sample size
to parameter estimates (Bentler and Cho 1988). After the
elimination of items that had very weak loadings or loaded
on more than one factor, all remaining factor loadings were
significant (t > 2.00) (Anderson 1987).7 Next, the reliability
of each measure was assessed by calculating coefficient
alpha. Item-to-total correlations were also inspected, and
items with particularly low correlations were eliminated if
doing so did not diminish the measure’s coverage of the con-
struct domain.

The next set of analyses was conducted to assess the dis-
criminant validity of the subsets of measures (described pre-
viously) using a procedure recommended by Bagozzi and
Phillips (1982) and Anderson (1987). Within each subset,
pairs of constructs were assessed in a series of two-factor
confirmatory factor models using LISREL VII. Each model
was run twice—once constraining the correlation between
the two latent variables to unity and once freeing this pa-
rameter. A chi-square difference test was then performed.
For all of the models investigated, the chi-square values
were significantly lower for the unconstrained models,
which suggests the variables exhibit discriminant validity.8

A final set of analyses was conducted to ensure that the
organizational information process measures could be dis-
criminated from a measure of individual use of information.
Each of the four organizational information processes was
paired with the individual use of market information mea-
sure in a series of two-factor models using LISREL VIIL
Each model was run twice, once constraining the correlation
between the two latent variables to unity and once freeing
this parameter. The results indicated that the chi-square val-
ues were significantly lower for the unconstrained models,
which suggests the organizational and individual pro-

7In the interests of space, the factor loadings are not included in the arti-
cle; however, they are available from the author.

8The critical value (Ax2(;) > 3.84) was exceeded in all tests. The results
include (where U is the unconstrained and C is the constrained estimate):
acquisition and transmission processes (Uggs = 431 = 99.42, Cigr = 44} =
115.43, Ax2(;) = 16.01), acquisition and conceptual use processes (Uqs = 76)
= 172.56, Cyg¢ = 77) = 179.33, Ax%(;) = 6.77), acquisition and instrumental
use processes (U[df= 134] = 281.53, C[df= 135] = 294.25, sz(l) =12.72),
transmission and conceptual use processes (Uggs = 89) = 193.12, Cig= o) =
198.51, Ax2(;) = 5.39), transmission and instrumental use processes (Ugs =
1511 = 313.32, C[df: 152 = 31927, sz(l) = 5.95), concepmal use and in-
strumental use processes w[df:m] =397.72, C[df:m] =401.62, sz(l =
3.90), adhocracies and markets (U[df= 131 = 30.33, C[df= 14] = 35.79, Ay’ 1)
= 5.46), adhocracies and hierarchies Uy = 131 = 30.58, Cigr = 147 = 45.80,
sz(l) = 15.22), adhocracies and clans (U[df= 19]1 = 33.%, C[df=20] = 5031,
sz(l) = 17.25), markets and hierarchies (U[df= 191 = 66.14, C[df= 20} =
76.67, sz(l) = 10.53), markets and clans (U[df= 19] = 36.53, C[df: 20] =
41.57, Ax%(;) = 5.04), new product performance and new product creativi-
ty (U[df=53] =134.34, C[df=54] =145.16, sz(l) = 10.82), and new pl'OdllC[
creativity and new product timeliness (Upqs = 34) = 76.50, Cigr = 35 = 93.24,
sz(l) = 1674)
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cesses exhibit discriminant validity.® Table 1 contains a cor-
relation matrix of all measures, whereas Table 2 contains
their psychometric information.

General Theory Testing Approach

The hypotheses were examined in seven regression mod-
els with the four organizational information processes and
the three new product outcomes as dependent variables. Fol-
low-up analyses were performed to determine the relative
importance of the cultures to the organizational information
processes. Environmental turbulence was entered as a con-
trol variable in the models predicting new product outcomes
because of previous research’s suggestion that it might in-
fluence performance. For all seven models, variance infla-
tion factors were estimated to examine collinearity levels.
The results were found to be below harmful levels (Mason
and Perreault 1991). Table 3 contains the results of the
analyses.

RESULTS

The most rigorous approach for determining which cul-
tures are more predictive of the organizational information
processes is to perform partial F-tests on the beta coeffi-
cients associated with pairs of the cultural predictors (Drap-
er and Smith 1981; Neter and Wasserman 1974). Using this
approach, one significant difference between cultures was
found—that between clans and hierarchies in their effect on
conceptual utilization processes (F(;) = 8.38, p < .001),
which supports H34. None of the other parts of the first three
hypotheses is supported. However, because of the small
sample size and low power associated with these tests, as
well as the lack of prior empirical research in this area, an
alternative approach was explored (Pedhazur 1982, p. 64). It
involved examining the relative size of the significant stan-
dardized beta coefficients (associated with the cultures). The
subsequent discussion of H; through H, adopts this
approach.

H, predicted that adhocracies would encourage informa-
tion acquisition processes more than the other cultures. The
results indicate that none of the cultures are significantly re-
lated to information acquisition; therefore, their relative ef-
fects cannot be determined. These results do not support H;
(see Table 3). H, predicted that clans would facilitate the
presence of information transmission processes more than
the other cultures. The results suggest that clans (B = .148)
have the strongest positive effect on transmission processes
(adhocracies [B = .036], markets [B = .005], and hierarchies
[B = —.005]), which supports H,. H; suggested that clans
would dominate in promoting conceptual utilization pro-
cesses. The results support this hypothesis by indicating that
clans have the strongest positive effect on conceptual use
processes: clans (B = .164), markets (B = .128), adhocracies
(B = .086), and hierarchies (8 = —.195). Finally, H, predict-

9The critical value (AxZ(;) > 3.84) was exceeded in all tests. The results
include: organizational acquisition processes and individual use (Upgs - gg;
=127.09, Ci4r = 9g) = 161.52, Ax2(;) = 34.43), organizational transmission
processes and individual use (U[df= 103) = 150.32, C[df =104) = 192.90,
Ax2(;) = 42.58), organizational conceptual utilization processes and indi-
vidual use (U[df= 1511 = 223.03, C[df= 1521= 24657, sz(l) = 2354), and or-
ganizational instrumental utilization processes and individual use (U =
229] = 38328, C[df=230] = 416.66, sz(l) = 33.38).
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Table 1
CORRELATION MATRIX OF MEASURES*
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12

(1) Information Acquisition

(2) Information Transmission 25

(3) Conceptual Utilization 35 .56

(4) Instrumental Utilization 42 .68 .66

(5) Adhocracy Culture .05 .04 .07 -.01

(6) Market Culture 14 .23 42 32 -11

(7) Hierarchy Culture .05 12 .14 .04 .02 .16

(8) Clan Culture .19 .30 37 .35 -04 .76 -41

(9) New Product Performance .03 .19 32 .30 .03 .19 -.15 .06
(10) New Product Timeliness .06 .10 .30 27 -17 17 -.08 .04 44
(11) New Product Creativity 20 .09 33 21 -.05 27 17 21 .16 47
(12) Individual Information Use 17 .14 41 .29 .18 .18 .04 28 -01 22 .05
(13) Environmental Turbulence .03 15 .14 .16 .01 .16 .00 .16 .02 -15 -.02 13

*Correlations above p = .23 are significant at p < .05.
Table 2
PROPERTIES OF PURIFIED MEASURES

Measure Items Range Mean Standard deviation Alpha
Organizational Market Information Processes
Information Acquisition Processes 5 1-7 4.73 1.10 .65
Information Transmission Processes 6 1-7 5.42 .86 .70
Conceptual Utilization Processes 9 1-7 543 .86 .80
Instrumental Utilization Processes 13 1-7 531 92 91
Organizational Cultures
Adhocracy Culture 4 1-7 443 1.21 .57
Market Culture 4 1-7 430 1.62 81
Hierarchy Culture 3 1-7 3.67 1.41 57
Clan Culture 4 1-7 4.05 1.75 .85
New Product Outcomes®
New Product Performance 5 1-7 4.86 1.49 95
New Product Timeliness 3 1-7 5.26 1.42 92
New Product Creativity 7 1-7 522 1.14 .85
Discriminating and Control Variables
Individual Manager Use of Information 10 1-7 533 97 .81
Environmental Turbulence 6 1-7 4.62 134 .84

aThese measures were assessed with regard to a new product that had been in the market for at least 12 months.

ed that markets would promote instrumental utilization pro-
cesses to a greater extent than the other cultures. The results
do not support these relationships because clans (B = .162)
were again the strongest predictor, followed by markets (f =
.061), adhocracies ( = .010), and hierarchies (B = —.067).

Turning to the effect of the information processes on the
new product outcomes, Hy theorized that all of the informa-
tion processes would have a significant positive effect on the
performance of new products. The results indicate that in-
formation acquisition (B = —.188) and information transmis-
sion (B = —.151) are not related, thus, failing to support
Hs,_,. However, both conceptual utilization (f = .418) and
instrumental utilization (B = .419) had significant positive
effects on the performance of new products, which supports
Hs._4. The control variable, environmental turbulence, is not
related to performance (B = —.039; see Table 4).

Hg theorized that information acquisition and information
transmission would be positively related, and conceptual
utilization and instrumental utilization would be negatively
related to new product timeliness. The results indicate oth-

erwise. Specifically, acquisition processes (B = —.122) and
transmission processes (B = —348) are not related to new
product timeliness, whereas conceptual utilization (B =
.432) and instrumental utilization (B = .444) are positively
related to timeliness. As previously, environmental turbu-
lence has no relationship with timeliness (B = —.074).

H; theorized that conceptual utilization would be posi-
tively related to new product creativity. The results support
this hypothesis (B = .487). None of the effects of the re-
maining information processes were found to be related to
new product creativity: acquisition (f = .093), transmission
(B =—.218), and instrumental utilization (B = .080). Finally,
the control variable, environmental turbulence, had a signif-
icant negative relationship with new product creativity (8 =
—.168).

DISCUSSION

The Organizational Market Information Processes

The conceptualization and measurement of organization-
al market information processes presented here offers a
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number of advantages over existing approaches. First, the
conceptualization is interdisciplinary, containing ideas from
marketing, organizational, diffusion of innovation, knowl-
edge utilization, and information processing theories. Sec-
ond, the conceptualization is more comprehensive than is
found currently in the marketing literature on organization-
al learning (Day 1991, 1994), organizational information
processing (Sinkula 1994), and market orientation (Kohli
and Jaworski 1990), which does not include all of the pro-
posed processes and subprocesses. Third, the conceptualiza-
tion is at the organizational level, and measures of the orga-
nizational information processes are empirically discrimi-
nated from measures of individual information processes.
Conceiving of and measuring various organizational in-
formation processes offers a number of important advan-
tages to marketing research. This approach, for example, in-
dicates the role that organizational-level processes might
play in research that has tended to have an individual-level
focus. In fact, one potentially useful direction for further re-
search would be to investigate the relative effectiveness of
individual-level and organizational-level information pro-
cesses on various firm outcomes. In this way, the recent
work of Glazer and Weiss (1993) could be extended by ex-
amining whether the tendency to underweight time-sensitive
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information in planning (an instrumental utilization process)
is greater at the organizational level in which group-level
processes might be expected to diffuse individual responsi-
bility for decision-making outcomes (than at the individual
level). Investigating organizational information processes
also opens up new research avenues, such as understanding
how these processes are related to organizational learning
and organizational memory (Day 1991, 1994; Levitt and
March 1988; Sinkula 1994). Finally, researchers may wish
to examine the effectiveness of these organizational market
information process measures relative to other published
scales, such as market orientation (Kohli, Jaworski, and
Kumar 1993).

Cultural Antecedents of Organizational Market
Information Processes

It was surprising to find that the congruence of cultural
factors was less important for predicting the presence of or-
ganizational information processes than the degree to which
the culture was a clan. However, the present study is the first
to investigate empirically the presence of informational pro-
cesses in firms as a function of culture. Therefore, the find-
ings extend prior research in important ways.

Table 3
STANDARDIZED ESTIMATES OF THE EFFECTS OF ORGANIZATIONAL CULTURE ON
ORGANIZATIONAL MARKET INFORMATION PROCESSES (H,—H,)

Information Information Conceptual Instrumental
Acquisition Transmission Utilization Utilization
Processes Processes Processes Processes

Adhocracy Culture .054 (.569) 036  (.500) 086 (1.285) 010 (.142)
Market Culture -.011 (-.101) .005 (.056) 128 (1.606) .061 (-673)
Hierarchy Culture -.030 (-.328) -005 (-.073) —.195* (-3.004) -067 (-917)
Clan Culture 139 (1.215) .148** (1.699) .164* (2.052) .162** (1.775)
R2 041 .094 273 137
F-statistic (n = 92, df = [4,88]) 938 2.292** 8.254* 3.501*

Note: t-values are in parenthesis.

*p < .05

**p <.10

Table 4
STANDARDIZED ESTIMATES OF THE EFFECTS OF ORGANIZATIONAL MARKET INFORMATION
PROCESSES ON NEW PRODUCT OUTCOMES (Hs—Hy)
New Product New Product New Product
Performance Timeliness Creativity

Information Acquisition Processes -.188 (-1.246) -122 (-.885) .093 (.830)
Information Transmission Processes -151 (-.625) -348 (-1.513) =218 (-1.209)
Conceptual Utilization Processes 418** (1.807) 432*  (1.955) 487 (2.812)
Instrumental Utilization Processes 419** (1.658) 444** (1.802) .080 (.458)
Environmental Turbulence -039 (-.351) -074 (-.691) —-.168* (-1.987)
R2 133 131 174
F-statistic (n = 92, df = [5,87]) 2.687* 2.635* 3.680*

Note: t-values are in parenthesis.
*p<.05
**p <.10
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In considering the dominance of clans, the question is
raised as to why clans have the most intensive information-
al environment. Derived from clans’ value orientation, in-
formation intensity appears to be a function of the degree to
which organizations have an internal orientation and an in-
formal structure that stresses participation, teamwork, and
cohesiveness. Mohr and Nevin (1990) support this view by
proposing that cultures10 that are high in trust and mutual
supportiveness foster higher levels of communication and
more bidirectional information flows (i.e., upward and
downward in the organization). Likewise, clans may pro-
mote a greater sense of shared identity or commitment,
which increases members’ cooperation (Morgan and Hunt
1994), degree of interaction (Deshpandé and Zaltman 1982),
and quality of interaction (Moorman, Zaltman, and Desh-
pandé 1992). In summary, these results extend prior research
by suggesting that organizational information processes are
fundamentally “people processes” that require trust and
commitment among organizational members.

The results also indicate that none of the cultures, includ-
ing adhocracies, encourages information acquisition pro-
cesses. These results may indicate that acquisition process-
es are fairly common in most organizations (Barabba and
Zaltman 1991) and, therefore, that cultural antecedents are
not predictive of their presence. The findings also raise the
question of whether adhocracies de-emphasize traditional
information processes in lieu of more improvisational deci-
sion making and implementation approaches (Moorman and
Miner 1995; Weick 1993a, b). Such an assertion would be
consistent with past depictions of the information process-
ing styles of individual managers in adhocracies as
“play[ing] a best hunch and then learn[ing] and adapt[ing]
as you go” (Webster and Deshpandé 1990, p. 11). Finally,
the results may also indicate that culture interacts with the
environment to influence organizational information pro-
cesses, especially in the case of information acquisition pro-
cesses. Specifically, based on previous research, it might be
predicted that informal cultures promote information acqui-
sition only in turbulent environments (Achrol 1991; Glazer
and Weiss 1993; Reukert, Walker, and Roering 1985).

My study finds that market cultures do not support any of
the information processes as strongly as clans do. Perhaps,
the markets’ focus on competitive superiority and the ac-
companying individualistic and opportunistic orientations of
individual members (Ouchi 1980) reduces the prevalence of
information processes. Because prior research has indicated
that organizational information processes increase perfor-
mance (see Jaworski and Kohli 1993; Narver and Slater
1990), markets’ inability to sustain such processes may re-
duce their competitiveness relative to other cultures. How-
ever, prior research has indicated that market cultures actu-
ally promote higher performance than the other three cul-
tures (Deshpandé, Farley, and Webster 1993). The disparate
results may be due to several factors. First, there are differ-
ences in the contexts in which the effects of culture were as-
sessed. Deshpandé, Farley, and Webster’s (1993) study fo-
cuses on overall business performance, whereas my study
focuses on new product development performance. Thus, it

10Mohr and Nevin focus explicitly on climate as opposed to culture, but
note that many researchers consider culture and climate to be synonymous.
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may be that clans are more predictive of effective organiza-
tional information processes in new product development
activities, whereas markets are more predictive in less inno-
vative, more incremental marketing activities. Second, per-
haps clans achieve their effects on performance by influenc-
ing how organizations process information, whereas mar-
kets achieve performance more directly. Finally, previous re-
search has examined the effect of culture on business per-
formance, using “market” indicators, such as market share,
profitability, growth rate, and business size relative to com-
petitors (Deshpandé, Farley, and Webster 1993). Therefore,
it is not surprising that markets have been found to be the
most predictive of performance.

It does, however, remain paradoxical that clan cultures,
which, by definition, are internally oriented, are also the
most effective at transmitting and using “market” informa-
tion. This paradox raises the interesting question about the
proper balance between internal and external orientations in
firms for promoting the use of market information. Day
(1994) suggests that an internal focus weakens a firm’s abil-
ity to learn about markets. However, my research extends his
view by pointing to the importance of having sufficient in-
ternal focus to sustain information use through trust and
commitment between organizational members. In further
considering this balance between internal and external ori-
entations, it should be noted that I do not adopt a method-
ological approach that forces cultures to be evaluated as
competing, which is characteristic of work in this literature
(Deshpandé, Farley, and Webster 1993; Quinn and McGrath
1985). Such an approach, which uses a summated scale ask-
ing respondents to trade off among culture types, may force
a competing perspective that is not based in reality. In fact,
Quinn (1988; see also Quinn and Cameron 1983) suggests
that effective organizations are likely to contain all the as-
pects of a culture that can be evoked when certain organiza-
tional or environmental needs arise. In accordance with this
view, my study allowed respondents to evaluate each culture
on a 7-point Likert scale that indicated the degree to which
they thought their division reflects certain characteristics.
Therefore, cultures were not constrained to be competing. A
correlation of p = .76 (see Table 1) was found between mar-
kets and clans, which indicates that though clans were the
most effective users of information, clans and markets coex-
isted in many firms in the sample. This result indicates the
importance of having an external orientation that motivates
the need for information and an internal orientation that fos-
ters its effective transmission and utilization.

Future Research Directions. Additional research could
formally examine the extent to which the organizational in-
formation processes mediate the organizational culture-new
product outcome relationships, as was implied in the hy-
potheses. Alternatively, researchers could theorize about the
direct effects of culture on new product outcomes, as well as
the indirect effects achieved through the organizational in-
formation processes. Examining direct and indirect effects
may be particularly fruitful for investigating differences be-
tween how markets and clans achieve their influence on per-
formance. Furthermore, it was suggested that how culture
influences organizational information processes may be
contingent on several factors. Therefore, further research
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may wish to adopt a moderator approach and examine, for
example, the extent to which these results vary as a function
of new versus incremental marketing activities. Finally, fur-
ther research could compare competing and noncompeting
approaches to measuring culture and determining its effects
on organizational information activities.

The Effects of the Organizational Market Information
Processes on New Products

It was surprising to find that information acquisition and
transmission processes are not related to new product per-
formance and timeliness in my sample. This may be because
a high level of information entering and moving within an
organization, especially information that is complex and
ambiguous, could result in information overload (Huber and
Daft 1987; Staw, Sandelands, and Dutton 1981), particular-
ly in the absence of staff and systems for organizing and pri-
oritizing this information. Theoretically, the results indicate
that models of organizational information processing and
learning should downplay the importance of acquisition and
transmission processes in assessing their impact on new
product outcomes. Together with past models of organiza-
tional information processes, these weak results also indi-
cate the possibility that the effect of acquisition and trans-
mission processes on new product outcomes is mediated by
utilization processes (e.g., acquisition — transmission —
utilization — new product outcomes).

The finding that new product performance is promoted by
instrumental utilization processes supports the linkages that
previous research has made between firms’ intensifying
their adoption of information processes and the effective-
ness of firm outputs (Glazer 1991). Moreover, the fact that
conceptual utilization processes are also predictive of new
product performance contributes to the extant research that
rarely measures these processes and has had limited success
in detecting their effects (Rich 1981; Weiss and Bucuvalus
1980). Most important, no research in marketing has empir-
ically assessed the value of conceptual use processes for
firms. The results suggest that conceptual utilization pro-
cesses do produce important bottom-line benefits for firms.

Conceptual and instrumental utilization were also found
to increase the timeliness of new products. In considering
these findings, I speculate that, though the utilization pro-
cesses take time to enact, their effective enactment may ac-
tually result in time savings for firms. Specifically, one rea-
son strategies are either ineffective or untimely may be due
to a lack of shared vision or commitment to the direction in-
dicated in market information (Sinkula 1994), something
that conceptual use furthers within organizations. Addition-
ally, the results point to the importance of acting on infor-
mation in a decisive manner—something furthered by effec-
tive instrumental use processes.

Finally, only conceptual utilization processes positively
influence new product creativity, which indicates that cre-
ativity is, in part, a function of an organization’s commit-
ment to information and the degree to which it supports deep
processing of acquired information. Environmental turbu-
lence, on the other hand, has a negative effect on creativity.
Organizations seeking to generate creative strategies should,
therefore, consider the challenging issue of how to buffer
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themselves from a turbulent environment or foster concep-
tual utilization processes. Moreover, further research could
examine how conceptual use processes translate into cre-
ative strategies. Adopting more ethnographic approaches
might illuminate the interpersonal and organizational mech-
anisms underlying these results (see Workman 1993).

Future Research Directions. These findings support the
view that the competitive advantage associated with infor-
mation depends less on whether a firm has information and
increasingly on whether a firm is able to make the best use
of that information (Glazer 1991; Porter and Millar 1985).
However, further research should formally investigate
whether the utilization processes are mediating the impact
of information acquisition and transmission processes. Fur-
ther research could also add to these results by examining
whether the effectiveness of the information processes
varies as a function of organizational size, structure, or com-
mitment from top management (Haeckel 1990) or as a func-
tion of the characteristics of the information, such as its
complexity or actionability (Deshpandé and Zaltman 1982;
Menon and Varadarajan 1992). It would also be fruitful to
examine whether the information processes influence ma-
ture products in the same way as new products. Finally, fur-
ther research could examine the extent to which organiza-
tional culture moderates the effect of the information pro-
cesses on new product outcomes by suggesting that the
greater the congruence between culture and information
processes, for example, adhocracies and information acqui-
sition processes (which are both externally oriented), the
greater the new product outcomes.

Study Limitations

Despite the advantages associated with the current mea-
sures of the organizational market information processes ar-
ticulated previously, they could be improved on in further
research. First, a subset of the measures asked informants to
rate the extent to which their organizations had certain in-
formation processes in place during the projects they were
evaluating. Unfortunately, the organization may not actually
have been implementing these processes. However, because
these measures were purified with other measures that were
stated more explicitly in terms of their implementation, the
measures appear to be valid. Despite these assurances, addi-
tional research should question directly the degree to which
all of these processes were implemented.

Second, the organizational market information process
measures failed to distinguish between formal and informal
information processes. Doing so would have allowed for ex-
amining whether formal (or informal) cultures also have
more formal (or informal) organizational market informa-
tion processes. Further research could pursue this distinc-
tion, which would allow for investigations into whether the
degree of formality in the processes influences their effec-
tiveness, which has been suggested in prior research (Arm-
strong 1982; Capon, Farley, and Hulbert 1987). For exam-
ple, informal transmission processes may be more effective
than formal transmission processes in promoting timeliness
because they allow for the quick transfer of information.

Third, single informants were used to measure the orga-
nizational information processes. Although the use of multi-
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ple informant designs remains the exception in marketing
and organizational research, such an approach would clear-
ly be a stronger test of the theory and would eliminate the
concern that the results are simply picking up a giant halo-
effect across the measures.!!

Fourth, the marketing outcomes focused informants on
products that have been in the market for a minimum of 12
months. This focus reflected discussions with executives
that indicated it would be difficult to report on the perfor-
mance of products in a shorter time period. However, be-
cause of the approach adopted, their reports could have been
biased toward successful product introductions. Further re-
search could overcome this limitation by also focusing on
new products that lasted less than a year, but for which per-
formance outcomes exist.

Fifth and finally, this research did not explore the direct
relationship between information processes and decision
making. Instead, the quality of decision making was inferred
from the quality of performance. Although this is an incom-
plete description of the impact of information, it was chosen

11Following John and Reve’s (1982) findings, the need for multiple in-
formants is much greater in studies focusing on informants’ perceptions of
organizational-level sentiments (e.g., norms of exchange such as trust),
which display less convergence among informants than in studies focusing
on informants’ perceptions of organizational structural or process variables
(e.g., formalization or nature of interactions), including market information
processes, which typically display more convergence.
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because it was unclear whether informants would be able to
isolate specific decisions leading to performance outcomes.

Conclusion

Although marketing has historically addressed informa-
tion processing and utilization from the perspective of the
individual decision maker, my research suggests that under-
standing how organizations perform these activities is also a
valuable perspective. Drawing on diverse literatures, I con-
ceive of four organizational market information processes
and demonstrate their distinctiveness from individual infor-
mation utilization. This research went beyond a focus on
structural antecedents of information use behaviors to assess
the cultural antecedents of information processes in firms
and find evidence that clan cultures emphasize more organi-
zational market information processes than do markets, ad-
hocracies, and hierarchies. Finally, my research demonstrat-
ed that information processes may act as “knowledge assets”
that can be leveraged to achieve competitive advantage in
new products. The most valuable of the organizational in-
formation processes were the information utilization pro-
cesses: Conceptual utilization processes increased the per-
formance, timeliness, and creativity of new products, where-
as instrumental utilization processes increased the perfor-
mance and timeliness of new products.

Appendix

L. Organizational Market Information Processes®

During this project, my division had formal or informal
processes...

* Acquisition 1:  for continuously collecting information from
customers.
for continuously collecting information
about competitors’ activities.
for continuously collecting information
about relevant publics other than customers
and competitors.
for continuously reexamining the value of in-
formation collected in previous studies.
for continuously collecting information from
external experts, such as consultants.
* Transmission 1: for sharing information effectively between

marketing and other departments.

* Transmission 2: for sharing information effectively within the

* Acquisition 2:

* Acquisition 3:

* Acquisition 4:

* Acquisition 5:

marketing department.

e Conceptual I: ~ which summarized information, reducing its
complexity.

e Conceptual 2:  that encouraged decision makers to disagree
and to challenge one others’ opinions.

e Conceptual 3: ~ which encouraged managers to develop pre-
dictions regarding the product’s success.

¢ Conceptual 4:  for organizing information in meaningful
ways.

e Conceptual 5:  for processing information about the product.

e Instrumental 1: for carefully evaluating various marketing
strategy alternatives.

< Instrumental 2: that relied heavily upon information to make
decisions relating to the project.

* Instrumental 3: that used information to solve specific prob-
lems encountered in the project.

* Instrumental 4: that provided information to effectively im-
plement the project.

* Instrumental 5: that provided clear direction on implementa-
tion of the project.

* Instrumental 6: that gave information to all functions regard-
ing their role in implementation.

* Instrumental 7: that formally evaluated the effectiveness of
the project.

* Instrumental 8: that provided informal feedback regarding
the effectiveness of the project.

e Instrumental 9: that provided feedback to decision makers
regarding the outcomes of their project
decisions.

* Instrumental 10: that constructively evaluated project out-
comes.

* Instrumental 11: that encouraged managers to understand the
reasons for their mistakes throughout the
project.

During this project, my division...

* Transmission 3: had formal information links established be-
tween all parties involved in the project.

* Transmission 4: had informal networks that ensured market-
ing decision makers generally had the infor-
mation they needed.

* Transmission 5: employed people who were willing to edu-
cate others during the project.

 Transmission 6: took the necessary time to properly train em-
ployees in new tasks relating to this project.
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* Conceptual 6:  valued information as an aid to decision
making regarding the project.

 Conceptual 7:  viewed new information as disruptive to the
project.*

* Conceptual 8:  devalued the role of information providers
(e.g., marketing researchers).*

e Conceptual 9:  structured jobs so that information providers
played a role in strategy development.

« Instrumental 12: integrated information from a variety of
sources when developing marketing strate-
gies.

« Instrumental 13: ensured that all information sources were
considered in decision making (not only
those that supported the preferred action).

II. Organizational Cultureb

Most businesses will be some mixture of the various
descriptions noted below. Indicate the degree to which
these qualities reflect your division.
My division is very:
*Clanl: personal. It’s like an extended family. People
seem to share a lot of themselves.
¢ Adhocracy 1:  dynamic and entrepreneurial. People are
willing to stick their necks out and take risks.

* Market I: production oriented. The major concern is
with getting the job done. People aren’t very
personally involved.

The head of my division is generally considered to be:

¢ Clan 2: a mentor, sage, or a father or a mother figure.

e Adhocracy 2:  an entrepreneur, an innovator, or a risk taker.

* Hierarchy 2: a coordinator, an organizer, or an administra-
tor.

* Market 2: a producer, a technician, or a hard-driver.

The glue that holds my division together is:

¢ Clan 3: loyalty and tradition. Commitment to this
firm runs high.

e Adhocracy 3:  a commitment to innovation and develop-
ment. There is an emphasis on being first.

* Hierarchy 3: formal rules and policies. Maintaining a
smooth-running institution is important here.

* Market 3: an emphasis on tasks and goal accomplish-
ment. A production orientation is shared.

My division emphasizes:
* Clan 4: human resources. High cohesion and morale
in the firm are important.

¢ Adhocracy 4:  growth and acquiring new resources. Readi-
ness to meet new challenges is important.

* Hierarchy 4: permanence and stability. Efficient, smooth
operations are important.

* Market 4: competitive actions and achievement. Mea-
surable goals are important.
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III. New Product Outcomes

Rate the extent to which the product has achieved the fol-
lowing outcomes during the first 12 months of its life in the
marketplace.

New Product Performance:2

» Market share relative to its stated objective

« Sales relative to its stated objective

* Return on assets relative to its stated objective

* Profit margin relative to its stated objective

* Return on investment relative to its stated objective

New Product Timeliness:@
¢ Timely - Untimely*

« Opportune - Inopportune*
¢ Well timed - Poorly timed*

New Product Creativity:a

* Very novel for this category - Very ordinary for this category*

* Challenged existing ideas for this category - Did not challenge
existing ideas for this category*

* Offered new ideas to the category - Did not offer new ideas to
the category*

* Creative - Not creative*

« Interesting - Uninteresting*

* Spawned ideas for other products - Did not generate ideas for
other products*

* Encouraged fresh thinking - Did not encourage fresh thinking*

IV. Other Discriminating and Control Variables

Individual Manager Use of Market Information:c

* Market information enriched my basic understanding of the
project.

* The way I thought about this project would have been very dif-
ferent if research had not been conducted.

« I thought about available market information for a long time.

* The process of doing research really enlightened my under-
standing of the project.

» Market information reduced my uncertainty about the project.

* Market information helped me identify aspects of the project
that would otherwise have gone unnoticed.

* My ability to make project decisions would have been dimin-
ished without research.

* My project decisions really did not require market information.

I used market information to make specific decisions for the
project.

* Without this market information, my decisions would have
been very different.

Environmental Turbulence (Competitive Intensity):4

* Competition in this product area is cut throat.

* There are many promotion wars in this product area.

* Anything that one competitor can offer in this product areas,
others can match readily.

* Price competition is a hallmark in this area.

* One hears of a new competitive move in this product area al-
most everyday.

* Our competitors in this product area are relatively weak.*

NOTE: With the exception of new product timeliness and creativity, which used a semantic differential scale, and new product performance, which used a
7-point Likert scale, where 1 was “low” and 7 was “high,” all other constructs used a 7-point Likert scale, where 1 was “strongly disagree” and 7 was “strong-

ly agree.”
*Starred items were reverse coded.
aNew Scale.
bSource: Deshpandé, Farley, and Webster (1993).
cAdapted from Deshpandé and Zaltman (1982).
dSource: Jaworski and Kohli (1993).
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