Industrial Marketing Organization and the IMP Appro ach: A Comparative Analysis

Bjorn lvens, Faculty of Business and Economics yversity of Lausanne, Campus Dorigny,
Internef 522, 1015 Lausanne, Switzerland, ++41-22-8461, e-maibjoern.ivens@unil.ch

Catherine Pardo, EM Lyon, 23 Avenue Guy de Collen@9132 Ecully Cedex, ++33-4-7833-
7778, e-maipardo@em-lyon.com

Annalisa Tunisini, Faculty of Business and Econoluyiversity of Urbino “Carlo Bo”, Palazzo
Battiferri, Via Saffi 42, 61029 Urbino (PU), Italy1-0722-305509, e-mdilnisini@uniurb.it




Industrial Marketing Organization and the IMP Appro ach: A Comparative Analysis

Abstract

During the last IMP Conference it was discusseds-aa introduction to the Special Track on
Marketing Organization - the status of the orgatimaal aspect of the marketing function in the
business markets (Pardo and Ivens, 2006). At tteagion, it was stressed, that this issue was to be
linked to the debates - stressed by several authonsthe decline of this marketing function within
companies (Webster, Malter and Ganesan 2005). Jédgp&r reviews the writings of three leading
authors in the field of marketing organization (W, Piercy, and Homburg) and contrasts it with
the IMP view on marketing organization. It concladsith the development of propositions for
further research for IMP scholars interested in keting organization.
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1. Introduction

The IMP approach to studying business marketsasacierized by a focus on the actors, activities
and resources involved in inter-organizational bess exchanges. It provides rich descriptions
rather than managerial checklists and decisiorsr{Beennan/Baraldi/Harrison/Tunisini/Zolkiewski
2006). Although IMP authors have made some valuabtdributions to the question how actors
(i.e. companies) organize internally in order totipgoate in dyadic or network relationships, the
overwhelming part of the literature is concernedhwaspects of exchange rather than with
organizational design. Also, the contribution ot tiMP literature to the domain of industrial
marketing organisation remains limited. The comedéssue of the role of marketing function in
neglected, too, with a consequence that quite twoasiwithin the IMP researchers has participated
to the rich debate on the evolution of marketingcfion which the authors examined in this paper
have taken relevant part in.

In this work we take into analysis the perspectaed the reflections of three prominent scholars in
the field of marketing organizations - Websteer®y and Homburg - . The aim is to analyse their
view and how it can be framed within the more gehéterature debate on marketing role and
organization. Secondly, we want to contrast thén@st perspectives with the emerging issues,
suggested explicitly but mostly implicitly, on rkating organization by the IMP approach.

The paper continues in the perspective of the spoeding special track organized at th&%22
Annual IMP conference (Milan 2006). Following atstaf-the-art review on current research in
industrial marketing organization (Pardo and Iv@@96) several scholars presented conceptual
thoughts and empirical results on the topic thatuse in order to develop our comparison. In
particular, our analysis is developed in orderattefthree main questions: the first one concems th
making sense of the questioning of the role andmmmgtion of marketing in companies. Our thesis
is that it is an important topic to face both thetmally and empirically. The second question
concerns how much the issue can benefit of a casgrarand combination of different
perspectives. Our analysis, we think, shows thatdébate on marketing role and organization
could be further enriched by the adoption of thePlerspective but, especially, through the
combination of different perspectives. The thircesion concerns the empirical applicative value
of the above debate. We do think that the topicesgnts a very important managerial and
organizational problem that both large and, esfig@gemall and mid-sized companies need to face.



The remainder of the paper is organized as folldwst first step we review three leading scholars’
writings on marketing organization. The three atghrexe Webster, Piercy, and Homburg. For each
author we present a summary of his work, show hswwvork relates to the work of other scholars
in the field, and finally provide a comparison bktauthor’s writings with the IMP literature on
industrial marketing organization. Following thisview section, in a second step we identify
several directions for future research in marketirganization for IMP scholars.

2. Webster’s contribution
2.1 Webster’s analysis of marketing organization

Among the US marketing scholars, Webster is omefféew that have deeply entered into the topic
of the organization of the marketing function armdicusly questioned the role of marketing in
companies.

In the beginning of the 1980s he explored the siefvexecutives of 30 major companies in order
to collect their perceptions of the performanceh& marketing function and their ideas of what
role marketing had to play in the future. The resil his research was a strategic role of the
marketing function that had to support companiethéir strategic positioning, even if some critical

areas were identified: the lack of innovativenesd antrepreneurial thinking; the diminishing

productivity of the marketing expenditure, the pooderstanding of the financial implications of

marketing actions and decisions, the incomplete@ance of the marketing concept (Webster,
1980).

This last observation — the incomplete acceptamd¢beomarketing concept — demonstrated a clear
starting point of Webster’s research: the “marlgitoncept” according to which marketing has to
develop a deep understanding of the markets, stgjgoisions concerning company’s strategic
positioning as well as define the positioning aedgmnsenting decisions to play in the market gaining
advantages over competitors.

It is interesting to observe that this startingnpet the marketing concept - has been put segiousl
into discussion by Webster in the following stud{@892; 1994, 1997) where the author has also
deeply reviewed the role of marketing in the cogtons and the profile of its organizational
dimension.

In particular, Webster refers to the “new markgtwoncept”’ according to whichiarketing’ job is

to provide information to decision makers throughtiie organization and develop total marketing
programs (...) that responds to changing customedsi@®ad preferencégp.9). Differently form
the old marketing concept, the author continutee “new marketing concept is more than a
philosophy; it is a way of doing business. It imtga customer orientation, market intelligence,
distinctive competences, value delivery, marketamgeting and the value propositions, customer-
defined total quality management, profitability mat than the sales volume, relationship
management, continuous improvement and a custauneséd organizational cultute(p.16)
(Webster, 1994).

According to this line of reasoning Webster (199897) has developed a perspective on
marketing as thedesign and management of all the business processessary to define, develop
and deliver value to customers. These processesst@f sets of interdependent activities, some of
which are traditional marketing activities and otheof which have traditionally been organized
under the functional rubric of production and opeoa. In other words, a marketing process is any
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business process that gathers information aboutoouers, is guided by information by customers,
or produces outputs that are used and evaluateclsjomers(Webster, 1997, p.52-53).

Marketing processes thus include 1) value defimrmresses (market researches, analysis of core
competences, strategic positioning in the valueinclaamd economic analysis of customer use
systems); 2) value developing processes (new ptathwelopment; design of distribution channels;
development of procurement strategy, vendor selecpartnering with service providers, pricing
strategy and develop of value proposition); 3) galelivering processes (managing distribution and
logistics; deployment of the sales force, ordernegntredit and post-sale services; advertising and
sales promotion; application engineering, prodgpgrade and customer training).

Webster observes that many of these processes dlaags been controlled by engineering,
production and purchasing functions; when they tedlve to be customer-driven, the author
continues, the whole company is to evolve in a mi@mg organization. Marketing managers have
mainly to design and manage strategic partnershipls customers and those who provide
customers value.

Within this view Webster does not use the term ‘keting function” but, rather, he discusses on
marketing organization (as flexible and customévedr) as well as on marketing capabilities
diffused throughout the organization. These capedslare to be integrated with other business
functions in team-centered organizational proces$bgy however are disconnected from the
activities and the responsibilities of people resiole for marketing that act at the strategic,
business and functional levels. In particular hat strategic level, chief executive officers angth
operating officers have the task of understandm@many’s distinctive capabilities, the dynamics
of customer needs and competitive product offerimgsding the strategic process of matching
customer needs and the company’s core competertesBU level, marketing managers have the
task of segmenting and targeting, defining compamwglue proposition and it positioning in the
value chain; at the functional level, marketing @alkests are responsible for product and brand
strategies, communication and distribution. Webatkts that, as the company is involved in a set
of different market relationships, these actorsase responsible for the management of strategic
partnerships and other market relationships.

The optimistic vision the author develops in theyious studies about the future role of marketing
changes a bit in his recent work on “The decliné amspersion of the marketing activities”
(Webster, Malter, Ganesan, 2005), where the authwd, his colleagues, report the results of a
research similar to that of the 80s aimed at utaedsng: the changes in the organizations and the
influence of marketing activities in large companithe forces driving changes in the organization
of the marketing function; whether marketing conepetes in more decentralized and flexible
organizational structures finds its way into thdueacreating processes of innovation, customer
relationships management and SCM.

The research starts from the observation of thérdieg of the influence, structure and significance
of corporate marketing department and its growiisgntegration. As Webster and colleagues write,
many respondents to their question on the changesudeting in their companies questiondllat
depends upon what you mean by markétipgg.36). The uncertainty on what marketing is is
considered one of the reasons of the declinindh@fmarketing function in corporations where the
growing disintegration of marketing activities maki¢ difficult to identify one unique centre of
marketing responsibility.

According to the author there are 8 reasons ofldatining of marketing:



1. Marketing remains an ambiguous concept with undlesponsibilities, which makes
it hard to win budgetary support for. Part of thenfusion reflects marketing’'s
multiple dimensions of culture, strategy and tactic

2. In most of the companies there is a dominance aift¢brm financial metrics. What
is sometimes called “the tyranny of the P&L.” amdrketing does not fit well with
these kind of metrics

3. Linked to the precedent reason is the fact thatrfarketing it is difficult to assess
and then justify a direct return on investment.

4. Different shifts of power have occurred in the amanand it seems that companies
are now placing more importance on customer relaligp management, trade
promotions and the field sales force

5. The increasing role of CRM and KAM makes salessergice dominate marketing

6. The above mentioned "new power" of "new functiomsthe companies pulls funds
away from marketing activities and toward fieldesahctivity and trade promotions

7. Marketing has disappeared (or mostly disappeanedy the corporate staffs or as
the authors sayMarketing has lost a seat at the tabl@. 39

8. In most of the companies the responsibility for keéing strategy had been pushed
down in the organization and out into the stratégisiness units

Following this analysis, two elements of reflectiemerge: the former is that we observe the
dispersion of marketing competences that leadsiéstepn what is the role of marketing specialists;
the second is the role and responsibilities of e&etang centralized unit or department. The author
attempts a reply to these questions and writesrtfaketing specialists have to keep company’s
teams focused on customers, participate to thegohgdefinition of customer value, diffuse
knowledge about customers and competition. The etiaudk department is probably to evolve as a
“center of excellence” that acts as depositaryrafidedge about customers and builds and sustains
marketing competences charged with diffusing custotalture within the organization.

2.2 Framing Webster within the debate on marketingorganization

The focus of Webster’'s research is mostly the laggoration and at a certain extent his research
activities had the strong influence of compangaying in industrial markets (Webster, 1984) and

in high tech markets (Webster, 1992). His intenestiarge corporations shows the need for

understanding the most important trends in contésdschange very rapidly and in a revolutionary

way. In this respect, Webster's analysis givesmportant input of what are the major changes

occurring in companies and markets.

Webster’s researches, in their starting pointsiartieir results, reflect the enormous changes that
have affected large corporations and marketing gramant in the last two decades. We don’t want
to recall them now but, summarizing, the increastngtomer orientation and the centrality of
customer value in company'’s strategies as wethasonnected large company’s deconstruction
and the development of networked organizationsye Isriously put into discussion the role and
the dispersion of marketing competences withirfitine.

This empirical approach adopted by Webster favthesapproaching of the author according to an
“evolutionary” perspective in the sense that higlits may be interpreted as strongly reflecting the
changes occurring in the managerial practice antdarmarketing discipline. The attention to weak
signals, captured mostly through qualitative int@ms, helps to capture major changes occurring in
companies and in markets even if these changescariffused through all the organizations and
industrial contexts.



His work is also strongly normative. He always dioes what marketing is, should be and should
become. His constant effort is in seeking a role rfarketing competences and for marketing
function in companies. In this respect, you caml r@atrong connection with the marketing concept
tradition safeguarding marketing as a functionjdessas a set of competences. That puts Webster
in the middle between the activity and the funccapproaches (Homburg e al, 1998). Similarly to
Day (1997) Achrol (1991) e Achrol-Kotler (1998), ddroos (1999) and Gummesson (1990), he
discusses the evolution of companies as marketiggnizations where you observe a dispersion of
marketing activities (activity-based approach); Euwthors above tend however to stress a broad
dispersion of marketing activities within hybridganizations considerably restricting the role @f th
marketing department. Their researches thus mastlygest to enter deeper into the hybrid
marketing organizations and their management datloleship capabilities. In these terms the cited
authors develop a descriptive and interpretativentation in their research. As we have observed,
Webster is mostly normative.

Similarly to Piercy and also to Homburg, Websteinideed interested in keeping the focus on the
role of marketing as a functional/departmental gffeactional approach). His research mostly
suggests to keep the focus on the role of marketepgartment and marketing management within
the company’s governance. However, differently frBrarcy he is not interested in capturing the
variety of situations you can find in different cpamies. Differently from Homburg, who is very
inductive in his approach and mostly interestedexplaining what he observes in company’s
behaviour and organization, Webster’s efforts iscimmore oriented to drawing normative than
descriptive results. That makes his research éffiteirom Piercy’s who reflects on the results &f hi
extensive analysis on both large and small andsizield companies suspecting the dissolution of
the marketing function but with a little effort seek room for its direct responsibilities. On hastp
Webster uses his research results to identify wioigportunities and challenges appear for the
marketing function and marketing managers in the fugure.

It is especially referring to the latter that Wedns research mostly suggests to investigatethréo
task and responsibilities of marketing managerstarttie contribution that marketing department
may give to company'’s profitability.

2.3 Webster and the IMP Approach

A comparison between Webster approach and the ipRoach may lead to fruitful suggestions on
how to proceed in the research on the organizdtaineension of marketing activities. We can start
from examining the elements of difference and ofilsirity of the two approaches and then track
the benefits of their combination.

Webster is strongly rooted in the traditional agmtoto markets and to the relationship between the
company and the market; even if he stresses thetoeenew these perspectives, he moves within
a framework anchored to a traditional market cohdepeloped in the sixties in the US. The single
company and its individual market strategy is h@smTfocus, that inevitably leads to take care of
the problem of marketing function and competencéke IMP perspective is not an evolution of
the traditional one but, rather, it originates framhallenge to the traditional marketing conceyt a
view of the market. The market as a network ofrolgpendencies is the main focus of the analysis
and the single company is one of the actor of teevork that performs both individual and
collective strategies. The interest in the markgfumction and company’s marketing competencies
is limited as the main problem concerns the vaestdub-standing companies’ interaction and
company’s relational capabilities (Hakansson, Steeht©95; Ford et al. 1998; Ford et al. 2006;
Hakansson, Harrison, Waluszewski, 2005). It is equitevitable that within this perspective the
problem of the marketing function is mostly facedl@e activity based perspective is doing.



According to the IMP view, as the company has treblem of continuously relating to market
actors and positioning in a set of interdependengedructural and functional view of marketing
appear insufficient and restrictivdt appears much more effective to deal with marigti
organization in terms of a set of activities, reses and actors involved in company’s relating to
customers and positioning within a set of interceleat market relationships. These activities,
resources and actors not necessarily are all camiflun one specific company’s function. In the
few limited cases when they talk about the marketunction, IMP authors write that its primary
task is to develop the function of relationshigsdévelop (or interrupt) activity links, resouroest
and actor bonds (Hakansson, Snehota, 1995). Magketanagement is about managing a portfolio
of customers and changing network position, orchget the actions of other actors (Ford et al.,
1998). Webster also faces the problem of managiagken relationships as a task of corporate,
functional and operational marketing, but this taslassociated with others, in a more traditional
framework concerning the view of the market anthefcompany.

The few IMP studies that have directly faced thebfgm of the marketing function/department
(Hakansson, Ostberg, 1975; Moller, Rajala, 199%koke the spread of marketing activities among
several organizational units. Moller and Rajal@ @toduct management, field sales and customer
service as major marketing actors playing as cenfrean intricate set of intra and inter-
organizational relationships. According to the aush who refer to high tech firms, the developing
of process-based view of organizing tasks and iiesvinvolving the coping with a set of market
relationships explain the absence or dismantlingaifketing department. In these terms the authors
adopts an evolutionary view, as Webster’s, exphgirthe reasons of the dismantling of marketing
departments in the companies they observe andgée basis on the need for research devoted at
understanding how inter-unit coordination and comitation can be implemented.

A different approach from Webster’s is developedHakansson and Ostberg (1975), who adopt
and stress a situational approach that leave rdomslifferent organizations of the marketing
function. Even if the study has been developed rttaae 30 years ago, it reflects the essence of the
IMP perspective according to which the substandatefaction reflects in company’s organization.
According to Hakansson and Ostberg, formalizati®tandardization, centralization and
configuration are variables that determine the eegyf uncertainty of a situation of interaction
exchange. In condition of high uncertainty you hawiffusion of marketing activities while when
uncertainty is low marketing function exists wittery limited tasks. The degree of market
uncertainty and the need for tight interaction trefect in the company’s organization that must be
flexible and decentralized in order to capture ardhange market information (Nonaka, Nicosia,
1979).

Webster observes the present situation of highrtaiogy and, focusing on the firm, he is interested
in understanding the future and the role of theketamg management function. He proceeds by
collecting the weak signals stemming from the miagkel from large corporations. Differently, the
IMP scholars are more focused in collecting andeustdnding the variety of market and company
situations. This different views reflect in the marormative intent that Webster has compared to
IMP scholars that are essentially positive in tlagalysis.

A combination between the two approaches may helpntrich the discussion on the topic of
marketing organization. The convergence appearcpiatly useful in respect of two dimensions:
the first concerns the interpretative and normadipproach; the second refers to the individual and
the collective perspective. As concern the fornve, think that it is necessary to combine the
normative approach adopted by Webster, based indifection of weak signals and leading to the
understanding what is changing and how a compauolgact, with the extensive positive analysis
favoured by the IMP studies, involving differentusitions characterizing marketing role and



organizational dimensions. As concerns the latter individual perspective of the single company,
that appears necessary in order to managerial landnarmative implications, is to be combined
with a more collective perspective — the companyaimetwork - that can be useful to better
understanding the variety of situations we can nlese marketing organization.

3. Piercy’s contribution
3.1 Piercy’s analysis of marketing organization
3.1.1 A specific status of Piercy's research

In the marketing organization literature, Piercxumes a specific position. We can describe his
contribution around the main following ideas:

— Piercy is one of the very few authors really inséed in marketing organization. Not
"organization” in general, but tlspecific arrangements of marketimgthe organizations;

— Piercy is not only interested in the process viéwnarketing organization - which seems to
be today the most adopted view by authors - he taskles the problem of marketing
organization from dunctional perspective. This perspective is not the most Ugop one,
but it provides research with very important aruth insights;

— In most of his works, Piercy tries to understargtature, the reasons and the consequences
of theweakeningof marketing in corporations from an organizatigmaint of view.

3.1.2 A framework to study marketing organizaticaspects

Piercy and Cravens (1998) propose a model insgieddHofer and Schendel to identify two
different levels at which organizational issues bardiscussed in a company:

— The functional and business levéhere, the discussion concerns the subsystems of the
marketing department and the marketing departnseit;i

— The corporate and enterprise levelst these levels, critical issues are "the relahgss
formed and maintained with the external environmant the related issue of the
centralization and decentralization of marketingpansibilities within a company”. (Piercy
and Cravens 1996, p. 16)

At both levels the authors identify marketing ongation changes that have been driven by the
evolution of organizational forms toward "netwofkfms.

3.1.3 The organization form of marketing within tfiem: "departmentisation” and status of
marketing

In1986 Piercy carried out an important empiricaldst in the British manufacturing industry.
Several results of this study deserve our attenkogrcy summarized them as follows:
"The fully integrated Marketing Department [...] mdnave been exaggerated in the
literature and teaching of marketing. In terms of]} the departmentisation of marketing,
the integration of marketing functions into a spdist Marketing Department, the type and
spread of Chief Marketing Executive (CME) manadenmasponsibilities, and the
representation, status, and perceived power ohtheketing department, the actual position



of marketing appears rather weak compared to tdedl" model in the marketing textbook"
(Piercy 1986, p. 288).

Several aspects of these findings may be helpfubfm own research on marketing organization.
Let us go deeper:

— First, Piercy's study puts into evidence that "depantisation” (what we can describe as the
establishment of a marketing department) is low@ntwhat might have been expected.
(Formal departmentisation of marketing is foundyanl some 45% of Piercys' sample, but
the author points the fact that this sample watairdy biased by an overrepresentation of
medium-sized companies).

— Second, concerning the integration of functionimitmarketing departments, it was found
out that some 50% of marketing departments had functionapassibility only for
advertising and marketing research, and a furth@f®also integrated trade marketing
sales. Only one sixth of the firms displayed higlels of functional integratidn(Piercy
1986, p. 281).

— Third, Piercy also puts into evidence that the CiMEponsibilities are largely participative
and shared:full and sole responsibility was claimed in onlypagximately half the cases
for advertising, sales promotion, marketing reséarand marketing staffing and training,
and in other areas only a minority of CMEs clainfed responsibility. (Piercy 1986, p.
281).

As far as thestatusof the marketing department is concerned, sewdratacteristics deserve our
attention:

— First, concerning the status of the CME, Piercyendhat this status is dependent of the
activities of the marketing department and moreipady to the fact that marketing and
sales are — or not — organized together. But, ¢ipbpeaking, in most of the cases (2/3
of the cases) the status of the CME is consideredbeing equal to the chief
finance/accounting and chief production executiméhalf of the cases the CME is rated
as equal in status to the head of sales;

— Second, three-quarters of the marketing departniavts some board representation;

— Third, Piercy notes that in more than 40% of congmmnhe marketing department is
perceived as the most powerful. Piercy comments thsult underlining that the
perceived power of marketing had increased sigaifly, and this, at the expense of
production department. The author also suggeststha, the "major corporate rival to
marketing" becomes... the finance department.

We must keep in mind that those results are nowertitain 20 years old... But it is interesting to
confront them to several qualitative trends thatenecently discussed, for instance by Webster et
al. (2005). As a matter of fact, as it has beenipiat evidence in the part before, Webster et al.
(2005) show that in many companies, the marketingction is in steep decline. They follow
Piercy's idea by aguing thath& trend toward integrated marketing — much disedsin earlier
decades — seems to have been overtaken by a ctremtgtoward disintegration(p. 35). In other
words, this "disintegration” means that marketingriany companies idess of a department and
more a diaspora of skills and capabilities spreadoss and even outside the organizati{m 36).

3.2 The paradoxical situation of the marketing orgaization topic according to Piercy

Globally speaking, what Piercy's studies (mostheint are carried out in different British activity
sectors) are demonstrating can be subsumed arouparamlox. On the one hand marketing
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organization is proved to be an important factomafketing performancewhether as a mean for
marketing strategy implementation, or as a deteantiof the marketing culture — and on the other
hand, marketing idosing powerwithin organizations. This loss of power is gedtisensible
through the following elements:

- Marketing organizations are far from the integrat@ddels that literature usually
describes;

- Marketing organizations are most of the time ordgponsible for limited areas like
market research and some sales promotion; strategyvices forms, with planning
responsibilities and little line responsibility; drselling-oriented forms, involved almost
wholly in field sales operatiohgPiercy 1998, p. 226);

- Conventional marketing departments are characterigg downsizing (and even
closure).

Let's go further in this intrinsic paradox of markg within organizations:.
3.2.1 The weakening of marketing within organizagio

In one of his most recent article, Piercy (1998¢sdes the weakening of the marketing paradigm.
According the author, this weakening can be readutih the downsizing and disappearance of
the marketing function, but more fundamentallyhe toss of strategic influence for marketing
(Piercy 1998, p. 222).

With such an analysis of the situation, Piercylye@kes a much more radical position — about the
role of marketing — than Webster did in his semardéicle (1992). In Webster's article, indeed, the
idea of rethinking the role of marketing was pragmhsThis rethinking was, according the author,
necessary because of the move of marketing tovedationship marketing and new alliance-based
organizational forms. Contrary to Webster who adnaitrecognizable role — even if altered - for
marketing in the corporation, Piercy, as for himally considers thelownsizingand sometimes
evendisappearancef the marketing function.

3.2.2 The importance of marketing organizationrf@arketing strategy and marketing culture

Aside with the statement of a weakening of the reianky paradigm, Piercy provides an interesting
analysis of the organizational issue linking ithe topic of companies marketing effectiveness.

For Piercy, organizational dimensions can be camed ascapabilitiesfor the implementatiorof
themarketing strategyPiercy 1998; Piercy and Cravens 1995). And tipectof implementation, as
Piercy recalls it, Has been long recognized as critical to marketifigotiveness(Piercy 1998, p.
226). In other words, Piercy proposes us to linksthorganizational dimensions - our research is
interested in - to the very topic of effectivenéatsleast marketing effectiveness) of companies.

Piercy and Cravens (1998) also describe the rofeavketing organization not only as an ability for
marketing implementation but also as a contributiorthe culture of marketing.Commonly a
distinction is made between marketing as a philbgopr culture, and marketing as a set of
managed activities — strategies, systems, progranniie is often argued that marketing
organization is largely irrelevant to the formemdis concerned only with implementing the latter.
New studies of market orientation suggest thatahggiment underestimates the significance of the
marketing organization to the culture of marketinga company. (Piercy and Cravens 1996, p. 9).
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3.3 Marketing organization is not only a question bstructure... but structure really matters
for Piercy

3.3.1 The marketing organization issue cannot lkeiced to its structural aspects...

In his 1986 article, Piercy proposes that the questiomarketing organization should be raised the
following way 'the distinction is between firms where marketing'e@gerybody's concern” and
those where marketing as such is handled by topagemerit (p. 266). Writing that, Piercy
explicitly acknowledges the limitations of a studfymarketing organization exclusively based on
observing and analyzing marketing department sirast

These limitations are linked to the following agjsec

— Marketing organization is also a matter of manajeattitudes and philosophies and not
only organizational "arrangements";

— Certain firms do not have formal marketing orgatiames but are, nevertheless, considered
as "marketing orientated";

— The uncertainty characterizing most of the firms/iemment makes it impossible for
marketing functions to be isolated in a speciaejartment.

3.3.2 ...but structural aspects of marketing orgaimarareally matter

But, we must keep in mind that, even with theseemegtions, Piercy still thinks that there is
"considerable interest in establishing what orgatiaal forms marketing take into compariies
(Piercy 1986, p. 267).

Among the marketing organizational aspects thatbeanonsideredthe positioning and structural
location of marketing in a company is of greaterpartance than simple "organizational
trappings" Structural aspects of the marketing organizatiwe thus occupying a specific and
important place in Piercy's work. Along with Pieratycould be important for us to consider that
there's a real "signal" (Piercy 1998, p. 228) seyt"formal organizational arrangements for
marketing". Piercy even goes a little bit furthalking about the "symbolic" aspect of marketing
structure. Thus, a minimal marketing organizatidrugure "indicates"” a weak influence of
marketing in the firm...

This idea of the importance of the structural asped the marketing organization was already
present in Piercy and Cravens (1995). In this lartite authors argue that, contrary to the theorem
that "structure follows strategy"marketing structure may be seen a determinant aketag
strategy (Piercy and Cravens 1995, p. 8).

Along with this idea of the importance of the stural aspect of marketing organization, there is
also a very interesting comment formulated by Riemgarding the current stress put on the
processual approach (as opposed to a functionabagp). For Piercy, one of the unattended
consequences of such a focus on processes — textest that processes cut across traditional
functional and organizational boundaries - is tlitatweakens the marketing paradigm in
organizations (Piercy 1998, p. 227)

3.3.3 A specific view of marketing organization

As a conclusion, when regarding Piercy's contrdoutit is important to grasp his conception of
"marketing organization". No better way to do th@n quote the authotone tangible aspect of
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the implementation of marketing in companies isftrenal organizational arrangements which
pertain to the appointment of a Chief Marketing é&xeve (CME) and the location and
establishment of a marketing departnier(Piercy 1986, p. 266).

Thus, Piercy is one of the few authors interestedhiose specific aspects of "organizational
structure of marketing". Piercy clearly recognitieat these structural aspects are not sufficient to
understand the whole issue of marketing organigatimit he thinks that those aspects really
contribute to this understanding, and, as a coresemy should not be neglected.

3.4 Piercy and the IMP approach

We can find certain similarities but also stronffedtences between Piercy's approach and the IMP
approach of the marketing organization issue. Weleel to organize them around the following
points: the methodological approach; the strategle of marketing organization; the network
concept; the formality or informality of the markel organization; the uncertainty as a
contingency factor...

3.4.1 A descriptive and empirical approach

In line with most of IMP works, Piercy's works pesially in the 80s when focusing on the
UK companies - is mainlgescriptive Managerial implications are not even considened o
his research on the function and role of the CMHitthe bit different is the case of the
Piercy's and Cravens 1995 piece of work, where aagerial concern is clearly indicated.
Just like in IMP approaches, empirical approacladeast again in the works produced
during the 80') are supporting Piercy's works. Ehempirical researches use large data
collections (built on huge postal questionnairesge( Piercy 1986) but also monographic
approaches to which Piercy's often refers in itsk&gsee Piercy 1998).

3.4.2 The strategic role of marketing organization

Both Piercy and IMP authors (at least for the mieptesentative) clearly establish the link
between strategy (at least marketing strategy) agenization. But, this link is far more
complex than the Chandler's motsiructure follows stratedy..

For instance, for Piercy and Cravens (199Bjarketing structures may be seen as a
determinant of marketing stratégyp. 8); or put in other words thatheé marketing
organization may actually shape the strategic cesi¢p. 8). For these authors, marketing
organization is aHighly significant issue in the implementation arketing strategV (p.
10).

This link between organizational and strategicesshias for long been put into evidence by
the IMP community as, for instance, one of the dmice sentence of the 1982 IMP book
proves: If a firm tries to change its strategy with resparits relationships, then it is also
likely that it must make changes in its technicadl arganizational featurégHakansson
1982, p. 389). And the mutual influence of orgatira over strategy and strategy over
organization was, as for it, mentioned in the fpatt of the same bookn'the short term,
organizational structures can be considered as ftaeneworks within which interaction
takes place. In the longer term, it is possiblet ttreese organizational structures may be
modified by the emerging interaction process oegul by individual episodegHakansson
1982, p.19).
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Let's stress that for the IMP authors this mutofilence between strategy (interaction) and
the organization of the interacting parties has\ljmé into evidence whatever the part of the
organization is concerned whether it is financegeaech and development, production and of
course the one that interest us the most, markéting design of the appropriate marketing
organization will be of critical importantéHakansson 1982, p. 112).

3.4.3 The network concept

As far as the focus of Piercy's researches - whathenetwork or single company — is

concerned, the position of the author is much nddfeeult to establish than it is the case for

Webster or Homburg. We can consider that the &irstles from Piercy are not concerned
with the network concept. As a matter of fact, iarey 1986's article dedicated to the Chief
Marketing Executive, the focus is clearly the sengbmpany. The author recognizes being
working "at the individual firm levél(p. 267).

On the contrary, network is at the core of the &3ieand Cravens 1998's article. For the
authors, networks characterized organizational $owertically disaggregated just like
alliances, partnerships, etc... and they adopt Athd#scription of four types of network
organization namely hollow, flexible, value-addexd airtual networks.

So, for Piercy and for IMP authors, the term "netaloes not seem to have exactly the
same meaning. Indeed, Piercy does not consideronie@s being the wamarketsorganize
(as a set of interconnected organizational actmrsyather as a new form of companies. The
evolution "toward networks" Piercy acknowledgestien similar to the move from
transaction to relationship that Webster describes.

For Piercy, the logic of development of those nekwforms ‘will lead to the disappearance
of the corporate marketing function because manketis the responsibility of all
organizational membefts "Marketing disappearance” is raising the problehat, if
marketing becomes everyone's responsibilityete is an excellent chance of actually being
implemented by no-ohé€Piercy and Cravens 1995, p. 24). In such a sdoahe issue of
the "location and design of marketing processesbimes of the foremost rank.

3.4.4 The formality or informality of the marketiogganization

According to the IMP, a structural and functionaéw of marketing is insufficient.
Homburg - as it will be shown further — has a muodlore mitigated position. He
acknowledges that both a functional group perspeetnd an activity-based perspective are
equally important in order to obtain an integratpieture of the topic (Workman, Homburg
and Gruner 1998).

Piercy does share the idea that a study of markeinganization exclusively based on
observing and analyzing marketing department strastwould be too limited. Yet, the
author also think thairganizational forms marketing take into compangesf considerable
interest and, among those marketing organizatiaswécts, the formal (structural) aspects of
the marketing organization occupy a specific angartant place.

3.4.5 Uncertainty

Piercy just like Webster (see part 1) and Hombwee (part 3)s in line with the IMP
literature when considering that contingency fext@re determining the marketing
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organizational design. For instance, Piercy ackedgeés the relationship between market
structure and the structure of the marketing ogion (Piercy and Cravens 1995, p. 9).
Piercy considers - just like other others — thatrke@ uncertainty (but also market

heterogeneity and interdependence) does impaan#r&eting organization (Piercy 1985;

Piercy and Cravens 1995).

As a conclusion

A combination between Piercy's and the IMP appreacbould certainly help to enrich the
discussion on the topic of marketing organizatidhis combination could appear as a mean to
complete the deep understanding of a firm's bughkessrelationships (like it appears in the IMP
perspective) by a deep and precise understandisguaitural dimension of marketing organization
(like in Piercy's approach).

4. Homburg’s contribution
4.1 Homburg'’s analysis of marketing organization

Homburg and different colleagues have started mgribn marketing organization at the end of the
1990s. The series of articles he co-authors stattsa general piece of work in which he develops
an integrative framework of marketing organizati®orkman/Homburg/Gruner 1998). He then

sets out to explore various aspects of marketiggroration, such as marketing influence within
the firm (Homburg/Workman/Krohmer 1999), the movameaoward a customer-focused

organizational structure (Homburg/Workman/Jense®O20market oriented organizational culture
(Homburg/Pflesser 2000), key account management migdog/Workman/Jensen 2002,

Workman/Homburg/Jensen 2003), the interface betwmarketing and sales (Homburg/Jensen
2007), or organizational systems (Homburg/Grozdariiiarmann 2007).

In his earlier writings (Workman/Homburg/Gruner 899he identifies two main dimensions of
marketing organization. He claims that marketingamization has a structural dimensions and a
non-structural dimension. The structural dimenstomprises such aspects as the structure within
marketing and sales departments, formalization @rdralization, and the structural location of
marketing and sales. Aspects of the non-structliménsion are the cross-functional dispersion of
marketing activities, the power of the marketindgsit, and cross-functional interactions. This
framework is the result of a comprehensive literatteview in which empirical and conceptual
papers from two complementary perspectives on niatkeorganization, the functional group
perspective and the activity-based perspectiveamaatyzed. Homburg comes to the conclusion that
the state-of-the-art is rather fragmentary andrbgneous and argues for the need to integrate the
extant literature into the framework he and hisacthors develop.

The programmatic 1998 paper presenting the integrdtamework of marketing organization as
well as the series of papers published in the Wollg years contain several statements and
conclusions Homburg formulates based upon the tesifildifferent empirical studies. The main
points emerging from his research are the following

- Homburg draws a realistic picture of the situatadrmarketing organization: He does not
expect an integration of marketing and sales imte function nor does he expect to see
sales report to a Chief Marketing Executive (CMEYoftkman/Homburg/Gruner 1998,
Homburg/Workman/Krohmer 1999). Rather, he obsertiest there are “important
differences in the relative importance exerted rkating and sales on various strategic
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issues” (Homburg/Workman/Krohmer 1999, p.12) andbleéeves that, contrary to the
existing approach in organizational research, Hatictions should not be grouped in
empirical studies or conceptual work (Homburg/WoakiKrohmer 1999).

He does not expect marketing departments to disappeven if a cross-functional
dispersion of marketing activities can be expeded if horizontal organization concepts
such as process management are introduced (Workimaurg/Gruner 1998). Homburg
finds no empirical evidence that the relative ieflae of marketing inside firms decreases.
Instead, he observes that “marketing and salesetatvely influential in comparison with
other functional groups” (Homburg/Workman/Krohmeé¥99, p.11). At the same time he
points out that certain functions, such as key astmanagement, gain importance whereas
for example country or product managers’ importarmepears to be decreasing
(Homburg/Workman/Jensen 2000).

Concerning the centralization debate, Homburg sadgantages of cross-functional
dispersion under certain circumstances, for examplthe presence of high market and
technology-related uncertainty, in smaller firms iorfirms emphasizing differentiation
(Workman/Homburg/Gruner 1998). Related to this, dfserves that “it is common for
people in more functional areas to interact with temal partners*
(Homburg/Workman/Jensen 2000, p.461). He also sasedhe importance of cross-
functional teams and emphasizes the necessity knoatedge that different functional
groups may be represented differently in such temmdgthat their influence inside the teams
may vary (Homburg/Workman/Krohmer 1999).

On a more abstract level, Homburg observes thahgible organizational factors, such as
market orientation and organizational learning,nganportance and posits that, as a
consequence, “structures, coordination mechaniang cultures need to be developed that
encourage flexibility, adaptability, and cross-ftional sharing of information”
(Homburg/Workman/Jensen 2000, p.461). He also poiot the fact that customer
orientation requires the adaptation of systemsutjimout the company, for example
information or accounting systems (Homburg/Workndansen 2000).

An important characteristic of Homburg's work isetlfact that he sees the necessity to
discuss marketing organization in a broad perspecincluding consequences of changes in
marketing organization for support activities inrteds (1985) terminology. For instance,

Homburg sees consequences of changes in marketganipation for human resource

management: “Firms need to adapt their recruititgtegies and employee selection
criteria, need to re-evaluate their training progsa and need to rethink desired career
paths” (Homburg/Workman/Jensen 2000, p.475).

Concerning the consequences of new managerial ptnder the field of marketing
organization, Homburg believes that new organiratioforms are complementary to
existing ones rather than substituting them. “Wentb that organizations that emphasize a
process orientation tend to overlay business pseseson functional organizations”
(Workman/Homburg/Gruner 1998, p.35).

He also believes in the importance of the markefingction for companies on a global
level, and not only on the level of the strategisibess unit (SBU). From his vantage point,
marketing can be the linking function across bussnanits because its core capabilities may
be useful and universally applicable “even thouigé products themselves are different”
(Workman/Homburg/Gruner 1998, p.37).
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- In the debate about best practice solutions forketerg organization, Homburg takes the
position that no overall best organizational desgists and that organizational decisions
must be taken from a contingency perspective (Warkiiomburg/Gruner 1998, p.38).
However, he shows empirically that classical caggircy factors are not sufficient for
explaining all the variance in marketing organiaaéil designs and that, in line with the
institutional view, “there may be a significant é&v of inertia” in companies
(Homburg/Workman/Krohmer 1999, p.12). His concluasie that there are limits to the
adaptability of organizations to environmental ajes)

4.2 Framing Homburg within the debate on marketingorganization

The position of Homburg and his co-authors in tlebade on marketing organization is one of
partial agreement. For example, the conclusionmofnadepth study of 47 firms in the US and
Germany (Workman/Homburg/Gruner 1998, p.35) is thadrketing will and should continue to
exist as a functional group”. This position is dstent with the work of Webster (1997). On the
other hand, Piercy’s conviction (1985) that companshould introduce a Chief Marketing
Executive (CME) and that marketing and sales sheoefmbrt to this position is not shared by
Homburg who believes “it is highly significant tha0 years after the call to integrate sales and
marketing activities under a CME, we find no firnisat had opted this recommendation”
(Workman/Homburg/Gruner 1998, p.37).

More generally, Homburg’s position can be qualifeeda realistic and pragmatic one. He believes
that in order to succeed on today’s highly competitnarkets, companies need to have a market
orientation and that marketing as a function and sst of processes is irreplaceable.

4.3 Homburg compared to the IMP Approach

As for Webster and Piercy, certain parallels betwdemburg’s positions and the IMP work are
observable. However, there are also important rdiffees concerning several dimensions or aspects
of marketing organization.

- As for Webster, the focus in Homburg’'s conceptuatknas well as in his empirical studies
is on the single company whereas the IMP literaemghasizes the network view of
markets and, hence, focuses strongly on the roletei-firm interdependencies. Homburg
does not address the issue of how companies neadjdoize in a network type of market
structure, but he acknowledges that an activityelgserspective on marketing is important.
However he considers that the activity-based viewomly one side of the marketing
organization coin and that the functional groupspective is equally important in order to
obtain an integrative picture of the topic (Workmtéomburg/Gruner 1998). Homburg is in
line with Hakansson/Ostberg’'s (1975) view that ne#irlg activities are not necessarily
concentrated inside a marketing department, bherapread across functional units. At the
same time, his empirical results neither suggest tharketing departments are about to
disappear nor about to lose their influence in§ilthes. As a consequence, the question may
be raised whether the IMP’s limitation to the aitypbased perspective is appropriate and
need not be completed by a stronger focus on quesstelated to the structural dimension
of marketing organization.

- When IMP authors pretend that marketing departmeartsly have any importance in
industrial marketing, the question is what they ta&ing about. Homburg stresses that
marketing AND sales as well as other functionataiakecute marketing activities. But that
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does not mean that marketing as an activity losesmportance. It is only distributed
differently across functions. This point may congé an opportunity for narrowing the gap
between the IMP literature and the perspective Homliakes when he discusses and
analyzes the cross-functional dispersion of mamke#tctivities. The IMP’s network view
may be a helpful scheme in order to better undedsthe coordination of marketing
activities and the collaboration of actors involMedthese marketing activities INSIDE a
firm. By interpreting the different marketing ador(in sales, product development,
controlling and so forth) as a network inside tlenpany, as an internal network, new
insights may be gained.

- Homburg is in line with Hakansson/Ostberg (1975gwihe also stresses the importance of
uncertainty as a contingency factor determining ketémg organizational design
(Workman/Homburg/Gruner 1998). More generally heeag that organizations adapt to
their environment. However, he does not only see ghbstance of interactions with
customers and other network partners as deternsitiantalso the societal context, or firm-
and SBU-specific factors (Workman/Homburg/Grune®8)9

- Homburg goes beyond the IMP perspective by studyihg importance of such
organizational aspects as intangible factors (kangple organizational culture) or tangible
factors (e.g. IT systems, remuneration schemegfetacompanies’ performance.

5. Summary and directions for future research

Discussing the comparison between the IMP liteeaturd other research streams, we believe that it
IS necessary to analyse at least two dimensions:fifét one is the content side of research into
marketing organization, the second one is the ivelaimportance attributed to questions of
marketing organization as compared to other tapicsarketing and purchasing research.

Concerning the content of research into marketigguaization, our comparison of three important
scholars in the field (see table 1), Webster, Riemod Homburg (WPH), with the IMP literature
has revealed several differences. The first othas WPH mainly adopt a firm perspective while
IMP scholars privilege a relationship/network pexdjve; the second, connected to the first, is that
even if with different levels of attention to thed dimensions, WPH combine functional AND
activity-based perspectives while IMP studies jiosius on activity/process perspective; Thirdly,
especially in respect to Webster, IMP scholarsshue interpretative models collecting the variety
of market situations and usable according to aacedegree of flexibility and adaptation, rather
than being firstly preoccupied to collect changgnals and draw normative suggestions. Fourth ,
especially referring to Piercy, IMP scholars pegé to focus their attention to the dimension of
informality in the marketing organization while Rig and partially other scholars recover the need
for a greater attention to the formal dimensionthefmarketing organization.

There are other dimensions where IMP scholarsspiftially differ from the authors examined.
As Homburg, the IMP approach adopts a contextubkerahan an evolutionary perspective trying
to stress differences among organizations rathan thend of developments. Both in the IMP
studies and in the other authors the connectiond®et marketing and strategy is high.

Notwithstanding these similarities, in the contehtresearch into marketing organization reflects
the relative importance attributed to marketing amigational aspects. Whereas in the IMP
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literature, marketing organization is a topic theteives little of not no attention, in the traoimal
Anglo-American and European scientific marketingmoounities, topics related to marketing
organization, although not a dominant stream oéaesh, have a place in leading journals such as
the Journal of Marketing Journal of Marketing Researcltand theJournal of the Academy of
Marketing Science

These observations, however, to us appear rathear aacouragement to develop a broader number
of research projects looking at questions relataetddrketing organization from an IMP perspective.
We believe so for several reasons. The first onthesfact that the concepts the IMP school of
thought has developed over time have the potemtiabxplain various facets of marketing
organization. The second is that the IMP traditiwhjch often times privileges qualitative, case
study based empirical research, can build on thadological know-how to explore many of the
complex and difficult research questions that ansearketing organization by providing detailed,
comprehensive insights into organizational arrareggs inside and in-between companies.
Although various quantitative empirical studies édeen conducted, our overall knowledge about
marketing organization remains fairly limited ange descriptive empirical work has the potential
to contribute important new observations. The timedson for our optimism comes from the fact
that IMP researchers often are close to compamek heve access to information which is
relatively confidential. Many of the research paperitten by IMP scholars draw upon data (in the
form of documents, interviews, own observations tire only available to researchers in whom
companies trust. It appears that within the IMP gamity, many scholars fulfil this criterion and
thus have a good basis for exploring the numeronsptex and confidential questions related to
marketing organization.

Following what is suggested by the rich analysigettped by Webster, Piercy and Homburg, we
think that it should be important to direct moreation at functional organization of marketing and
sales. The extensive observation of cross-fundtiatigpersion of marketing activities and

competences encourage the bringing of the netwppkoach inside the company as fruitful

direction for future research in the field.

The research on marketing organization could beleed by the adopting of the IMP perspective,
that helps to enter deeper into the understandirtheomicro-processes at the basis of marketing
strategy and of its organizational dimension. Tihepieically observed criticality connected to
KAM, sales managers, channel and product managesslue processes as well as the relevance of
interaction and co-ordination among inter and Haoirganizational market actors can well be
captured, understood and addressed adopting theeptual categories developed by the IMP
perspective. The study of the interactive configjaraof marketing organization can be effectively
supported by the interpretative IMP framework andaked through a combined analysis of the
match between company’s internal marketing orgaiozal structures, processes and competences
and the structures and processes of the compaetyi®rk market context.

The concepts of marketing competences, the natutéhee dynamics of the processes connected to
customer value, dynamics characterizing interfumeti relationships can be further developed in
their interpretation by adopting the IMP approatthmay also help to draw some normative
considerations on the role and responsibilitiegshef marketing managers as well as on the co-
ordination mechanisms supporting the processes afiev creation and promoting firm’s
profitability.

6. Some propositions for future research
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We believe that from the preceding discussion ipassible to develop a series of promising

directions for future research focused on the degdion of marketing in business-to-business

companies. Among the main research questions wddwencourage scholars to tackle are the
following:

- What relationships exist between value proceasdsnarketing competences?

- What resources do marketing actors and functisoslly dispose of and which ones among those
resources have particular strategic importance?

- Where are marketing competencies localized inctirapany? How are they co-ordinated? Who
does co-ordinate them?

- What is the role of the general marketing manam® of the marketing department inside

companies? How broadly are their competencies e@?n

- Under which conditions do we observe the ingttutof a formal marketing department and for

what reasons do companies refrain from institutiaimg marketing in a dedicated function?

- What types of relationships can we observe batwearketing and other functional units inside

the company, particularly at the interface betweesrketing and sales, R&D, production and

purchasing?

- Do the existence, the size, the relative infleend other dimensions along which we can
describe marketing inside a company or a networke han influence on intangible aspects of

marketing organization such as the marketing celtoside the entire company or a network?

For all of these questions, approaches ranging fiteatriptive to explanatory are imaginable. We

believe that for many questions the establishmért larger body of descriptive literature would
already constitute a relevant advance for the fiélsharketing organization.
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Webster Piercy Homburg IMP scholars
The focus unit | firm firm firm Relationships/networks
Levels of activities and | function function/activities | activities/processes
attention function
Aim normative positive/normative positive positive
Level of Medium-high | high high low
formality
Time Evolutionary- | Contextual/evolutionary | contextual contextual
dimension emphasis on |— emphasis on variety

the trend
Connection high high medium high

with strategy

Table 1
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