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 Ofer Mintz & Imran S. Currim

 What Drives Managerial Use of
 Marketing and Financial Metrics and
 Does Metric Use Affect Performance

 of Marketing-Mix Activities?
 To increase marketing's accountability, Journal of Marketing, Marketing Science Institute, and the Institute for the
 Study of Business Markets have advocated development of marketing metrics and linking marketing-mix activities
 with financial metrics. Although the marketing field has made progress, researchers have paid less attention to what
 drives managerial use of marketing and financial metrics and whether metric use is associated with marketing-mix
 performance. The authors propose a conceptual model that links firm strategy, metric orientation, type of
 marketing-mix activity, and managerial, firm, and environmental characteristics to marketing and financial metric
 use, which in turn are linked to performance of marketing-mix activities. An analysis of 1287 marketing-mix activities
 reported by 439 U.S. managers reveals that firm strategy, metric orientation, type of marketing-mix activity, and firm
 and environmental characteristics are more useful than managerial characteristics in explaining use of marketing
 and financial metrics and that use of metrics is positively associated with marketing-mix performance. The results
 help identify conditions under which managers use fewer metrics and how metric use can be increased to improve
 marketing-mix performance.

 Keywords: metrics, marketing-finance interface, marketing mix, managerial decision making

 "We [marketers] don't speak the same language as senior keting accountability as well: a 2007 Deloitte study indicates
 management, so there is little trust and even less belief in that 33% 0f marketing managers are increasing their emphasis
 our capabilities. If we don't find a better way to commu- on marketing metrics, and Lenskold Group/MarketSphere mcate the value of marketing and communication, none of ,,nnn, ° r • ,
 the other factors will matter." (2009) rePort that 79% of managers indicate greater need

 for employing financial metrics to assess marketing-mix
 —An anonymous manager quoted in Institute for the performance

 Trends ReBQlrt"neSS MarketS l9' Marketing Marketing scholars have responded in three ways. First,
 researchers have proposed a menu of marketing metrics,

 To increase marketing's accountability, Journal of defined as metrics that are based on a customer or market Marketing (JM\ 2004, 2009), Marketing Science ing mind-set such as awareness, satisfaction, and market
 Institute (MSI; 1998, 2000, 2002, 2004, 2006, 2008) share, for different marketing-mix activities such as adver

 and the Institute for the Study of Business Markets (ISBM; tising, price promotion, pricing, product management, and
 2010) have continually advocated developing marketing so on (Ambler 2003; Farris et al. 2010; Lehmann and Reib
 metrics and linking marketing-mix activities with financial stein 2006). Second, researchers have linked marketing-mix
 metrics. Practitioners have recognized the demands for mar- efforts to financial metrics, defined as metrics that are mon

 etarily based, based on financial ratios, or readily converted
 to monetary outcomes such as net profit, return on invest

 Ofer Mintz is Assistant Professor of Marketing, E.J. Ourso College of ment (ROI), and target volume (for a review, see Srinivasan
 Business, Louisiana State University (e-mail: omintz@lsu.edu). Imran S. and Hanssens 2009). Third, researchers have found that
 Currim is Chancellor's Professor, Paul Merage School of Business, Uni- metric-based information influences firm profits (Abram
 versity of California (e-mail: iscurrim@uci.edu). The authors thank Ofer son> Currim, and Sarin 2005) and shareholder value
 Mintz's doctoral committee members Dominique M. Hanssens (University /Schulze Skiera and Wiesel 20121 and that the effect of
 of California, Los Angeles); Donna L. Hoffman (University of California, (^chulze, 'Skiera' and Wiesel Z0U) and mat tlie ettect oi
 Riverside); Ivan Jeliazkov, i. Robin Keller, and Cornelia (Connie) Pech- comprehensiveness of metric-based marketing performance
 mann (all of University of California, Irvine); and Rick Andrews (University measurement systems on firm performance is mediated by
 of Delaware), Philip Bromiley (University of California, Irvine), Donald C. market alignment and knowledge (Homburg, Artz, and
 Hambrick (Pennsylvania State University), and Marvin Lieberman (Uni- Wieseke 2012). Although several advances have been made
 versity of California, Los Angeles) for their support and helpful guidance. jn development of marketing metrics, linking marketing
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 performance, to the best of our knowledge, there is little if
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 any understanding of what drives the use of marketing or studied extensively in the marketing literature: (1) market
 financial metrics in a managerial marketing-mix decision orientation, defined as the extent to which the firm mea
 setting and whether metric use is associated with the perfor- sures, monitors, and communicates customer needs and
 manee of the marketing-mix decision (in contrast to firm experiences throughout the firm and whether the firm's
 performance). strategy is based on this information (Kohli and Jaworski

 Thus, the primary objective and key theoretical contribu- 1990); (2) strategic orientation, defined as the strategy a
 tion of the current study is to propose and test a conceptual firm employs to compete in an industry or market (Olson,
 model of how factors such as firm strategy including mar- Slater and Huit 2005); and (3) organizational involvement
 ket and strategic orientation and organizational involvement in managerial decision making, defined as the extent to
 in the marketing-mix decision, metric-based compensation which a firm's marketing-mix decision is based on the
 and training, the type of marketing-mix decision consid- involvement of a wide range of managers across functions
 ered, and other characteristics of managers, firms, and the (Noble and Mokwa 1999).
 environment drive use of marketing and financial metrics in Second, we consider metric orientation, which corn
 managerial marketing decisions. The main result is that it is prises (1) metric-based compensation, defined as the impor
 not managerial characteristics but rather the setting in tance of metrics in a manager's compensation package, and
 which the manager operates that drives metric use. The sec- (2) metric-based training, defined as a manager's level of
 ondary objective is to link use of marketing and financial training on the use of metrics as indicated by professional
 metrics to perceived performance of the marketing-mix and educational experiences. Agency theory (Fama 1980;
 activity. We find that increase in metric use is associated Jensen and Meckling 1976) suggests that compensation
 with improved marketing-mix performance. The key mana- incentives align managers' goals with those of principals;
 gerial contribution of the current study is that the two consequently, principals who aim to promote metric use can
 results noted previously enable us to identify several condi- design metric-based incentives. Whereas metric-based cona
 tions, described in the "Results" and "Discussion" sections, pensation could incentivize metric use, metric-based training
 under which managers are less likely to use metrics and five could facilitate its use. Third, prior marketing and strategy
 methods to increase managers' metrics use in such situa- research has suggested that managerial characteristics can
 tions to increase marketing-mix performance. Such theo- influence a manager's priorities, abilities, and, thus, their use
 retical and managerial contributions are important steps of information (Curren, Folkes, and Steckel 1992; Lehmann
 toward the "accountability" of marketing (Lehmann 2004) 2004; Lehmann and Reibstein 2006; Perkins and Rao 1990;
 and marketing "regaining a seat at the table" (Deshpandé Rust et al. 2004). Consequently, we consider the manager's
 and Zaltman 1982; Reibstein, Day, and Wind 2009). (1) functional area (defined as marketing vs. nonmarket

 ing), (2) level (vice president [VP] and higher vs. lower
 than VP), (3) length of experience (based on overall career,
 at the firm, and in the current position), and (4) quantitative

 In this section, we provide the rationale for selection and background (based on education and work experience),
 definition of each construct, which is based on a review of Fourth, the resource-based view of the firm (March
 literature streams in marketing, finance, strategy, account- 1991; Wernerfelt 1984) suggests that firm characteristics
 ing, and organizational behavior and discussions with 22 account for differences in resources, motivations, and abili
 marketing executives who varied on their level in the orga- ties, which can affect information use. Thus, we consider
 nization, function, and industry. Because this is the first (1) firm size (number of full-time employees), (2) owner
 study on drivers of metric use and we identify a large num- ship (private vs. public), (3) chief marketing officer (CMO)
 ber of potential drivers, we focus on establishing their main presence, (4) recent business performance (relative to the
 effects. Our main two dependent variables of interest are the firm's expectations and competitors' performance), and the
 number of marketing and financial metrics that managers extent to which sales come from (5) business-to-business
 employ when making a marketing-mix decision. In line with (B2B) versus business-to-consumer (B2C) markets and (6)
 previous work (Ambler 2003; Farris et al. 2010; Lehmann goods versus service markets. Fifth, contingency theory
 and Reibstein 2006) and conversations with marketing (Donaldson 2001; Homburg, Workman, and Krohmer 1999)
 executives, we consider (1) general marketing and financial suggests that firms aim to match managerial decisions and
 metrics, defined as metrics suited to many marketing-mix information use with environmental conditions because the
 decisions, and (2) specific marketing and financial metrics, environment in which the manager operates can affect their
 defined as metrics largely suited to each of ten marketing- priorities, abilities, and need for information. Consequently,
 mix decisions considered (Table 1). we consider (1) stage of the product life cycle (introductory/

 Our first driver of metric use is firm strategy (see Figure growth vs. maturity/decline), (2) industry concentration
 1). Both the organizational behavior and the strategy litera- (percentage of sales controlled by four largest businesses),
 ture theorize that firm strategy drives homophily, which (3) market growth (annual growth/decline of the company
 results in managers employing similar decision-making and industry), and (4) market turbulence (rate at which
 processes throughout the firm (Finkelstein, Hambrick, and products/services become obsolete). Verhoef and Leeflang
 Cannella 2009). Homophily theory potentially explains (2009), Homburg, Workman, and Krohmer (1999), Desh
 why a manager in a particular firm setting employs a larger pandé and Zaltman (1982), and Kuester, Homburg, and
 or smaller number of metrics when making marketing-mix Robertson (1999) consider such firm and environmental
 decisions. Firm strategy is based on three strategic variables variables to understand the use of information, managerial
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 FIGURE 1

 Conceptual Model

 decision making, and marketing's influence in the firm. Finally, following the literature on the relationship
 Sixth, Lehmann and Reibstein (2006) discuss a value between use of information and decision making (Abram
 chain-based theory for metrics and identify the marketing- son, Currim, and Sarin 2005; Menon et al. 1999), we expect
 mix decision as a driver of the use of marketing and finan- use of metrics, defined as employment of metrics as deci
 cial metrics. Consequently, we consider ten marketing-mix sion aids (e.g., for considering, benchmarking, monitoring)
 decisions as our final construct driving metric use: (1) tradi- when making a marketing-mix decision, to be associated
 tional advertising, (2) Internet advertising, (3) direct to con- with perceived performance of the marketing-mix activity,
 sumer, (4) social media, (5) price promotions, (6) pricing, defined as a firm's stated marketing (customer satisfaction,
 (7) new product development, (8) sales force, (9) distribu- loyalty, and market share), financial (sales, profitability, and
 tion, and (10) public relations (PR)/sponsorships. ROI), and overall outcomes relative to a firm's stated objec
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 TABLE 1

 Marketing and Financial Metrics

 Marketing-Mix Activity Marketing Metrics Financial Metrics
 General metrics -Market share (units or dollars) -Net profit

 •Awareness (product or brand) -Return on investment
 •Satisfaction (product or brand) -Return on sales
 •Likeability (product or brand) -Return on marketing investment
 •Preference (product or brand) -Net present value
 •Willingness to recommend (product or brand) -Economic value added
 •Loyalty (product or brand) -Marketing expenditures (percentage specifi
 •Perceived product quality cally on brand building activities)
 •Consideration set -Stock prices/stock returns
 •Total customers -Tobin's q
 •Share of customer wallet 'Target volume (units or sales)
 •Share of voice -Customer segment profitability

 •Customer lifetime value

 Traditional advertising -Impressions -Cost per customer acquired/cost per thousand
 •Reach impressions
 •Recall -Lead generation

 •Internal rate of return

 Internet advertising -Impressions -Cost per click
 •Hits/visits/page views -Conversion rate
 •Click-through rate -Internal rate of return

 Direct to consumer -Reach -Cost per customer acquired
 •Number of responses by campaign -Conversion rate
 •New customer retention rate -Lead generation

 Social media -Hits/visits/page views -Lead generation
 •Number of followers/tags -Cost per exposure
 •Volume of coverage by media -Total costs

 Price promotions -Impressions -Promotional sales/incremental lift
 •Reach -Redemption rates (e.g., coupons)
 •Trial/repeat volume (or ratio) -Internal rate of return

 Pricing -Price premium -Unit margin/margin percentage
 •Reservation price -Price elasticity
 •Relative price -Optimal price

 New product development -Belief in new product concept -Expected margin (%)
 •Attitude toward product/brand -Level of cannibalization/cannibalization rate
 •Expected annual growth rate -Internal rate of return

 Sales force -Reach -Sales potential forecast
 •Number of responses by campaign -Sales force productivity
 •New customer retention rate -Sales funnel/sales pipeline

 Distribution -Out-of-stock percentage/availability -Total inventory/total distributors
 •Strength of channel relationships -Channel margins
 •Product category volume -Sales per store/stockkeeping units

 PR/sponsorship -Volume of coverage by media -Lead generation
 •Reach -Cost per exposure
 •Recall -Total costs

 tives and to similar prior activities (Jaworski and Kohli keting literature: (1) market orientation (Deshpandé and
 1993; Moorman and Rust 1999; Verhoef and Leeflang Farley 1998; Kirca, Jayachandran, and Bearden 2005; Kohli
 2009). and Jaworski 1990), (2) strategic orientation (Olson, Slater,

 and Huit 2005; Walker and Ruekert 1987), and (3) organi
 zational involvement in managerial decision making (Noble
 and Mokwa 1999; Palmatier, Dant, and Grewal 2007). Hypotheses

 Antecedents of Marketing and Financial Metric Use Market orientation. Ambler, Kokkinaki, and Puntoni

 Firm strategy. Organizational behavior and strategy lit- (2004) find that top managers in market-oriented firms
 eratures suggest that managers in an organization follow emphasize marketing over financial metrics in their marketing
 similar decision-making processes largely shaped by over- mix decisions because top management in market-oriented
 all firm strategy (Finkelstein et al. 2009). To shed light on firms maintains more interest in assessing customer satis
 whether and how firm strategy drives use of metrics, we faction and needs, the relationship between satisfaction and
 consider three widely studied strategic concepts in the mar- brand assets, and how marketing efforts influence satisfac
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 tion than in how marketing efforts influence profits. Due to H2: Managers in analyzer, low-cost defender, and differentiated
 the customer-based focus of top management in market and defender organizations employ more marketing and finan
 customer oriented firms, we expect managers involved in cial metrics than manaSers in ProsPector organizations,
 generation and dissemination of marketwide intelligence in Organizational involvement. The level of organizational
 such firms to face greater pressure to employ marketing involvement in marketing-mix decisions can be important
 metrics but less pressure to employ financial metrics in because selection of metrics can depend on whether con
 their marketing-mix decisions. stituencies other than marketing are included in the decision

 „ ™ . . . . -c .. (Palmatier, Dant, and Grewal 2007). In a longitudinal study, Ht: The greater the market orientation of the firm, the more „ , . ' , _ , ° . J,
 the use of marketing metrics and the less the use of finan- Palmatier, Dant, and Grewal (2007) consider a variety of
 cial metrics in marketing decisions. theoretical perspectives to show that commitment-trust is

 the immediate precursor to and the key driver of exchange
 Strategic orientation. Olson, Slater, and Huit (2005) performance between constituencies involved in a decision,

 combine Miles and Snow's (1978) and Porter's (1980) They define "commitment" as an enduring desire to main
 frameworks and contend that companies are classified into tain a valued relationship and "trust" as confidence in the
 one of four strategic orientations: prospectors, analyzers, reliability and integrity of exchange partners. To build trust
 low-cost defenders, and differentiated defenders (for formal and commitment between organizational groups (e.g.,
 definitions, see Appendix A). We expect analyzers and both finance, accounting), marketers must consider goals and
 types of defenders to employ more marketing and financial metrics relevant to each organizational group. Conse
 metrics than prospectors for three reasons. First, prospec- quently, we expect that the greater the organizational
 tors are driven toward innovative new product-markets involvement in the marketing-mix decision, the more fre
 (Miles and Snow 1978), which comprise greater uncertainty 9uent is the use of financial metrics. In addition, the more
 about customers (e.g., who the customers will be, how will use °f financial metrics is being considered, we expect
 they react to the new product) and competition (e.g., where ^or purposes of organizational balance between market
 competition will come from, what types of competitive in§ and nonmarketing groups, firms will use more market
 products will be introduced). Thus, it may be premature for in® metncs
 managers in prospector firms to measure general marketing H3: The greater the organizational involvement in marketing
 metrics such as satisfaction, preferences, loyalty, considera- decisions, the more the use of marketing and financial
 tion sets, and share of market and predict general financial metrics in managerial marketing decisions.
 metrics such as net profit, ROI, return on sales (ROS),

 . . . . , . Metric orientation. Agency theory (Fama 1980) sug
 return on marketing investment (ROMI), and economic . „. .. , ¿ * 2 r . . . .
 , ,, , . , , , gests that incentive pay aligns the interests of principals and

 value added (EVA). In contrast, because analyzers and . t , ■ , • • , , . . . . ,. ,T .
 , _ , , 3 , agents to which principals delegate their duties (Jensen and
 defenders enter a market subsequent to prospectors, there is Meck]¡ng 1976) Thus, if principals are interested in man.
 less product-market uncertainty about customers and com- agers employing metrics in their managerial decisions, they
 petition, thus, marketing and financial metrics may be less can deveiop metric-based compensation incentives. Raj
 difficult to measure. Second, because analyzers and defend- gopal and Shevlin (2002) and Coles, Daniel, and Naveen
 ers do not have pioneering or first-mover advantages (2006) find that compensation-based incentives affect
 (Kalyanaram, Robinson, and Urban 1995), it becomes more managerial decision making and firm value. Thus, we
 important for such companies to ensure market success, expect managers with greater metric-based compensation to
 which requires more reliance on metrics. employ more metrics in their marketing-mix decisions.

 Third, prospectors usually have innovation-based com- Whereas metric-based compensation incentivizes the use of
 pany cultures, which reward discontinuous innovation metrics, metric-based training facilitates the use of metrics.
 (Finkelstein, Hambrick, and Cannella 2009), facilitate com- Clark, Abela, and Ambler (2006) show that training and use
 plex and disorderly innovation processes through significant of dashboard systems populated with metrics helps employ
 latitude in decision making (Olson, Slater, and Huit 2005), ees employ metrics in their marketing-mix decisions. Thus:

 and substitute rigid rules and policies with discretion and ^ ^ greater the extent of metric-based compensation and the
 informal coordination mechanisms (Walker and Ruekert greater the level of metric-based training, the more the use
 1987). Thus, we expect managers in these firms to encounter of marketing and financial metrics in marketing decisions.

 less top management pressure for justification of marketing Managerial characteristics. Following the decision
 expenditures through formal marketing and financial metric maker>s perSpective (Curren, Folkes, and Steckel 1992) and
 use. In contrast, analyzers and both types of defenders our intervieWs with managers, we posit that a manager's
 maintain a cost-benefit perspective (Vorhies and Morgan characteristics can influence his or her priorities, abilities,
 2003) that aims to improve on prospectors' offerings (Mat- information use, and thus metric use (Lehmann 2004;
 suno and Mentzer 2000); thus, decision making is more Lehmann and Reibstein 2006; Perkins and Rao 1990; Rust
 likely to require justification based on marketing and finan- et al. 2004). First, we include the manager's functional area
 cial metrics with less latitude and flexibility to depart from (marketing vs. nonmarketing). Much has been written about
 norms. For efficiency purposes, we present all six expecta- marketing's lack of financial accountability, which has
 tions (three strategic orientations x two types of metrics) in undermined its credibility in the eyes of top management
 Table 2 but summarize them here in one hypothesis: (Anderson 2006; Day and Fahey 1988; Rust et al. 2004;

 Managerial Use of Marketing and Financial Metrics 121
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 TABLE 2

 Summary of Hypotheses

 Effect on Marketing Metric Use Effect on Financial Metric Use

 Variable Hypothesis Supported Hypothesis Supported

 Firm Strategy9
 Market orientation + Yes - No
 Analyzers + Yes + Yes
 Low-cost defenders + Yes + Yes
 Differentiated defenders + No + Yes
 Organizational involvement + Yes + Yes

 Metric Orientation
 Metric-based compensation + /es + Yes
 Metric training level + Yes + Yes
 Managerial Characteristics
 Functional area (marketing) + No - No
 Managerial level - No + No
 Managerial experience + No + No
 Quantitative background + No + Yes

 Firm Characteristics
 Firm size + No + No
 Type of ownership (public) ? — + Yes
 CMO presence + No + Yes
 Recent business performance + Yes + Yes

 (better)
 B2C + Yes + Yes
 Services - Yes - Yes

 Environmental Characteristics
 Product life cycle stage No + No
 (maturity/declining)
 Industry concentration + Yes + Yes
 Market growth No - No
 Market turbulence + Yes + Yes

 Marketing-Mix Activity6
 Traditional advertising + No + Yes
 Internet advertising + Yes + Yes
 Direct to consumer + No + Yes
 Social media + No ? —
 Price promotions ? — + Yes
 Pricing ? — + Yes
 New product development + Yes + Yes
 Sales force ? — + Yes
 Distribution ? — + No

 Effect on Marketing Activity Performance

 Variable Hypothesis Supported

 Marketing metric use + Yes
 Financial metric use + Yes

 aAnalyzers, low-cost defenders, and differentiated defenders are compared with prospectors.
 bAII marketing-mix activities are compared with PR/sponsorships decisions.
 Notes: + = a positive hypothesized relationship, - = a negative hypothesized relationship, ? = unclear relationship, and — = not tested.

 Srinivasan and Hanssens 2009). Therefore, in comparison ing, which affects firm valuation, whereas lower-level man
 with nonmarketing managers, we expect marketing man- agers (marketing, product, and brand managers) focus on
 agers to use more marketing but fewer financial metrics metrics more relevant to their own decisions (Lehmann and
 when making marketing decisions. Second, we include the Reibstein 2006; Menon et al. 1999). Therefore, we expect
 level of the manager (VP and above vs. below VP). Man- higher-level managers to use more financial metrics and
 agers at different levels have different goals that affect met- fewer marketing metrics than managers at lower levels,

 ric use: higher-level executives (VP, senior VP, CMO, chief Third, we include managerial experience. The literature
 financial officer, chief executive officer) are responsible for comparing experts with novices suggests that experts have
 conveying performance of the firm through financial report- more highly developed cognitive structures, information in

 22 / Journal of Marketing, March 2013
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 memory, and rules for using information, all of which facili- ments. Fifth, we consider whether the firm has a B2C or
 tate more effective problem structuring and successful prob- B2B orientation. Managers in B2C-oriented firms are more
 lem solving (Harmon and King 1985; Sujan, Sujan, and likely to focus their marketing efforts on "one-to-many,"
 Bettman 1988). Perkins and Rao (1990) find that more expe- while those in B2B oriented firms are more likely to focus
 rienced managers view more kinds of information as useful their marketing efforts on "one-to-one." We expect that it is
 and make more financially conservative decisions. Conse- more difficult to observe results achieved from many cus
 quently, we expect more experienced managers to employ tomers than it is to observe results from a single customer,
 more marketing and financial metrics in their marketing-mix so it will be more important and useful to develop and use
 decisions. Fourth, we include the quantitative background metrics in B2C-oriented firms. Sixth, we consider the firm's
 of the manager with the expectation that managers who are goods versus service orientation. Coviello et al. (2002) find
 more quantitative will use more formal metrics in their mar- that managers in goods-oriented firms are more transaction
 keting decisions. For efficiency purposes, we summarize focused than managers in service-oriented firms, which sug
 our eight expectations in the following two hypotheses. gests that managers in goods-oriented firms may be more

 u .. ... , . , . . .... . likely to rely on metrics than managers in service-oriented H5: Managers with marketing (vs. nonmarketing) titles, lower- J J b
 level titles (lower than VP), more managerial experience, rirms.

 and more quantitative background employ more market- H?; Managers in larger firms, firms with (vs. without) CMO
 ing metrics in their marketing decisions. presence, firms with better recent performance, and B2C

 H6: Managers with nonmarketing (vs. marketing) titles, and goods-oriented firms employ more marketing metrics
 higher-level titles (VP and above), more managerial in marketing decisions.
 experience, and more quantitative background employ R Ma rs in, f blic (ys riyate) f fmns
 more financial metrics in their marketing decisions. with (ys w¡thout) CM0 presence> firms w¡th ^ recent

 Firm characteristics. The resource-based view of the performance, and B2C and goods-oriented firms employ
 firm suggests that firm characteristics influence resources, more financial metrics in marketing decisions'

 which in turn influence a manager's priorities, abilities, Environmental characteristics. Contingency theory sug
 decisions, and information use (March 1991; Wernerfelt gests that managers make decisions to match environmental
 1984). First, we include firm size. In larger firms, managers and industry conditions because environmental conditions
 are able to access greater financial and marketing manage- affect the manager's priorities, abilities, and need for
 rial resources and experience from previous marketing information (Donaldson 2001; Homburg, Workman, and
 efforts (March 1991). Thus, we expect managers in larger Krohmer 1999), which could influence metric use. Thus,
 firms to assemble and employ more marketing and financial we first consider stage of the product life cycle. In the intro
 metrics in their marketing-mix decisions. Second, we ductory and growth stages of the product life cycle, man
 include type of ownership (private vs. public). Publicly agers are typically most concerned about customer acquisi
 traded firms rely on external financing from public equity tion and growth (Kotler and Keller 2009; Porter 1980) and
 markets, which demand financial statements and earnings thus are more likely to employ marketing metrics. In con
 reports (Burgstahler, Hail, and Leuz 2006). Hence, we expect trast, in maturity and decline stages, the market is not grow
 managers in publicly traded firms to be incentivized to use ing, and consequently, we expect managers to focus on
 more financial metrics in their marketing decisions. Third, financial-based efficiencies such as profit, ROI, and other
 we include CMO presence. Nath and Mahajan (2008) indi- financial metrics (Gupta, Lehmann, and Stuart 2004; Mór
 cate that firms employ a CMO to reduce uncertainty top gan, Anderson, and Mittal 2005). Second, we consider the
 management faces in marketing areas. We expect the près- level of concentration in the industry. Managers whose
 ence of a CMO to reduce such uncertainty through greater firms are in more concentrated industries face fewer major
 reliance on marketing metrics. In addition, as a member of competitors, so metric computation is less complex than
 top management, the CMO will convey the importance of when there are a larger number of major competitors. Con
 financial metrics to other top managers, and as a result, we sequently, we expect managers of firms in more concen
 expect the CMO to encourage and facilitate use of financial trated industries to employ more marketing and financial
 metrics for marketing decisions. metrics.

 Fourth, we include recent business performance. When Third, we consider market growth often associated with
 performance falls below expectation levels, firms are economic growth. Fiscal effectiveness is of less concern
 expected to hold employees more accountable through when markets are growing (Kohli and Jaworski 1990); thus,
 financial metrics. However, our expectation follows Bromi- there may be less pressure for metric use. Conversely, when
 ley (1991), who argues that when recent business perfor- market's are shrinking, companies require greater financial
 manee falls below expected aspiration levels, firms are accountability (Deleersnyder et al. 2009), so there may be
 more likely to undertake new risky investments involving more pressure for metric use. Fourth, we consider the level
 greater uncertainty and difficulty in measurement of met- of market turbulence. In stable markets, consumers exhibit
 rics. In contrast, when recent business performance is better relatively invariant choices (Morgan, Anderson, and Mittal
 than expected, managers are less pressured to undertake 2005), and as a result managers have less need for metrics,
 new risky investments and more likely to use metrics, either Conversely, in turbulent markets, there is more uncertainty
 because they have more time to develop metrics or because as consumers exhibit more variant choices (Kohli and
 measurement of metrics is simplified for continuing invest- Jaworski 1990), so managers have greater need for metrics
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 to assess the effectiveness of their marketing-mix decisions. the computation of metrics such as awareness, number of
 Thus, we expect managers in turbulent markets to use more responses, lead generation, conversion rate, cost per cus
 marketing and financial metrics than when these markets tomer acquired, and ROI. Consequently, we expect man
 are stable. agers to use more marketing and financial metrics for

 H9: Managers in introductory/growth (vs. maturity/decline) direct-to-consumer decisions than for PR/sponsorship deci
 product life cycle stages, in more (vs. less) concentrated sions. Fourth, we consider social media efforts, such as
 industries, facing lower market growth, and experiencing Facebook and Twitter campaigns, which allow consumers
 more market turbulence employ more marketing metrics to cocreate brands and experiences, express themselves dig
 in marketing decisions. itally, establish social networks, and share creations and

 H10: Managers in maturity/decline (vs. introductory/growth) expressions with their social networks (Steenburgh and
 product life cycle stages, in more (vs. less) concentrated Avery 2008). Social media efforts, like Internet advertising,
 industries, facing lower market growth, and experiencing .. , . ... ... . . ,

 , ,, ? , . c . , . are suited to the computation of marketing metrics such as
 more market turbulence employ more financial metrics in r ° .
 marketing decisions hits/visits/page views, awareness, number of friends or fol

 lowers, willingness to recommend, and lead generation.
 Type of marketing-mix activity. Lehmann and Reibstein However, because of the relative newness of social media,

 (2006) discuss a value chain for metrics and identify the consumer creations, expressions, and sharing have not as
 marketing-mix activity as a driver of marketing and finan- yet been linked to purchases on a larger scale and thus to
 cial metric use. Ambler (2003) and Farns et al. (2010) pro- financial metrics (eMarketer 2010; Hoffman and Fodor
 pose a variety of metrics for each marketing-mix activity. 2010). As a result, while we expect managers making social
 Building on these works, we focus on how ten marketing- media decisions to employ more marketing metrics than
 mix activities are expected to drive marketing and financial when making PR/sponsorship decisions, it is unclear
 metric use. We begin with public relations (PR)/sponsorship whether they wi]1 empioy more fmancial metrics.
 decisions which are considered the most difficult to mea- Flfth> we consider price promotions, which are not
 sure Kotler and Keller 2009) for two reasons. First, PR found tQ itiye lo term effects (Pauweis,
 usually focuses on new information about a company, Han and Siddarth 20o2) and could generate negative
 which lacks histoncal benchmarks and reduces the firm s , . , , .. , „ . , , . . „ , long-term effects on brand equity. Thus, we expect man
 ability to generate metrics for such decisions. Second, com- . . , , • • c

 . : 6, , , , agers to experience greater pressure to justify their use of
 pames rarely conduct both supply-side measurements on , . c . „ , . , , , v , j. . , , r sales promotions financially and to employ a larger number
 extent of media coverage (e.g., reach, volume of media cov

 of short-term financial metrics (compared with PR/sponsor
 ship decisions) such as target volume, promotional sales or
 incremental lift, net profit, and ROI. Sixth, we consider

 erage, total costs, cost per exposure) and demand-side mea
 surements on reported exposure by consumers (e.g., aware
 ness, recall, lead generation), so linking to marketing and ..... . . , . . .... .

 . . . . . ,.cc. . „ , . ,A ,, pncmg decisions, which have important implications for
 financial metrics is difficult to achieve (Ambler 2003). £ ° , , ... , f, . . r
 „ u. , , - „ finance and thus will be supported by pricing models and Consequently, we consider PR/sponsorship a base level for , , , . ,
 hypothesizing effects of each other marketing-mix activity. data-based benchmarks (Bucklin and Gupta 1999). Conse

 First, we consider traditional advertising decisions. fently we expect managers to employ a larger set of
 Although it is difficult to measure long-term effects of í"anCial metncjs in their Prfng declslons (relatiye t0
 advertising (Bucklin and Gupta 1999), advertising involves ^sponsorship decisions) such as margin, target volume,
 a large ongoing financial investment with historical bench- ROI, and pnce elasticity, but not necessanly a larger num
 marks and several traditional short-term measures. There- ero mar eting metncs
 fore, managers are likely to experience pressure to use not Seventh, we consider new product development, which
 just more marketing metrics such as awareness, reach, and requires substantial capital over long time horizons,
 impressions but also more financial metrics such as ROI to Although longer horizons reduce confidence in metrics
 justify large investments (Joshi and Hanssens 2010). As a (Kahn 2009), because of the substantial capital involved,
 result, we expect managers to employ a larger set of market- we exPect managers to employ a larger set of marketing and
 ing and financial metrics for traditional advertising decisions financial metrics (relative to PR/sponsorship decisions)
 than for PR/sponsorship decisions. Second, we consider such as belief in or attitude toward the new product con
 Internet-based advertising, which facilitates computation of cePfi expected margin, total customers and target volume,
 metrics such as hits/visits/page views, click-through rates, market share, net profit, and ROI as well as to periodically
 impressions, cost per click, conversion rates, and ROI update such metrics to enhance confidence over long new
 (Bucklin and Sismeiro 2009). Thus, we expect managers product development periods.
 making Internet-based advertising decisions to employ Eighth, we consider sales force decisions. Salespeople
 more marketing and financial metrics than when making are closer to the sale than marketers; therefore, their efforts
 PR/sponsorship decisions. (compared with marketers' PR/sponsorship decisions) are

 Third, we consider direct-to-consumer marketing, more readily tied to financial metrics such as forecasts of
 which involves traditional marketing efforts such as direct sales potential, productivity, target volumes, sales funnels
 mail, catalog marketing, and telemarketing, for which his- and pipelines, net profit, and ROI. However, due to the typi
 torical benchmark data exist. In addition, newer approaches cal rivalry and independence observed in firms between
 such as e-mail marketing, interactive television, kiosks, and sales and marketing, it is not clear whether sales managers
 mobile devices (i.e., Internet-based advertising) facilitate will apply more or fewer marketing metrics.

 24 / Journal of Marketing, March 2013

This content downloaded from 
�������������13.232.149.10 on Sat, 20 Feb 2021 08:27:37 UTC������������� 

All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms



 Relationship Between Metric Use and Marketing
 Mix Performance

 Ninth, we consider distribution decisions, which, like time allows managers to assess performance differences
 sales force decisions, are more readily tied to financial met- between variants of the marketing-mix decision (e.g., price
 rics (compared with PR/sponsorship decisions) such as promotions with different price cuts) so that there is less
 channel margins, target volume, inventory, number of dis- uncertainty not just about the performance of the decision
 tributors, and net profit. However, because distribution but also about whether the decision (the extent of the price
 decisions are less likely made by marketers and more likely cut) was the correct one (Abramson, Currim, and Sarin
 made by sales organizations or operations, it is not clear 2005). In summary, greater use of metrics enables better
 whether such decision makers will use more or fewer mar- marketing-mix performance because it permits benchmark
 keting metrics. For efficiency purposes, we present all 13 ing and monitoring of performance and thus more compre
 hypotheses in Table 2, but we summarize them here in two hensive evaluations of marketing-mix decisions, which pro
 hypotheses: vides information to help planned marketing-mix activities

 H„: Managers employ more marketing metrics when making Produce desired results (Jaworski 1988; Menon et al. 1999).
 traditional advertising, Internet advertising, direct-to- Finally, it is important for managers to employ both
 consumer, social media, and new product development marketing and financial metrics to assess the performance
 decisions than when making PR/sponsorship decisions. of the marketing-mix activity, because if only marketing

 H12: Managers employ more financial metrics when making metrics are employed (e.g., market share), there may be
 traditional advertising, Internet advertising, direct-to- financial uncertainty (e.g., regarding net profit given that
 consumer, price promotion, pricing, new product devel- additional market share can come from loyals buying more
 opment sales force, and distribution decisions than when and earlier than usual which can ^ lead tQ postpromo_ making PR/sponsorship decisions. .. . ,. , T ., . , ... . ,

 tion sales dips). Likewise, if only financial metrics are
 employed (ROI), there will be marketing uncertainty
 (regarding the extent to which sales come from switchers
 vs. loyals, which is important for targeting). Consequently,

 We define metric use as the employment of metrics as deci- we expect that the greater the number of marketing and
 sion aids (e.g., for considering, benchmarking, monitoring) financial metrics used when making a marketing-mix deci
 when making a marketing-mix decision (Abramson, Cur- sion, the better is the perceived performance of the marketing
 rim, and Sarin 2005). We define perceived performance of a mix activity.
 marketing-mix activity as a firm's stated marketing (cus- „ T . , .

 ses i ., i , . x j- -i/, H13: Increasing use of marketing and financial metrics in
 tomer satisfaction loyalty, market share), financial (sales, marketing mix decisions is associated with better per
 profitability, ROI), and overall outcomes, relative to the ceived performance of the marketing-mix activity,
 firm's stated objectives and similar prior activities or deci
 sions (Jaworski and Kohli 1993; Moorman and Rust 1999;

 Verhoef and Leeflang 2009). We focus on perceived perfor- R6S63CCh MGthodOlOQY
 manee of the marketing-mix activity (in contrast to a firm
 based performance metric) because the unit of analysis is a Questionnaire Development and Measurement
 particular marketing-mix activity and not all efforts that We took operational measures for constructs in Figure 1
 affect firm performance. from a variety of extant literature, which we summarize in

 When managers use more metrics (e.g., awareness, net Appendix A. Specifically, we took measurement of (1) firm
 profit) as decision aids, they perform more comprehensive strategy from literatures on market orientation (Deshpandé
 evaluations of marketing-mix decisions, which increases and Farley 1998; Verhoef and Leeflang 2009), strategic ori
 the quality of decisions (Abramson, Currim, and Sarin entation (Olson, Slater, and Huit 2005; Slater and Olson
 2005) and results in better marketing-mix performance 2000), and organizational involvement (Noble and Mokwa
 (Menon et al. 1999). We describe the theoretical rationale 1999); (2) firm and environmental characteristics from liter
 briefly as follows: When managers use a metric (e.g., net atures on market orientation (Jaworski and Kohli 1993),
 profit) as a decision aid in a marketing-mix decision (e.g., marketing's influence in the firm (Homburg, Workman, and
 price promotions), just the consideration of the metric Krohmer 1999; Verhoef and Leeflang 2009), firms' use of
 (without benchmarking or monitoring) can be better than marketing research (Deshpandé and Zaltman 1982), new
 when no metric is considered because it makes managers product entry (Kuester, Homburg, and Robertson 1999),
 sensitive to a goal (e.g., net profit). In addition, given that and top management decision processes (Miller, Burke, and
 they have information on the metric (net profit) before the Glick 1998); (3) marketing-mix activity from the literature
 marketing-mix decision, which can serve as a benchmark, it on marketing decision making (Menon et al. 1999); and (4)
 is likely that the metric will be computed after implementa- marketing and financial metrics from a three-step proce
 tion of the marketing-mix decision (price promotion), so dure—(i) a literature review (Ambler 2003; Ambler, Kokki
 there would be an opportunity to monitor performance of naki, and Puntoni 2004; Barwise and Farley 2004; Du,
 the marketing-mix activity. Monitoring the performance of Kamakura, and Mela 2007; Farris et al. 2010; Hoffman and
 the marketing-mix activity is facilitated in two ways: (1) Fodor 2010; Lehmann and Reibstein 2006; Pauwels et al.
 relative to the manager's stated objectives or goals (net 2009; Srinivasan, Vanhuele, and Pauwels 2010), (ii) conver
 profit) for the marketing-mix activity and (2) relative to sations with 22 executives, as noted previously, mainly for
 similar marketing-mix activities (price promotions) made in validation and omission errors in the literature review; and
 the past. In addition, benchmarking and monitoring over (iii) equalization of the marketing and financial metrics
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 to avoid presentation bias in managerial elicitation of the
 marketing and financial metrics employed in a particular
 marketing-mix decision).1 Finally, (5) we based marketing
 mix activity performance on eight operational measures—
 two measures of overall performance relative to the firm's
 stated objectives and to similar marketing-mix activities in
 the past, based on Jaworski and Kohli (1993), and six per
 formance measures relative to the firm's objectives and spe
 cific marketing and financial goals such as customer satis
 faction, loyalty, sales, market share, profitability, and ROI
 based on Moorman and Rust (1999) and Verhoef and
 Leeflang (2009).

 The questionnaire consisted of two sections. First, from
 a list of ten marketing-mix activities, managers indicated
 which marketing-mix decisions they recently undertook.
 Following Menon et al. (1999, p. 28), we asked them to
 focus on decisions that "(1) were not so recent that perfor
 mance evaluation is premature and (2) not so long ago that
 memory about the decision and performance is fuzzy." Next,
 for each marketing-mix activity they undertook (managers
 were required to report at least one marketing-mix decision
 but could report more than one decision), we asked managers
 to indicate which marketing (financial) metrics they used
 before or while making the decision from a list of 12 general
 marketing (financial) metrics common to all marketing-mix
 activities and 3 specific marketing (financial) metrics related
 to the particular marketing-mix activity (Table 1). Managers
 could also view the definition of each listed metric, indicate

 any other unlisted metric used, or select a "no metric
 employed" option. To minimize simultaneity/endogeneity
 concerns, we followed this item with 8 measures of marketing
 mix activity performance observed after the decision was
 made. Subsequently, managers indicated the level of orga
 nizational involvement for each activity. In the second sec
 tion, managers provided information on firm strategy, met
 ric orientation, and managerial, firm, and environmental
 characteristics.2

 Data Collection and Sample Description

 We used a variety of sources to obtain participants. First,
 we directly sent 500 members of the American Marketing
 Association and 560 MBA alumni of a West Coast univer

 sity the study purpose, instructions on how to participate,

 and the questionnaire hyperlink, followed by two reminders
 ten days later and the week following the first reminder.
 Second, we approached marketing professional organiza
 tions such as Marketing Executives Group, Marketing
 Executives Network Group, Society of Marketing Profes
 sional Services, and Sales Marketing Executives, whose
 membership range from 1,800 to 30,000 marketing profes
 sionals. These organizations posted announcements to their
 respective members on Linkedln with a request to partici
 pate. Linkedln is the most successful and comprehensive
 professional social media medium, consisting of 135 mil
 lion members, and is designed to encourage exchange of
 information, ideas, and opportunities among members. Pro
 fessional organizations use Linkedln to carefully select
 members and advance best practices, white papers, and net
 working opportunities, which make the website not just
 legitimate but a high-involvement setting for professional
 managers. Following Fredrickson and Mitchell (1984), we
 indicated in our cover letter post and questionnaire intro
 duction that we were interested in responses from managers
 who do and do not employ metrics in their decision making.
 To encourage response, we offered managers a customized
 benchmark report comparing their use of metrics with other
 respondents. To ensure validity of reports on metric use and
 marketing-mix performance, we guaranteed anonymity of
 the individual and company. A total of 439 managers
 responded on 1287 marketing decisions, with 84% of man
 agers (and 81% of decisions) from professional organiza
 tions and 16% of managers (and 19% of decisions) from the
 alumni group. We did not detect nonresponse bias among
 our respondents, using the Armstrong and Overton (1977)
 test, in which we compared late and early respondents
 scores on the included constructs (p > .05).

 The sample consists of a good mix of top- and lower-level
 managers (56% vs. 44%); managers in prospector (26%),
 analyzer (25%), differentiated defender (37%), and low-cost
 defender (12%) organizations; companies in introductory/
 growth (43%) versus maturity/decline (57%) stages of the
 product life cycle; and in concentrated (40%) vs. frag
 mented (60%) industries. The average number of employ
 ees is 12,658, and the median is 125 employees, which indi
 cates a good mix of large and small firms. In addition, there
 is good variation on each of the other drivers of metric use
 included in Figure 1 ?

 Equalization involved minimal change to the metrics consid
 ered. We accomplished this by excluding a particular marketing or
 financial metric conceptually similar to an included metric but
 reported less often used by managers in the pretest. Across the ten
 marketing-mix decisions, less than 5% (3%) of managers wrote in
 marketing (financial) metrics used not presented to them, indicat
 ing that the set of metrics presented is thorough.

 2We expected respondent drop-off in the second section of the
 questionnaire because the effects of length are more likely to be
 felt in the second section of the questionnaire than the first section
 of the questionnaire. However, we observed a 40% dropout rate
 for the first section of the questionnaire and a much smaller 5%
 dropout rate for the second section of the questionnaire. This sug
 gests that drop-off was due less to length of the questionnaire and
 perhaps explained better by whether the manager was fully
 informed about the marketing-mix decision or whether the
 manager responding was the one most responsible for the marketing
 mix decision.

 3There is also good variance on metric-based compensation (M =
 4.8, SD = 1.5, where 1 = "not important" and 7 = "extremely
 important"), metric training (M = 4.5, SD = 1.8, where 1 = "much
 less than average" and 7 = "much more than average"), B2B- and
 B2C-oriented companies (M = 2.9, SD = 2.2, where 1 = "mostly
 B2B" and 7 = "mostly B2C"), goods- and service-oriented firms
 (M = 5.0, SD = 2.4, where 1 = "mostly goods" and 7 = "mostly
 services"), firms experiencing market growth and decline (M =
 5.1, SD = 1.9, where 1 = ">20% decline" and 7 = ">20%
 growth"), and market turbulence (M = 4.4, SD = 1.1, where 1 =
 "strongly disagree" and 7 = "strongly agree"). The mix of pri
 vately held versus publicly traded companies is 76% versus 24%,
 which is close to but higher than the 2007 U.S. Census (67% vs.
 33%) and firms without versus those with a CMO (72% vs. 28%)
 and is also close to Nath and Mahajan's (2008) modalities of 75%
 versus 25%.

 26 / Journal of Marketing, March 2013

This content downloaded from 
�������������13.232.149.10 on Sat, 20 Feb 2021 08:27:37 UTC������������� 

All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms



 Validity and Reliability of Measures tiple marketing-mix decisions made by a single manager by
 Before the questionnaire was distributed, we pretested it mcludinS managerial characteristics. In Equation 3, PERF

 with five academic experts of a dissertation committee and assises marketing achv.ty performance, which is explained
 ten marketing managers. To help ensure construct validity, ^ an
 we asked academic experts to assess whether questions and To estimate our econometric model, we use a seemingly
 scale items were representative of our underlying con- unrelated agression (SUR) to allow for (1) contemporane
 structs. In line with the pretest results, we reduced length, ous correlations between error terms of Equations 1, 2, and
 altered wording, and skipped redundant items, and all our 3 and (2) Joint estimation of Equations 1, 2, and 3. In addi
 pretest academic experts and managers felt comfortable that tl0n' we estimate the system of eclualions usin8 ordinary
 other managers could answer the questions. To further leasí s1uares <0LS> and generalized least squares (GLS),
 assess reliability and validity of measures, we conducted the latter lechniclue to account for vanances of observations
 three tests. First, we computed coefficient alphas; all but being unequal (heteroskedasticity) or when there ,s correla
 three were greater than .7 (market turbulence is .63, market bon bet^een observations. We report SUR-GLS results
 growth is .66, managerial experience is .68). Second, we because ff and S'gm^ance ieve s were higher, though dif
 conducted exploratory factor analyses for our new con- fere"ce,s bet,ween SUR'GLS and SUR-OLS results were
 structs, which revealed appropriate loadings higher than .7 smalL In addltl0n' ran Ecluab°n 3 WIth managenal char
 for each scale item belonging to a construct. Third, we ^eristics, recent business performance, and growth as
 tested for common method bias using Harman's one-factor addl[,onal dépendent variables; however, the results were
 test, which did not indicate any common method bias. We simdar t0 our onSinal model specification. Variance infla
 also employed the test that Lindell and Whitney (2001) pro- tl0n faf* 8Core8 ™mP °\Z lndePendent vanabIe
 pose and Podsakoff et al. (2003) suggest and adjusted the are we" below b ("a,r et aL 1998>' 80 estlIftlon 18 not
 correlation matrix by the lowest positive pairwise córrela- expecte to su er rom mu tico meanty in t e aggregate

 , . .. , ... . , . . XT based on all other independent vanables. In addition, more tion value to create a partial-correlation adjusted matnx. No , . . 1 , . __ .
 • • , .. f . • -f . . . than 99% of pairwise correlation coefficients (524 of 528) pairwise correlation lost significance, again indicating no . . ' , , An , T
 ■. f . j , • • , in Appendix B are less than .40 (e.g., Leeflang et al. 2000). evidence of common method bias in our sample. ^ . _ , , . ^ „

 One exception is firm size and ownership (.66). The null
 Econometric Model hypothesis that variance of the residuals is homogenous
 „ .. , , , j. . cannot be rejected in any of three equations (p > .66, .86,
 Following our conceptual model, we formulate our econo- , 0lC . , , • ,■ , , . . . .

 , , . ., and .86, respectively), indicating no heteroskedasticity in
 metric model as follows: . ° J

 any equation.
 J / 4

 (1) MMET = po + J^PpFSp + £pd+5MOd + +
 P=1 d=l g=l  Results

 6 4 9 Of the 439 managers reporting on 1287 marketing-mix
 +ypq + nFCq + Ypc+17ECc + ypi+21MA¡ + 6MMET, decisions, more than 100 managers reported on 8 of 10
 HT! i=? marketing-mix decisions, while 70 and 46 managers

 reported on price promotion and distribution decisions,
 respectively (Table 3). The news on the reported use of met

 v __ v1 v1 rics appears to be good. Managers reported using 3.64 mar
 (2)FMET — cOq + / oipFSp + / cod + 5MOd + / coe+7MC„ . . , „ ~ .. . ¿—tv p jLj 3 ¿—i sf g keting and 3.18 financial metrics on average and between

 p~l d_1 g_l 2.8 and 4.8 marketing metrics and between 1.8 and 4.2
 6 4 9 financial metrics across 10 marketing-mix decisions. In

 + 7 ,mq + iiFCq + / ,mc + i7ECc + / ,Mi + 2iMAi + Efmet Table 4, Panels A and B, we present reported use (in per
 q=i c = i i = i centage of times used) and rank order of use for each gen

 eral and specific marketing and financial metric for each of

 (3) PERF = oc0 + oqMMET + a2FMET + ePERF, ten marketing-mix activities. The results in Tables 3 and 4
 have face validity and should be useful for researchers and

 where MMET is the number of marketing metrics employed managers interested in selecting metrics to link marketing

 in a marketing-mix decision, FSp are five firm strategy mix efforts to performance.
 variables (analyzers, differentiated defenders, and low-cost _ . , .......
 defenders each relative to prospectors [which is the base Antecedents of Market,ng and Emane,a! Metric Use
 level], market orientation, and organizational involvement), Table 5 presents the standardized coefficients for Equations

 MOd are two metric orientation measures, MCg are four 1 and 2. We begin with firm strategy. We found that firms
 managerial characteristics, FCq are six firm characteristics, with a greater market orientation use more marketing metrics
 ECc are four environmental characteristics, and MA¡ are (p < .01) but not more financial metrics, so the results sup
 nine marketing activities relative to PR/sponsorship, which port Hj only for marketing metrics. We found that analyzers
 is the base level. In Equation 2, FMET is the number of (p < .05) and low-cost defenders (p < .01) use more market
 financial metrics employed in a marketing-mix decision, ing metrics than prospectors, and analyzers (p < .01), low
 with independent variables similar to Equation 1. We cost defenders (p < .01), and differentiated defenders (p <
 account for potential dependence created by including mul- .05) use more financial metrics (each p < .01) than prospec
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 TABLE 3

 Reported Usage of Metrics

 Marketing-Mix Activity  Number of Managers Marketing Metrics3  Financial Metrics3  Total Metrics3

 Traditional advertising  136  3.81  2.94  6.75

 Internet advertising  150  4.03  3.33  7.36
 Direct to consumer  214  3.48  3.34  6.82
 Social media  142  3.68  1.94  5.62

 Price promotions  70  2.83  3.44  6.27

 Pricing  104  3.88  3.99  7.87

 New product development  144  4.76  4.15  8.91
 Sales force  127  3.10  3.75  6.85
 Distribution  46  3.76  4.09  7.85

 PR/sponsorships  154  2.90  1.82  4.72
 Overall  1,287  3.64  3.18  6.82

 aMeans are reported.

 tors. Consequently, the results largely support H2 (for five relative to the PR/sponsorship decision. Consequently, Hu
 of six firm strategy-metric combinations). The greater the is partially supported only for Internet advertising and new
 organizational involvement in the marketing decision, the product decisions, while H12 is largely supported (seven of
 more the use of marketing (p < .01) and financial (p < .01) eight expectations). Although we found that firm strategy,
 metrics. Thus, H3 is supported. Second, we discuss metric metric orientation, and firm and environmental (manage
 orientation. The greater the manager's metric-based com- rial) characteristics are approximately equally important
 pensation and metric-based training, the greater is the num- (unimportant) in explaining variation in marketing and
 ber of marketing and financial metrics used in marketing-mix financial metrics used, type of marketing-mix effort is
 decisions (all four p < .01). Consequently, H4 is supported. somewhat more important in explaining number of finan
 Third, in contrast to firm strategy and metric orientation, we cial metrics used than number of marketing metrics used, in
 did not find evidence that managerial characteristics particular, for traditional advertising, direct-to-consumer,
 explained variance in the number of marketing and finan- pricing, and sales force decisions.

 Relationship Between Metric Use and Marketing
 Mix Performance

 cial metrics employed. As we expected, only the quantita
 tive background of the manager is positively associated
 with the use of financial metrics (p < .01). Thus, H5 is not
 supported, and H6 is minimally supported on only the quan- Table 5 also reports estimation results of Equation 3. As
 titative background measure. hypothesized, we found that the increasing use of marketing

 Fourth, we found that firm characteristics are associated and financial metrics results in better perceived marketing
 with managerial use of metrics. Managers report a greater mix performance (both p < .01), in support of H,3. This
 use of marketing metrics in public (vs. private) firms (p < result supports the measurement of use of metrics and per
 .05), firms with better recent business performance, and in ceived marketing-mix performance. It is notable that after
 B2C vs. B2B and goods- vs. service-focused firms (each p < we correct or account for the use of financial metrics, the use
 .01). Thus, H7 is largely supported (three of five expecta- of marketing metrics contributes almost equally to improved
 tions). In addition, managers report more use of financial marketing-mix performance, with the additional use of a
 metrics in firms that are publicly owned (vs. private), with marketing (financial) metric in a marketing-mix decision
 CMO presence, with better recent business performance, being associated with a 3% (2%) increase in marketing-mix
 and with B2C vs. B2B and goods vs. service orientations performance.
 (each p < .01). Thus, H8 is largely supported (five of six
 expectations). A possible explanation for the hypotheses on Additional Analyses
 firm size not being supported is the correlation between First, we investigated conditions under which managers use
 ownership and size (.66). Fifth, managers report more use more marketing than financial metrics (the third column in
 of marketing and financial metrics when there is greater Table 5). The results demonstrate that firm strategy (three
 industry concentration (p < .01) and more market turbu- of five variables) and type of marketing-mix activity (six of
 lence (p < .01). Consequently, H9 and H10, on environmen- nine variables) largely influence the relative use of market
 tal characteristics, are partially supported (two of four ing versus financial metrics, firm (two of six variables) and
 expectations each) for industry concentration and market managerial characteristics (one of four variables) only
 turbulence. Finally, regarding marketing-mix activities, we somewhat influence the relative use of marketing versus
 found that, as hypothesized, managers use more marketing financial metrics, and metric orientation (zero of two
 metrics for Internet advertising and new product decisions variables) and environmental characteristics (zero of four
 (each p < .01) than for PR/sponsorship decisions and use variables) do not influence the relative use of marketing
 more financial metrics for traditional advertising, Internet versus financial metrics. Second, we investigated whether
 advertising, direct-to-consumer, price promotions, pricing, the effects of driver variables on marketing and financial
 new product development, and sales force decisions (each p < metrics employed were different for private versus public
 .01 except traditional advertising, which has p < .05), each firms. Of the 58 potential effects (29 driver variables x 2
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 TABLE 4

 Reported Percentage Use and Rank Order of Metrics
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 TABLE 5

 Seemingly Unrelated Regression-GLS Estimation Results

 A: Antecedents of Metric Use

 Marketing-Financial
 Variable  Marketing Metric Use  Financial Metric Use  Metric Use

 Intercept  .00***  .00***  .00***

 Firm Strategy3
 Market orientation  .17***  .04  .13***

 Analyzers  .06**  ^ y***  -j -| ***

 Low-cost defenders  .10***  48***  -.08***
 Differentiated defenders  .04  .07**  -.06*

 Organizational involvement  .07***  -j 2***  -.04

 Metric Orientation
 Metric-based compensation  .15***  .16***  -.03

 Metric training level  .10***  .11***  .00

 Managerial Characteristics
 Functional area (marketing)  .01  -.02  .04
 Managerial level  .03  .05  .00

 Managerial experience  .02  -.05*  .05
 Quantitative background  -.04  .07***  -.11***

 Firm Characteristics
 Firm size  -.05  -.07*  .04
 Type of ownership (public)  .09**  ■j 2***  -.05
 CMO presence  .02  -j -j ***  -.08***
 Recent business performance (better)  .10***  .09***  -.04
 B2C  .12***  .08***  .05*
 Services  -.10***  -.19***  .09***

 Environmental Characteristics

 Product life cycle stage (maturity/declining) -.05*  .02  -.05*
 Industry concentration (concentrated)  •J -j ***  .08***  .03

 Market growth  -!o6*  -.04  -.01
 Market turbulence (More Turbulent)  .10***  .07***  .05*

 Marketing-Mix Activity11
 Traditional advertising  .04  .06**  -.01

 Internet advertising  .10***  .18***  -.04
 Direct to consumer  .03  .20***  -.15***
 Social media  .05  -.03  .08**
 Price promotions  -.08**  .08***  *12***

 Pricing  .05  .15***  -.10***

 New product development  .14***  .17***  -.02
 Sales Force  -02  .18***  -.18***
 Distribution  -.02  .04*  -.08***

 B: Relationship Between Metric Use and Marketing-Mix Activity Performance

 Variable  Marketing-Mix Activity Performance Marketing-Mix Activity Performance

 Intercept  .00***  .00***

 Marketing metrics  .21***  —

 Financial metrics  .15***  —

 Marketing - financial metrics —  .00

 C: Model Diagnostics for SUR-GLS System

 System weighted R-square .21  .08

 System weighted degrees of freedom  3796  2541

 System weighted mean square error  1.00  1.00

 *p< .10.
 **p < .05.
 "*p < .01.
 aArialyzers, low-cost defenders, and differentiated defenders are compared with prospectors.
 bAII marketing-mix activities are compared with PR/sponsorships.

 types of metrics employed marketing and financial), we were greater for private firms and number of financial met
 found no differences on 39 effects and differences on 19 rics employed. For example, the effects of firm strategy,
 effects (approximately a 2:1 ratio in favor of no differ- metric orientation, and firm and environmental characteris
 ences). Most differences we found indicated that effects tics on financial metric use (to a greater extent) and market
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 ing metric use (to a lesser extent) are greater for private
 firms. Third, we investigated whether the effects of driver
 variables on marketing and financial metric use were differ
 ent for the sample of MBA alumni versus the sample of pro
 fessional organizations' members and found that the alumni
 sample had no distorting effect or makes the results
 reported herein (with the inclusion of the alumni sample)
 more conservative for 90% of the hypotheses.4 Fourth, we
 added squared terms for MMET and FMET in Equation 3.
 The coefficient for FMET2 was insignificant (p > .05), while
 the coefficient for MMET2 indicated diminishing returns of
 scale after one marketing metric.

 In summary, the results demonstrate that type of
 marketing-mix activity, firm strategy, metric orientation,
 and firm and environmental characteristics are more useful

 than managerial characteristics in explaining metric use.
 Firm strategy, metric orientation, and firm characteristics
 explain both marketing and financial metric use; however,
 the type of marketing-mix activity is more useful in
 explaining financial metric use than marketing metric use.
 Firm strategy and type of marketing-mix activity also influ
 ence relative marketing versus financial metric use, while
 the aforementioned results largely hold when the sample is
 split by public and private firms and when pooled or not.

 Discussion and Managerial
 Recommendations

 Our main result suggests that a manager's use of metrics is not
 based on who the manager is but rather on the cluster of other
 variables describing the setting in which the manager oper
 ates (e.g., firm strategy, metric orientation, type of marketing
 mix decision, firm and environmental characteristics). In other

 words, the strategic theory of homophily, agency theory, the
 resource-based view of the firm, and contingency theory are
 more powerful than the decision maker's perspective in
 explaining metric use. Our secondary result is that use of
 metrics is positively associated with marketing-mix perfor
 mance. In particular, we found that marketing metrics are
 positively associated with marketing-mix performance and
 equally important to financial metrics, which supports the
 current demand for development and use of both marketing
 and financial metrics for marketing accountability.

 Our results help us identify settings in which managers
 use fewer marketing and financial metrics both indepen
 dently and relative to one another, subsequent to which we
 make recommendations on how to encourage managers to

 use more metrics in such settings. On the independent use
 of metrics, we found that managers use fewer marketing
 metrics in firms with lower market orientation and in

 prospector and differentiated defender firms (vs. low-cost
 defender and analyzer firms). Moreover, we found that
 managers use fewer marketing metrics for traditional adver
 tising, direct-to-consumer, social media, price promotions,
 pricing, sales force, and distribution decisions than for new
 product development and Internet advertising decisions. In
 addition, we found that managers use fewer financial met
 rics in firms that are prospectors, are private, and have no
 CMO presence. We also found that managers employ fewer
 marketing and financial metrics when there is less organiza
 tional involvement in the marketing-mix decision, when
 their compensation is less metric based, and when there is
 less metric-based training, as well as in firms with worse
 recent business performance, in greater B2B and service
 orientations, and industries that are less concentrated and
 turbulent. On the relative use of metrics, managers use
 fewer marketing (than financial) metrics in firms that are
 analyzers and low-cost defenders (both relative to prospec
 tors), when managers have a greater quantitative back
 ground, and when the firm has a CMO presence, as well as
 in direct-to-consumer, price promotion, pricing, sales force,
 and distribution decisions. Managers use fewer financial
 (than marketing) metrics when the firm has a greater market
 orientation, when sales come more from services than
 goods, and in social media decisions.

 Our results suggest five strategies to increase the overall
 use of metrics. First, top management can link managerial
 compensation to metrics. Second, managers should receive
 training on the development and use of metrics. Third, man
 agers from other functions in the organization (e.g.,
 accounting, finance) could be involved in the marketing
 mix decision, so the decision is not just a marketing effort
 but company wide. Fourth, top management can hire a
 CMO to participate in top management decisions to
 increase the relative use of financial over marketing met
 rics. Fifth, managers with quantitative backgrounds should
 be involved in the marketing-mix decision to increase rela
 tive use of financial over marketing metrics. Although these
 five recommendations are straightforward and easy to
 implement, the reward for marketing can be great
 (Lehmann 2004). Indeed, if top management is less forth
 coming on these aspects, it is in the interest of marketing
 managers to encourage top management to move indepen
 dently on these aspects.

 This study has its limitations. First, we only study firms
 in one country. Clearly, there is need for an international
 study that compares metric use across countries. Second,
 we use self-reported performance from a single informant.
 In general, the use of self-reported performance can lead to
 stronger relationships between metric use and performance
 (e.g., Verhoef and Leeflang 2009). However, we do use
 eight subjective measures based on three separate published
 studies from the literatures on the role of marketing, market
 orientation, and marketing's influence in the firm. Multiple
 respondents per firm could increase reliability of findings.
 Third, the use of cross-sectional data has inherent limita
 tions for inferring causal relationships and dynamics. How

 4We also conducted an analysis to investigate how the alumni
 sample, compared with the sample of members of professional
 organizations, affects support for hypotheses proposed in the
 study. The sizes of the two samples vary in that the alumni sample
 accounts for 241 marketing-mix decisions, while the member of
 professional organizations sample accounts for 1046 marketing
 mix decisions. Of the 52 hypotheses, we found that the alumni
 sample had no differential effect on the results of 32 hypotheses,
 weakened support for 13 hypotheses proposed, and strengthened
 support for 7 hypotheses. As a result, for 45 (32 + 13) of the 52
 hypotheses (or close to 90% of the hypotheses), the alumni sample
 had no distorting effect or made the reported results (with the
 inclusion of the alumni sample) more conservative.
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 ever, these three limitations are shared with majority of long- versus short-term orientation of the firm could affect
 published studies in literature streams on the role of market- the use of metrics, though we do consider firm strategy and
 ing, market orientation, and marketing's influence in the metric orientation, which mitigate this issue,
 firm. Fourth, although we study the use of metrics, we do A future direction to extend this work is to explore
 not comment on the importance of metrics used to judge heterogeneity across managers' decisions in the variety of
 marketing-mix performance. We did measure importance of settings in the study. In this first study on drivers of metric
 each metric used; however, the results were similar to the use, we focus on establishing main effects of marketing-mix
 reported results. Fifth, we excluded a few overlapping met- activities, firm strategy, metric orientation, and managerial,
 rics to equalize the number of marketing and financial met- firm, and environmental characteristics to understand which
 rics, though we considered 42 marketing and 42 financial variables are useful in driving metric use. A subsequent
 metrics and allowed managers to write in any unlisted mar- study might focus on interaction effects to judge whether
 keting or financial metric used. Consequently, the exclusion importance of drivers is moderated by variables considered,
 problem is minimal. Sixth, the level of accountability and We hope such further research will build on our efforts.

 REFERENCES
 Abramson, Charles, Imran S. Currim, and Rakesh Sarin (2005),

 "An Experimental Investigation of the Impact of Information
 on Competitive Decision Making," Management Science, 51
 (2), 195-207.

 Ambler, Tim (2003), Marketing and the Bottom Line: The Market
 ing Metrics to Pump Up Cash Flow. London: FT Prentice Hall.

 , Flora Kokkinaki, and Stefano Puntoni (2004), "Assessing
 Marketing Performance: Reasons for Metrics Selection," Jour
 nal of Marketing Management, 20 (3), 475-98.

 Anderson, Eugene W. (2006), "Linking Service and Finance,"
 Marketing Science, 25 (6), 587-89.

 Armstrong, J. Scott and Terry S. Overton (1977), "Estimating
 Nonresponse Bias in Mail Surveys," Journal of Marketing
 Research, 14 (August), 396-402.

 Barwise, Patrick and John U. Farley (2004), "Marketing Metrics:
 Status of Six Metrics in Five Countries," European Manage
 ment Journal, 22 (3), 257-62.

 Bromiley, Philip (1991), "Testing a Causal Model of Corporate
 Risk Taking and Performance," Academy of Management Jour
 nal, 34(1), 37-59.

 Bucklin, Randolph E. and Sunil Gupta (1999), "Commercial Use
 of UPC Scanner Data: Industry and Academic Perspectives,"
 Marketing Science, 18 (3), 247-63.

 and Catarina Sismeiro (2009), "Click Here for Internet
 Insight: Advances in Clickstream Data Analysis in Marketing,"
 Journal of Interactive Marketing, 23 (1), 35-48.

 Burgstahler, David C., Luzi Hail, and Christian Leuz (2006), "The
 Importance of Reporting Incentives: Earnings Management in
 European Private and Public Firms," Accounting Review, 81
 (5), 983-1016.

 Clark, Bruce H., Andrew V. Abela, and Tim Ambler (2006),
 "Behind the Wheel," Marketing Management, 15 (3), 19-23.

 Coles, Jeffrey L., Naveen D. Daniel, and Lalitha Naveen (2006),
 "Managerial Incentives and Risk-Taking," Journal of Finan
 cial Economics, 79 (2), 431-68.

 Coviello, Nicole E., Roderick J. Brodie, Peter J. Danaher, and
 Wesley J. Johnston (2002), "How Firms Relate to Their Mar
 kets: An Empirical Examination of Contemporary Marketing
 Practices," Journal of Marketing, 66 (July), 33-46.

 Curren, Mary T., Valerie S. Folkes, and Joel H. Steckel (1992),
 "Explanations for Successful and Unsuccessful Marketing
 Decisions: The Decision Maker's Perspective," Journal of
 Marketing, 56 (April), 18-31.

 Day, George S. and Liam Fahey (1988), "Valuing Market Strate
 gies," Journal of Marketing, 52 (July), 45-57.

 Deleersnyder, Barbara, Marnik G. Dekimpe, Jan-Benedict E.M.
 Steenkamp, and Peter S.H. Leeflang (2009), "The Role of
 National Culture in Advertising's Sensitivity to Business
 Cycles: An Investigation Across Continents," Journal of Mar
 keting Research, 46 (October), 623-36.

 Deloitte (2007), "In the Dark II: What Many Boards and Executives
 STILL Don't Know About the Health of Their Businesses,"
 research report, (accessed January 15, 2013) [available at
 http://www.deloitte.com/view/en_RS/rs/services/consulting/
 5412fa0d6b 1 fb 110 VgnVCM 10OOOOba42fOOaRCRD .htm].

 Deshpandé, Rohit and John U. Farley (1998), "Measuring Market
 Orientation: Generalization and Synthesis," Journal of Market
 Focused Management, 2 (3), 213-32.

 and Gerald Zaltman (1982), "Factors Affecting the Use of
 Market Research Information: A Path Analysis," Journal of
 Marketing Research, 19 (February), 14-31.

 Donaldson, Lex (2001), The Contingency Theory of Organizations.
 Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications.

 Du, Rex Yuxing, Wagner A. Kamakura, and Carl F. Mela (2007),
 "Size and Share of Customer Wallet," Journal of Marketing, 71
 (April), 94-113.

 eMarketer (2010), "Measuring Return on Social Investment: Mar
 keters Must Connect Business Goals to Social Media Objec
 tives," eMarketer.com, (February 9), (accessed January 4,
 2013), [available at http://www.seomarketinglouisville.com/
 measuring-re turn-on-social-investment/].

 Fama, Eugene F. (1980), "Agency Problems and the Theory of the
 Firm," Journal of Political Economy, 88 (2), 288-307.

 Farris, Paul W., Neil T. Bendle, Phillip E. Pfeifer, and David J.
 Reibstein (2010), Marketing Metrics: The Definitive Guide to
 Measuring Marketing Performance. Upper Saddle River, NJ:
 Wharton School Publishing.

 Finkelstein, Sydney, Donald C. Hambrick, and Albert A. Cannella
 (2009), Strategic Leadership: Theory and Research on Execu
 tives, Top Management Teams, and Boards. Oxford: Oxford
 University Press.

 Fredrickson, James W. and Terence R. Mitchell (1984), "Strategic
 Decision Processes: Comprehensiveness and Performance in
 an Industry with an Unstable Environment," Academy of Man
 agement Journal, 27 (2), 399—423.

 Gupta, Sunil, Donald R. Lehmann, and Jennifer Ames Stuart
 (2004), "Valuing Customers," Journal of Marketing Research,
 41 (February), 7-18.

 Hair, Joseph F., Rolf E. Anderson, Ronald L. Tatham, and William
 C. Black (1998), Multivariate Data Analysis. Upper Saddle
 River, NJ: Prentice Hall.

 Hanssens, Dominique M., Roland T. Rust, and Rajendra K. Srivas
 tava (2009), "Marketing Strategy and Wall Street: Nailing
 Down Marketing's Impact," Journal of Marketing, 73 (Novem
 ber), 115-266.

 Harmon, Paul and David King (1985), Expert Systems: Artificial
 Intelligence in Business. New York: John Wiley & Sons.

 Hoffman, Donna L. and Marek Fodor (2010), "Can You Measure
 the ROI of Your Social Media Marketing?" MIT Sloan Man
 agement Review, 52 (1), 41-49.

 Managerial Use of Marketing and Financial Metrics 133

This content downloaded from 
�������������13.232.149.10 on Sat, 20 Feb 2021 08:27:37 UTC������������� 

All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms



 CO < C\J
 oo a co

 O) £ c c
 (1) o O
 £ 1 « — w c

 8 -2
 o> ^ <g
 8 1 1
 f= CO m
 — 5. ^
 CO CD _

 8 2 «
 ® o = .<2 2

 8. ' §
 ® o) 2

 ■g | £ § V, 8
 <0 » o
 "O II • C
 ® ® .2 to
 CD T} i- -n
 C w ® ® ffi

 2 9-® <2 c x
 c w ®

 0 I I 55 I
 1 ® o | |
 o S 1^1
 8 S, "33 ■ti O)— t CO £ C 3 O
 0 .— »i=

 E § d£8?
 1 1 £8 si
 1 » Sslli
 I ; lliii x o CO +Z -n "O 3
 5 r- C/5 05 P C O" ©

 - "q I- C 3 III O C
 coq® 2.2 — i- i= g; ® — a) E o □ _ ^ c
 2®£ 2°»°?S«o
 1e| lE®§®s2« c
 £ ° 0 "™§-a=E'®o B
 ™ <0 §> "Q ® M 1'■= ^ e £ ®| g> =5 ® § o g 3 £ <0 j-.-£0 £°O(/5
 S cb 2E-g — ®o^o ® ° * .§ e o ® ® * o r. r n O br o _Q O) 3h (/) ^

 <0

 e £ © u to h,
 ? o 51
 o <2 ®
 -£ >, o .9 O) >,

 II-§ co O •- 5=I « 3-f $ il m . m ® l. OJi: ..

 2to^; .5 0f5g-®®2Sg
 c-»c S1 -I i § s! 2
 §§2 fifsiSii

 ^SE^-Se®® ® ot o "5 ® -c c
 i-fiS-ifeSi §"gfSfcf-S 2gEiS|fig *«:|gs£g

 m ® 5 "= E ® JT ^ W r O -*=1 lisssi H >- X C 2 ^ ® in

 ipjllilii! |®o£lil||||lilll jp u* Pill!
 ® 2i?c ° cl c ° oil o 2 'E ■$ ® ® £ ® ? "E 3 ® > ®.£ 5tj5SO>SO>>>- iCmt^^-E-cE^E-JaiDQaa s o « ®hH< 5«!„02u. ® c ® a) ® 2 o ® • • • • «c«- - • • «««•••

 Q co 2 co Q to 1S Q ^ S to Q S n

 ® ® is ■So 2 0
 i£ ® ST c "o O ®
 £E^§ I®? i .Qfflco^ iS l.- § o c
 Sj„ «® O) C®I_ — ~ 2E o
 ®"2ic-^« ® il ® Cm"® -O «

 .gjBg ®<2
 02 .2® o c „ ffl®® ®®
 S «ieo o "o)Oi]oo ~-5xio> 9 r ® ® 05 5 -a aiiSoo c P offl o 5
 £ O® <0 c snoo « S 2? o) co ®=-T--3® Sci-CMCM 0)C£,,_ ~q

 APPENDIX A

 Definition of Constructs and Operational Measures

 34 / Journal of Marketing, March 2013

This content downloaded from 
�������������13.232.149.10 on Sat, 20 Feb 2021 08:27:37 UTC������������� 

All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms



 0)
 a
 O
 ■o
 c
 (0

 c
 o

 Tt < 00 LO <<<^t <<
 q ¿ <» ZZZ®? Z Z

 S ~ &
 £3, ^ C) o
 a? -10® ^ ® m E «o c x: * >. m *
 — <D®n c IS Z- II .(= °> o>° ® ®g ^ s 0 ® C >X 2 fli ~ O ® 5'-í=® ^ mS(0C"O

 f I If * ¡ 1.1 f «
 í Z ti S € ".1 | rü »
 r ® c « c ®- ^ I "g ° « ! *2 3 ® "H* ® &
 S i-wg CT o"5®'-», c > œ .2 >, .« =_ ig cd ^

 1 ft t| ! 1 I P ! 1
 I |I ? ®l I ?g | ■„
 « 1¡ I? § p S I ~
 .i &:■ »s 3 ®-o ? si "» I
 1 11 11 I íí M r .1 -O S .ü ,5 °" = .* ®" o 2 ® £ £ E « ?<¡s « o I I 5 j S £-o) s 3 ro S SE . S la «

 o .£

 >, ® t= <0
 ® 3 ®
 sg. Ü g.
 mx ®ir

 #— • r~" cjj u -* m > «' r _« ~ vu

 œ ® ^ <2 « -o= 8 § - ® P E -8
 s.* Ir &¡ i S| ! || lo i i
 *í &l i ii % ° Sí ¡S¡ Is a>¿= ® ® roc £ ~ ® ® > o... = w £ °

 n E S ~ o - m O X § O ® ® ® O O _U. 13 0 u Cu CJ (1) ¿ Vj-J JJJ -Ti

 || |>> ®| « =g f 2 g¡8 feg
 ®g ®« || ® c- ®"'I i 2 i 2 °o>
 ci « f ï S" f I !& i Qt i Is «I S¡
 ■U »Í £$ ! «J I? I Sg I SS s* áí

 SmS1 £2 as c-ï^Sg S "= to ! !! ¡e §e £ .9 ® cS s- S « ® í ï c S o® g r - 8- ¿8 ¿8
 11! Î* W1 ? "Ü if Ë8Î 'SJ I P i ® eI
 S|l if P iüsií til fli ll 8S 8"
 sil |l i| ° -§|| si 5& 5- il § i% -c-p E 2*2$ ® ® 2 « > ■£ íg ® o c -ï g a> ® _ _

 ill l5 U 1 iff 11 II S si i il II II
 f^.i ï||i| lililí tÛ. Ill ¡i ?S ?S
 ll¿ !"-ÜS s 111 f! |£S1 Ii i I&- Il ?! ** -O C « g g > = ^Eraxo® o>-m í;«x ®><
 0 S c ? oTá ® ® x x ¡o 3 c VEq.-*5 9-2 > ®ffl(px:® x ® me® ^ o o ®c i S)®3Scr 5 = > 8" > e e ° ® œ i 2 ® .9® ® >-= "ta'E^síis ®- « o o « u. o E? 5 9 o ®e<o > > 9 -c x: x ü
 ®®d) ®®®85 X ^ O) — X c ^ c®« OOH^*- 5^ 2 2 g' ® C ® ® CT §, 3 ™ o -g § -§ E c a, a, g J® J ® « o Ë <r8o® -mESa-mmo8íñ-^:2o. ¿E^-C^3 ®^ O-g u = •= ~ iz: _ J> i_ m— <0 CO k_ cd r Cü CD CD ^ c «i *•— ♦-' || ♦- O -^-O

 |IS 8b ||Iob i S ® ® §>2§f^ 11 ii § 11- II II Cu rt\ *tr •— o ._ Cu k_ i_ i— CDn^-rsOo 3 c lü*^ ü¿0 C "nv*— y —

 MSSIi ÏIÎ2-S | III Sills 11 ¡¡ ¡pl 111 h si
 <Êllg| ëfa||S < §o < 11V i5^ ....tcc:co .. u. .. > Q • • • • co co co •■••u2x ••< ••— • • i-) .. .. ^ ^ x ..ll. ^.li.

 g 8 5 =3 '-S 'g §°89-^S g © e e e gsi«® g® g® g® gs ÊËP- g® g«ç
 1 5 S> ® 11 1 > 3 P ® ® 2 5 3 ï ? I 5 ® g I :1 3 :! 3 =3 :e 3 3 5 „ 5 3 si® c to 03 > ® .9 c®«uJ"c5q. c « O o o c«¿xj> cw cw c to c «,0,0,- cw c ¡o .9 ro iz O IE ll ç - <oO «S ç colli ç: rjOuj> ç n «^5 «^S S ^ ^ ^ S ^5^ o) o 2 • • • o a. q> • ® ® • • • o a> • • • a> a> ® ®©0)®*# o® a> £, fe
 DSw q > s OS qs os os os os os os®

 Js¿ "D O) O) O)
 O 0 c c c c

 O) br O 3 CO ~ CO CO
 r* «Û O) r O h— X! h— «♦—
 .§ ^ — C O m ^ /-.CD O 0 0) 0) C c 0) £ o ~ 5> .9-0 V 000

 ? :js~ i i fi » s„? i
 « l-gls Ï » II i -lil al ™
 S IIP ! 1 i ïUi Ills 7k Ïh üo I i 1 Itii ¡Hi giiua — — — w j ^ 5- — -- ^ vu " CVJ v

 £ s o ir h o oc m'"

 Managerial Use of Marketing and Financial Metrics / 35

This content downloaded from 
�������������13.232.149.10 on Sat, 20 Feb 2021 08:27:37 UTC������������� 

All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms



 il
 §!

 < < CD CO
 2 2 ^ ^

 O c
 O) - co 5 O
 CO r- ^ 03
 03 oM® ~ g o 03 C ^ 3 .2 •— T3 k 0) c o

 •? ° S ü f I E ^ -2 -g
 2 a? si co j> ^ I'g| o a» c c -° X3 0)"u co
 c 5 co 'f.o o iS .£ x c
 -o — § ¿ o "S £ 9 ^ E ® £ Co®£ ® o > -ï V-S

 h- t _- o ® 9 o ® g> ° ® « oO b: »= ô o E ~ -c ^ £ Q-Uj ® œ " ÎÏ2
 ■a -^-oCO® "73 -2> => jZ S
 g =o c -.9 .«2 x1® S fô ® E ® m » i: oc® co o> E E ® o)c£
 Q. ® O ® -? m ®> w ~ OTJ
 co E« %2 e|°
 C 48f« Il g E o ~
 ■ê E'|§ ~ ¡51 §508
 § il»â ®E" fS| "m -2-^"pco "p g co * v. g > c3®> .£ £ 5 g £ E

 _£! £ ® 5 E ®> « £="0.5
 0 co « oj.§ ç $ S ü
 1 ® £ ® § ■■§ ® c j = g
 e |Eo <2 =
 0 3<d®9 cu £ "9 o ® y
 *g ®e¿£ e E S z^b
 E ElfE |||
 1 gSl|. fP tas >, ^®s;pa SS» 0 ■= 2 — CO > .— O U Cu ..n z:
 C COI73 ~ "£ <7) CO -O 2 ® £
 ® § g1 ra a? £2 3 Ô ->, SE-c
 o -s o f C O ® ® £ i C
 ® "5 P « c LÜ « ra o ® 8¡I o c®£ *g®
 CO T3~-®Q- Oçoo 5 CU c
 ■a rapE Ê^5 u « £ $ £ ■£ g>,£c -_CC ®o® 5~®
 cMlSas^l^E gS ^
 P¡úp8B®ES I 8.E
 t^EaS-î Üó®® =? S> 5
 5 8 o £ «¿25 cop fe = =?2u.®s EE 8 1 3 g e ® ® = ^ œ !>■= £? o c e c c cu 13 c°m o £ CC
 .9 o o ® ñ E ®" E cl g °®'¡J
 mt CCI ÍC £« ü O) C c >> O) $
 ~ « * CLa)" - i ® « §.S I

 I & 2 "8 ■§ ?
 -- - - ^ -m « §> ® ® cu £
 ^I«h?s 5ëii 3 E ~ O) CO "S ^ r CC « .. Cu LL q — í— c®Íffl®ü£ = E ¿ R® o .
 lesg-cíí s«.o ~ g - g
 «llsfl! |ï:I fais E«ls-S|f Sil Sïïîs
 o S « e s . í o'5° ~ * ® "°
 «•- fg o -o ® z ® .9 ® •£ ® .25 EbI| ® ■■=■0 8" -E

 g ! ! 2 a i £ .r è> » ai e .S i I
 !¡g£?Ii 21 i i i «I! ¡c — <B ® i— O C í^gOCOOT^E "S ffl ® o • ® <0 c te ® ■ •
 û£5 ï 5 Eil oS

 . "O
 ) c

 o UT, ü) ^ <2CO^ W03 5 (D ?r c Éog

 38 s iïÈH88 Û. U- b ©"■£ J rJ
 ■= "0< C/D co

 o> c

 - ® 00 f §
 ® .— CO ® ®
 k_

 CO

 _ TS -♦—' W »—

 C ÇO (D C C ../>
 -oT y -n (/) 2 co g
 a® § ® E •= c e e o
 S 05 c ® T- .9
 Q _; u. .
 x« "®®.:>co«o®Z

 "* S53is;i2® ÎS-^CÔ C. X t- 03 vü
 ^3 1= COO.-OO (o
 D)o3-=DÛCVi2CV,"Ô5m c 0.2 . ^ >.?; k- CC S JÜCD 5~t*00®Oo >

 = 05 ®® ®"rtí®0~ "0"0 3
 5C35 -X^(?0«_:OC® é-T- oè ^5twu.coLLcoû.

 36 / Journal of Marketing, March 2013

This content downloaded from 
�������������13.232.149.10 on Sat, 20 Feb 2021 08:27:37 UTC������������� 

All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms



 £
 3
 <0
 CO
 o
 5

 75
 c
 o

 5. *
 0) "O

 a 3 <=
 z .£ w
 W c §
 o. o -

 S°
 »
 o

 (O "O
 a> c

 E . «
 O -oí,
 ü ? g1 ai
 3 (0—2?

 O O ¿ E

 « e | | O -C
 © > © c5
 > > CL D
 ° ■? C £
 "D >-* © s
 C r^. -*
 © = ©

 © r
 ©

 ©
 "o ■

 > —

 ô > c 2 c C o § co O
 í ra ->.-?£ ra - ^ ~ c •E c £?Ô

 |r'£
 O a? S f s a -s s

 -t-" ^ r~ ^

 a> a> ra S as
 -ï a E Z. °
 2 c S ® c
 E ® .2 S ® ■- x: ai ^
 -o (0 (0 C 03
 a s e h s <13 "" O <13

 -D S gj-D
 (0

 <o c -ü su; e
 03 3 ® 3 3

 E ^ ^ C 03
 £ > 03 3 > O ■*-* © ?♦— V-> o
 © O — o CVJ
 c ffl $ < 05 ra
 o ra £ o) c ^
 •o i o)Z_.S g
 ® 33 T_ <13 ® 0> o
 5 | ill 38 ° -Q ra

 "8 oí E ! g g> « f- {-- O © -C O w H— .— S -=¿. O •=, <+- © a)
 ^.2 ©c§3© © 5= 0 •$<" E I P E o® -3 73 Ô m - -C ® z.
 .<2 03 h m as-1 c >,^ <0 c " <o > -o <g 6 i- — ® 3 N — .. C
 "> .9 ® Ç <» x> 2 ra® 03 jC © ¿r JZ rr> o

 8 e- = ?Sg € « "o2e-~ h-po x © o ^ -t- O <r

 II l¡»8§ > ¿»« 5§£. 11 ^-c §
 ç o en ll '> > en "o $J ü? O) © . -= r- © C CJ) ^ T

 I? |£ll| 1
 ¡2 |_§H>£jU«l^§£sr
 « > ° V ® 11 ° g o11 « *" C ®
 o « 73 2? ■£ C-"° C ° "2 m 03 <0 ^ O O © ir m © r= *5 C © --; + m © S 9 2^-S 3è© 05 C ü)
 olS" ¿2 5 E g ® s= "T ™ £ CC « ,2

 Eas c 2 S PZ9^—03 o c o « ¡ E tr ¿ ..i? b •t "K ^ roOï=!L.«êffl2^-c

 av Bc.i?^Sro&2E ©E >» en c >-. o *- .■= *- O jz o
 ¡E~ ocoo^o^HgS®!

 I° 2Í = 1||E81 SiSÔ

 Q £5

 "O
 c

 n. *~ ej >4_

 -c S 8 > o 10 o
 ■■£= V c -C O Í3 *— '^*s
 < T3 2^2 ® c E > ° .x o « E .o
 ^ c ._ o O) OJ ■f ra o o, ra
 ÓE S25® c
 .E Si o^-T" J
 © t: > o) w ©

 2

 ©
 -Q
 ©
 O

 O
 Q
 ©

 Managerial Use of Marketing and Financial Metrics / 37

This content downloaded from 
�������������13.232.149.10 on Sat, 20 Feb 2021 08:27:37 UTC������������� 

All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms



 eoueuijojjad

 soupw lejoueuy

 soupw Buipujew

 uopnqupja

 aojoj saps

 juaiudopAaa pnpojd msn

 Bupud

 SUOj)OUIOJd 30|Jd

 eipayy |b;oos

 jauinsuoQ oi paiia

 6uiS!)JdApV )dUJ8)U|

 BujsqjdApv |BUOjJ!pBJi

 aoua|nqjni p>)JBW

 qiMOJQ »a>)JB|/\|

 uojpjpaouoo Ajpnpui

 apAo aj!i

 saojAjas

 0Z9

 aouBuiJO|jad paoaa

 OIAIO

 djqsjauMo

 azis uijjd

 aAjptquBno

 aauauadxg jpoM

 |3Aa-| jaBeueyy

 eajv puoipunj

 Bujupji ojjpiAi

 uojpsuaduiOQ aupi/y

 luauiaA|OAU| |BuojpzjUB6jo

 japuapa papquajajjia

 japuapa poo-moi

 jazApuv

 uojppauo PlJeiN

 O CD CO
 O O CM

 §  o o

 O CO CO CM
 o o

 f r
 CM h- CO CM CO
 o o o o o

 I

 CM CO CD lO CVJ
 O O T- t- -r

 r r
 O Is

 r

 o
 o

 Oi
 o

 CM  CO
 O  .13

 m
 o  .00

 T  f  r  f
 o>

 q
 CO  CO

 CM

 r  i*

 ■M"

 o
 CD
 O

 |"
 O

 r

 Oi
 CM

 r

 CM

 1*

 r-.
 cm

 •M"  CO
 o  .05

 CO
 o  CO  .10

 m
 .04  .07

 m
 o

 -

 .16  .03  .05  .07  .03
 CO
 o

 CD
 O

 CM
 O

 CO
 o

 "d
 O

 CM
 O

 CD
 o

 o  -et
 o  o  o  o

 T  r
 o  co  CO  CO  Tf
 o  o  o  o  q
 ■*  r  f

 o  CM  h  •<d  Is
 o  o  o

 r  r
 o  T_  o  CO  CO  o  ■<d
 o  T  o  o  o

 f  I  r
 O  r  CD  CO  m  h  CO
 o  o

 l*

 O

 |*

 o

 l"

 o

 r
 o

 r
 o  o

 o  CD  o  CM  CM  r-.  Is
 o  o  o  o  o

 r  f  r  r  f  r  r
 o  co  CO  CO  m  CD  CO  CO  o
 o  T  O  o  o  o
 ■*-'  r  r  r  r  r  r  r

 o  CO  CO  CD  CO  CM  Is  m  CM  CM
 o  O  ■r  o  o  o  o
 *  r  r  r  r  r  r  r  f

 o  CM  in  CM  00  o  CM  r  N  CM  CO
 o  7—  T  r  o  "7  T  t  o  o  o  r

 *  r  r  r  f  r  \  f  r  r  r
 o  o  CM  •M"  ■M"  CO  CO  CM  T_  CO  CO  CO
 o  o  o  O  o  o  o  o  O  o  o

 r  f  r  r  r
 o  CO  Is  CM  CO  ^d  CO  CO  CO  CO  o  CO
 o  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  o

 T  f  r  r  r
 Is  m  CM  •«d  CD  m  CO  CM  in  o  T  o

 o

 l"

 o

 l"

 o

 l'
 O

 |"

 o

 l"

 o  o  o  o  o  o

 ■"d"  m  CO  CM  o  *d  CO  CO  T  CO  o  Is  o  o
 CO

 |'
 o

 r
 o  O

 |"

 o  o

 r
 o  o  o

 f
 o

 f
 o  o

 r
 o

 r
 CM  O  r  CM  00  o  CM  m  CD

 CM

 |"
 q  o  o  o  o

 l'  r
 o

 r  l"  r
 CM

 r
 o

 l"

 CO  CO  CM  in  CM  't  CO  CO  CO  o  Is
 O

 |"

 o  T  o  o  o

 l"

 o  o

 l"

 o

 r
 o

 l'
 o

 f
 q  T.  o

 r-.  CM  o  CO  CO  o  CO  0)  Is  CO
 CO  o  o  o  o

 f
 o

 r
 o  o

 r
 o

 r
 o

 r
 o  o  o  CM

 CO  CM  CO  CM  o  o  CO  CO
 o  o

 l"

 o

 r
 o

 r
 O

 |"

 o  o  o  o  o  o  o

 o  in  CM  CM  ,d  Is  t  "d  CO  CO  CO  i^
 o  o

 1*

 o

 1*

 O

 |"  |"

 o  o  o  o  o  T  o

 CM  CO  CM  m  CO  "M"  CM  CM  o  1^  o
 o  o

 r
 o  o

 r
 o

 r  r
 o  o  o  o  o  o  o  T

 CO  o  CM  "d  CO  CO  CO  m  Is  CM  CO
 o  o  o

 I*

 o  o

 r
 O

 f
 o  o  o  o  o  o  CM  o

 in  CO  "t  CM  CM  in  m  CO  i^  in
 o o o

 r
 ri-cowocDocMmmifl'-NO't
 OOOOOOOOOOOOt-O

 r r i i
 CO CVJ O C\J CO CVJ

 1 vj w w t— w «/ "m i- Ifl O) CM N CO M" O « w y
 OOOCOt-t-OOOOOOOt-OOOO

 eo
 -.02

 *d
 o

 l"

 CD
 O

 f  -.03  -.05

 CO
 o

 f
 O

 r

 O
 •d"
 O

 Is
 o  .02 •  .06 ■  .25  .30 ■  .17 ■

 OCOOJCOr-COCOIONCOCONNCOCMCOCVJCOr-CMCMCOtmiOCOCOin
 OCOOt-^-t-OOOOOi-OOi-t-OOOOOOOOOCMCOt
 r-" " | f f ' I" f f I

 ONCOtCOr-caCMCOtCMCOmOJCOCOT-lfiCOT-LO'fCOOmON^CO
 OCMCMOOi-OOOOOOOOOOt-Ot-OOOOCMOOt-CMCM

 r- * r * * ' i r r r ' * r i r i

 ^ r r r ' r ' i' ' r r * r ' * r r r * r * r r r r r r r r

 CM  T  CO  Is  CO
 O

 r
 o

 |"

 o  o

 f
 ■d  ,d"  CO  CO  o

 |"

 o

 l"

 o

 l"

 o

 l'
 o

 Is  CD  CO  ■M  CO
 o  O  T—  O  o

 . • CO in O T- Cd T- CM 1- lO OJ CVJ CM rf o>
 Ot-CMOOOOOOOOOt-^O

 N®®®r^in^Qw^ogoticoc50r:orcMWCMr5 i000^-00000t-t-000000000000000

 \ r r \ r r r r i' r r ' ' ' i' i r r ' r
 OOr-rCOrffiNOCO^COCJJinNrOCOtlfiCMrCMri-rO'-^COCOCO
 OCMTtOOOOOOr-OOOOOOr-OOr-OOOOOOOOOOi-O
 f i * ■ f i r i r r * * r

 OCOi-^0CJ)NScOCOCO^lflCOO(O'-COO)(OCMOr'tlflWrtT
 OOCMOT-^-r-OoT-Oi-i-OCOOi-t-OOOOOOOOOOO
 ^ . I- I" . . . f . . I- I- I- I. . . . (. I- . . . I. . . f I- J. J.

 T- Oi "M- N
 O t- O r

 >_ E
 0 0
 s >

 caj®>0 c 2 0 c? ® 0
 S E -S - " ra a 8 r E g | 3 § c 5 a IS?if8?g I 8aa|sg° 2 l?i||S8|i<D 1 gSjSgJggl S.cE? ssS11 ie 1 fg.|sf I ills!
 J2^Tfcmr-rt3«JCC"®nO —O <0 3 3 £ £ T5 <0 ^ C ~
 »?^iEP««§«oSis5«N«£^i5«SS®§r!«i.si»i: 5<3QOS2£SJOiLOUt«l)j£S':' r-fi---S-" 2h£b!«i£zi/)bs

 APPENDIX B

 Correlation Matrix

 381 Journal of Marketing, March 2013

This content downloaded from 
�������������13.232.149.10 on Sat, 20 Feb 2021 08:27:37 UTC������������� 

All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms



 Homburg, Christian, John P. Workman Jr., and Harley Krohmer
 (1999), "Marketing's Influence Within the Firm," Journal of
 Marketing, 63 (April), 1-17.

 , Martin Artz, and Jan Wieseke (2012), "Marketing Perfor
 mance Measurement Systems: Does Comprehensiveness
 Really Improve Performance?" Journal of Marketing, 76
 (May), 56-77.

 The Institute for the Study of Business Markets (2010), "B-to-B
 Marketing Trends 2010," research report, University Park,
 Pennsylvania.

 Jaworski, Bernard J. (1988), "Toward a Theory of Marketing Con
 trol: Environmental Context, Control Types, and Conse
 quences," Journal of Marketing, 52 (July), 23-39.

 and Ajay K. Kohli (1993), "Market Orientation:
 Antecedents and Consequences," Journal of Marketing, 57
 (July), 53-70.

 Jensen, Michael C. and William H. Meckling (1976), "Theory of
 the Firm: Managerial Behavior, Agency Costs and Ownership
 Structure," Journal of Financial Economics, 3 (4), 305-360.

 Joshi, Amit and Dominique M. Hanssens (2010), "The Direct and
 Indirect Effects of Advertising Spending on Firm Value," Jour
 nal of Marketing, 74 (January), 20-33.

 Journal of Marketing Special Section (2004), "Linking Marketing
 to Financial Performance and Firm Value," Journal of Market
 ing, 68 (October), 73-185.

 Kahn, Kenneth B. (2009), "Identifying the Biases in New Product
 Forecasting," Journal of Business Forecasting, 28 (1), 34-37.

 Kalyanaram, Gurumurthy, William T. Robinson, and Glen L.
 Urban (1995), "Order of Market Entry: Established Empirical
 Generalizations, Emerging Empirical Generalizations, and
 Future Research," Marketing Science, 14 (3), G212-G221.

 Kirca, Ahmet H., Satish Jayachandran, and William O. Bearden
 (2005), "Market Orientation: A Meta-Analytic Review and
 Assessment of Its Antecedents and Impact on Performance,"
 Journal of Marketing, 69 (April), 24-41.

 Kohli, Ajay K. and Bernard J. Jaworski (1990), "Market Orienta
 tion: The Construct, Research Propositions, and Managerial
 Implications," Journal of Marketing, 54 (April), 1-18.

 Kotler, Philip and Kevin Lane Keller (2009), Marketing Manage
 ment. Upper Saddle River, NJ: Prentice Hall.

 Kuester, Sabine, Christian Homburg, and Thomas S. Robertson
 (1999), "Retaliatory Behavior to New Product Entry," Journal
 of Marketing, 63 (October), 90-106.

 Leeflang, Peter S.H., Dick R. Wittink, Michel Wedel, and Philip
 A. Naert (2000), Building Models for Marketing Decisions.
 Dordrecht, NE: Kluwer Academic Publishers.

 Lehmann, Donald R. (2004), "Metrics for Making Marketing Mat
 ter," Journal of Marketing, 68 (October), 73-75.

 and David J. Reibstein (2006), Marketing Metrics and
 Financial Performance. Relevant Knowledge Series. Cam
 bridge, MA: Marketing Science Institute.

 Lenskold Group/MarketSphere (2009), "2009 Marketing ROI &
 Measurements Study," research report, (May), (accessed Janu
 ary 4, 2013), [available at http://www.marketsphere.com/ftp/
 file/2009mROI_study .pdf].

 Lindell, Michael K. and David J. Whitney (2001), "Accounting for
 Common Method Variance in Cross-Selectional Research

 Designs," Journal of Applied Psychology, 86 (1), 114-21.
 March, James G. (1991), "Exploration and Exploitation in Organi

 zational Learning," Organization Science, 2 (1), 71-87.
 Marketing Science Institute (1998,2000,2002,2004,2006,2008),

 Research Priorities: A Guide to MSI Research Programs and
 Procedures. Cambridge, MA: Marketing Science Institute.

 Matsuno, Ken and John T. Mentzer (2000), "The Effects of Strategy
 Type on the Market Orientation-Performance Relationship,"
 Journal of Marketing, 64 (October), 1-16.

 Menon, Anil, Sundar G. Bharadwaj, Phani Tej Adidam, and
 Steven W. Edison (1999), "Antecedents and Consequences of

 Marketing Strategy Making: A Model and a Test," Journal of
 Marketing, 63 (April), 18-40.

 Miles, Robert E. and Charles C. Snow (1978), Organizational
 Strategy, Structure, and Process. New York: McGraw-Hill.

 Miller, C. Chet, Linda M. Burke, and William H. Glick (1998),
 "Cognitive Diversity Among Upper-Echelon Executives:
 Implications for Strategic Decision Processes," Strategic Man
 agement Journal, 19 (1), 39-58.

 Moorman, Christine and Roland T. Rust (1999), "The Role of
 Marketing," Journal of Marketing, 63 (October), 180-97.

 Morgan, Neil A., Eugene W. Anderson, and Vikas Mittal (2005),
 "Understanding Firms' Customer Satisfaction Information
 Usage," Journal of Marketing, 69 (July), 131-51.

 Nath, Pravin and Vijay Mahajan (2008), "Chief Marketing Offi
 cers: A Study of Their Presence in Firms' Top Management
 Teams," Journal of Marketing, 72 (January), 65-81.

 Noble, Charles H. and Michael P. Mokwa (1999), "Implementing
 Marketing Strategies: Developing and Testing a Managerial
 Theory," Journal of Marketing, 63 (October), 57-73.

 Olson, Eric M„ Stanley F. Slater, and G. Tomas M. Huit (2005),
 "The Performance Implications of Fit Among Business Strat
 egy, Marketing Organization Structure, and Strategic Behav
 ior," Journal of Marketing, 69 (July), 49-65.

 Palmatier, Robert W., Rajiv P. Dant, and Dhruv Grewal (2007), "A
 Comparative Longitudinal Analysis of Theoretical Perspectives
 of Interorganizational Relationship Performance," Journal of
 Marketing, 71 (October), 172-94.

 Pauwels, Koen, Tim Ambler, Bruce H. Clark, Pat LaPointe, David
 J. Reibstein, Bernd Skiera, et al. (2009), "Dashboards as a Ser
 vice: Why, What, How, and What Research Is Needed?" Jour
 nal of Service Research, 12 (2), 175-89.

 , Dominique M. Hanssens, and S. Siddarth (2002), "The
 Long-Term Effects of Price Promotions on Category Incidence,
 Brand Choice, and Purchase Quantity," Journal of Marketing
 Research, 39 (November), 421-39.

 Perkins, W. Steven and Ram C. Rao (1990), "The Role of Experi
 ence in Information Use and Decision Making by Marketing
 Managers," Journal of Marketing Research, 27 (February),
 1-10.

 Podsakoff, Philip M., Scott B. MacKenzie, Jeong-Yeon Lee, and
 Nathan P. Podsakoff (2003), "Common Method Biases in
 Behavioral Research: A Critical Review of the Literature and

 Recommended Remedies," Journal of Applied Psychology, 88
 (5), 879-904.

 Porter, Michael E. (1980), Competitive Strategy: Techniques for
 Analyzing Industries and Competitors. New York: The Free
 Press.

 Rajgopal, Shivaram and Terry Shevlin (2002), "Empirical Evi
 dence on the Relation Between Stock Option Compensation
 and Risk Taking," Journal of Accounting & Economics, 33 (2),
 145-71.

 Reibstein, David J., George S. Day, and Yoram Wind (2009),
 "Guest Editorial: Is Marketing Academia Losing Its Way?"
 Journal of Marketing, 73 (July), 1-3.

 Rust, Roland T., Tim Ambler, Gregory S. Carpenter, V. Kumar,
 and Rajendra K. Srivastava (2004), "Measuring Marketing
 Productivity: Current Knowledge and Future Directions,"
 Journal of Marketing, 68 (October), 76-89.

 Schulze, Christian, Bernd Skiera, and Thorsten Wiesel (2012),
 "Linking Customer and Financial Metrics to Shareholder
 Value: The Leverage Effect in Customer-Based Valuation,"
 Journal of Marketing, 76 (March), 17-32.

 Slater, Stanley F. and Eric M. Olson (2000), "Strategy Type and
 Performance: The Influence of Sales Force Management,"
 Strategic Management Journal, 21 (8), 813-29.

 Srinivasan, Shuba and Dominique M. Hanssens (2009), "Market
 ing and Firm Value: Metrics, Methods, Findings, and Future

 Managerial Use of Marketing and Financial Metrics 139

This content downloaded from 
�������������13.232.149.10 on Sat, 20 Feb 2021 08:27:37 UTC������������� 

All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms



 Directions," Journal of Marketing Research, 46 (June),
 293-312.

 -, Marc Vanhuele, and Koen Pauwels (2010), "Mind-Set
 Metrics in Market Response Models: An Integrative
 Approach," Journal of Marketing Research, 47 (August),
 672-84.

 Sujan, Harish, Mita Sujan, and James R. Bettman (1988), "Knowl
 edge Structure Differences Between More Effective and Less
 Effective Salespeople," Journal of Marketing Research, 25
 (February), 81—86.

 Steenburgh, Thomas J. and Jill Avery (2008), "UnMe Jeans:
 Branding in Web 2.0," Harvard Business School Case Study
 No. 509035-PDF-ENG.

 Verhoef, Peter C. and Peter S.H. Leeflang (2009), "Understanding
 the Marketing Department's Influence Within the Firm," Jour
 nal of Marketing, 73 (March), 14-37.

 Vorhies, Douglas W. and Neil A. Morgan (2003), "A Configura
 tion Theory Assessment of Marketing Organization Fit with
 Business Strategy and Its Relationship with Marketing Perfor
 mance," Journal of Marketing, 67 (January), 100-115.

 Walker, Orville C., Jr., and Robert W. Ruekert (1987), "Market
 ing's Role in the Implementation of Business Strategies: A
 Critical Review and Conceptual Framework," Journal of Mar
 keting, 51 (July), 15-33.

 Wernerfelt, Birger (1984), "A Resource-Based View of the Firm,"
 Strategic Management Journal, 5 (2), 171-80.

 40 / Journal of Marketing, March 2013

This content downloaded from 
�������������13.232.149.10 on Sat, 20 Feb 2021 08:27:37 UTC������������� 

All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms


	Contents
	p. 17
	p. 18
	p. 19
	p. 20
	p. 21
	p. 22
	p. 23
	p. 24
	p. 25
	p. 26
	p. 27
	p. 28
	p. 29
	p. 30
	p. 31
	p. 32
	p. 33
	p. 34
	p. 35
	p. 36
	p. 37
	p. 38
	p. 39
	p. 40

	Issue Table of Contents
	Journal of Marketing, Vol. 77, No. 2 (March 2013) pp. 1-138
	Front Matter
	The Effect of In-Store Travel Distance on Unplanned Spending: Applications to Mobile Promotion Strategies [pp. 1-16]
	What Drives Managerial Use of Marketing and Financial Metrics and Does Metric Use Affect Performance of Marketing-Mix Activities? [pp. 17-40]
	The Impact of Product Recalls on Future Product Reliability and Future Accidents: Evidence from the Automobile Industry [pp. 41-57]
	Rising from the Ashes: How Brands and Categories Can Overcome Product-Harm Crises [pp. 58-77]
	When Do (and Don't) Normative Appeals Influence Sustainable Consumer Behaviors? [pp. 78-95]
	Can Brands Move In from the Outside? How Moral Identity Enhances Out-Group Brand Attitudes [pp. 96-111]
	An Investigation of the Effectiveness of Uncertainty in Marketing Promotions Involving Free Gifts [pp. 112-123]
	To Buy or Not to Buy: Consumers' Demand Response Patterns for Healthy Versus Unhealthy Food [pp. 124-138]
	Back Matter



