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EXPLORING THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN MARKET ORIENTATION
AND SALES AND MARKETING COLLABORATION

Kenneth Le Meunier-FitzHugh and Nigel E Piercy

The relationship between sales and marketing has generated considerable academic interest in recent years, with studies
focusing on how the interface can be improved. However, prior research has neglected an important aspect of this inter-
face: the relationship between market orientation and collaboration between sales and marketing. This study considers
this relationship and was carried out through a survey of managing directors/chief executives. The results indicate that
collaboration between sales and marketing has a positive relationship with market orientation and that collaboration
between sales and marketing as well as market orientation have a combined positive effect on business performance.

The importance of an effective sales and marketing interface
to improving business performance has been attracting at-
tention from researchers over the past few years, but to our
knowledge no one has yet considered the interrelationship of
collaboration between sales and marketing with market ori-
entation and business performance. Some earlier research has
investigated the interrelationship of market orientation and
sales (e.g., Jones, Busch, and Dacin 2003; Piercy, Cravens, and
Lane 2009), but they have not yet considered the sales and
marketing interface in this context. Interfunctional collabora-
tion has always been an important part of market orientation,
but is cooperation between sales and marketing of particular
relevance for market orientation?

A consistent market orientation is demonstrated both
through the organization’s culture and its operations (Santos-
Vijande etal. 2005). According to Narver and Slater, “Market
orientation consists of three behavioral components—customer
orientation, competitor orientation, and inter-functional
co-ordination” (1990, p. 21). It is essential for organizations
with a market orientation to ensure that the internal func-
tions work together to make the right marketing offer to their
customers (Capon 2011). Organizational buy-in is required
so that organizations can deliver what the customers need
and what marketing and sales promise, but more importantly,
marketing must be certain that the sales force supports its
plans. The proposition of this paper is that collaboration
between sales and marketing is a critical element in creat-
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ing a secure foundation for interdepartmental coordination.
It is furthermore suggested that by supporting a customer
and competitor orientation, this kind of collaboration also
strengthens market orientation. However, this area is under-
researched and underemphasized in academic literature. The
precise relationship between market orientation and the sales
and marketing interface remains unclear.

Slater and Narver (1994) warned that when establishing
a market orientation, it is important to ensure this cultural
change is embraced and driven by senior management, and
not simply a marketing focus that gives marketing activities
an unnecessary significance within the organization. An im-
balance in the power relationships between functional areas,
particularly between marketing and sales, may result in inter-
functional conflict (Massey and Dawes 2007). Interfunctional
conflict may result in a reduction in teamwork, increasing
distrust, and an eventual withdrawal from the relationship
(De Dreu and Weingart 2003; Song, Xie, and Dyer 2000). The
sales and marketing interface has exhibited elements of inter-
functional conflict with evidence in expressions of dissatisfac-
tion with the other group’s performance, poor understanding
of each other’s role, and miscommunications (e.g., Dewsnap
and Jobber 2000; Kotler, Rackham, and Krishnaswamy 2006;
Rouzies et al. 2005). Sales and marketing functions should
play a crucial part in the creation of market orientation as
they are both customer facing and boundary spanning. Sales
and marketing are visible to the customer, and this interface
affects the effectiveness of other functions in maintaining a
market focus within the organization.

It has been argued for many years that market orientation
has a positive influence on business performance (e.g., Slater
and Narver 2000), and more recently there has been a link
established between collaboration between sales and marketing
departments and improved business performance (Homburg
and Jensen 2007; Le Meunier-FitzHugh and Piercy 2007).
However, we propose that there may be a cumulative effect
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from improved collaboration between sales and marketing
and market orientation on business performance, from which
organizations may be able to benefit. This paper considers how
collaboration between sales and marketing is related to market
orientation and business performance through a survey of
senior managers/chief executives in large, business-to-business
(B2B) organizations in the UK market. We believe that this is
the first study to test the link between collaboration between
sales and marketing and market orientation, and their impact
on business performance. This paper aims to contribute to
the debate on the sales and marketing interface by confirming
that certain suppositional correlations can be demonstrated
empirically and therefore provide a foundation for further
conceptualization and research.

CONCEPTUAL DEVELOPMENT

The conceptual development considers the interrelation-
ship between sales and marketing collaboration and market
orientation, and how these contribute to improved business
performance. Market orientation is an organizational phi-
losophy or culture that coordinates activities across depart-
ments and can provide superior value to the buyer (Kohli
and Jaworski 1990; Narver and Slater 1990). Establishing
the three behavioral components highlighted by Narver and
Slater (1990, p. 21)—interfunctional coordination, customer
orientation, and competitor orientation—within the organiza-
tion significantly affects the sales and marketing relationship.
Interfunctional coordination should include sales and market-
ing. However, there is evidence to suggest that senior managers
may consider these two departments to be part of the same
function (e.g., Munn 1998; Schmonsees 2006) and that this
may lead to a lack of focus on the sales and marketing relation-
ship and how it can be facilitated. Further, there is evidence
to suggest that the sales and marketing interface may exhibit
signs of frustration, disharmony, and lack of understanding
of each other’s roles, which inhibits achieving the benefits of
collaboration (Dewsnap and Jobber 2000; Kotler, Rackham,
and Krishnaswamy 2000).

Customer orientation requires that an understanding of
buyers’ values is developed, and this can be achieved and en-
hanced through reciprocal communication between the sales
and marketing departments. It is therefore important that
senior managers do not remove their focus from the customers’
viewpoint or life can be very difficult for marketing and sales
(Capon 2011). Increased customer knowledge can provide a
framework through which organizations create superior value
for customers as compared to their competitors, which should
have a positive effect on business performance. Competitor
orientation improves market awareness, as the sales department
is able to provide insights into competitor activities and their
effect on the market. The marketing department provides

information from market research and dissemination of the
market information across the organization. However, the
effective exploitation of this intelligence requires information
sharing between sales and marketing, and effective interfunc-
tional coordination that may be created through collaboration
between sales and marketing.

The conceptual development looks at the relationship
between these three elements; two independent variables,
collaboration between sales and marketing and market orien-
tation, and a dependant variable, business performance. The
conceptual model is shown in Figure 1.

Market Orientation

The concept of market orientation has been seen as “a corner-
stone of both strategic marketing and strategic management”
(Harris and Ogbonna 2000, p. 318), and may be related to the
required levels of organizational coordination and responsive-
ness to market needs and competitors’ activities (Kohli and
Jaworski 1990; Narver and Slater 1990; Siguaw, Brown, and
Widing 1994). The importance of a market orientation is sup-
ported by the suggestion that the greater the market orienta-
tion of an organization, the better overall performance in terms
of profits, sales, and market share (Kohli and Jaworski 1990;
Morgan and Turnell 2003). Slater and Narver (2000) found
that market orientation is strongly associated with superior
business performance, and their results were robust across
industry boundaries. It is the ability of market orientation to
drive collaboration across internal organizational boundaries
that is critical to this paper. Therefore,

Hypothesis 1: Market orientation is positively associated
with business performance.

Collaboration Between Sales and Marketing

It should be noted that this study focuses on the concept of
collaboration between sales and marketing, rather than the
related, but conceptually distinct, concept of integration.
Successful organizations are moving away from integration
that places emphasis on formal control systems to adopting
processes that are more flexible and promote collaboration.
“Collaboration represents the unstructured, affective nature
of interdepartmental relationships” including mutual under-
standing, common vision and information sharing/building
(Kahn 1996, p. 139). Collaboration refers to the ability of
two groups to communicate, coordinate activities, and share
team spirit. Functional teams should stress collaboration
in performing their activities and making decisions (Hult,
Ketchen, and Slater 2002).

Corstjens and Corstjens (1999) indicated that cooperation
between sales and marketing has the potential to improve the
overall success of the organization. However, the sales and
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marketing interface continues to be problematic, as it has
been identified that there is considerable distrust between
the two functions—although senior managers recognize the
importance of improving this interface (Dewsnap and Jobber
2000; Kotler, Rackham, and Krishnaswamy 2006; Rouzies et
al. 2005). Sales and marketing are customer facing and have
boundary-spanning roles, meaning a lack of cooperation may
significantly reduce their effectiveness and has the potential
to damage the overall success of the organization (Corstjens
and Corstjens 1999). Krohmer, Homburg, and Workman
(2002), Narver and Slater (1990), and Ruekert and Walker
(1987) recognize that interdepartmental collaboration leads
to improvements in performance. It is therefore proposed that
improvements in collaboration between sales and marketing
will positively influence business performance:

Hypothesis 2: Collaboration between sales and marketing
is positively associated with business performance.

Collaboration Between Sales and Marketing, and
Market Orientation

Many researchers have hypothesized that improved col-
laboration between departments is an antecedent to market
orientation (e.g., Narver and Slater 1990). However, col-
laboration is extremely difficult to initiate, especially between
two departments with differing philosophies, processes,
and goals, and with a history of distrust, such as sales and
marketing (Dewsnap and Jobber 2000; Rouzies et al. 2005).
Shapiro (1988) noted that in a successful market-oriented
organization, different groups will listen to each other and be
encouraged to lay out their ideas and requirements honestly
and vigorously, thereby improving communication and col-
laboration. These concepts relate directly to the importance
of collaboration between sales and marketing. According
to Homburg and Jensen (2007) and Kotler, Rackham, and
Krishnaswamy (2006), sales and marketing have necessarily
different activities performed by different people appropriate
to each function. This creates tension between the need to
retain the distinctiveness of sales and marketing functions
while simultaneously facilitating a collaborative stance to
coordinate efforts around organizational goals. It has been
widely accepted in marketing literature that to be effective,
market orientation requires a high degree of integration and
collaboration between staff in various functional areas (Kohli
and Jaworski 1990; Narver and Slater 1990; Shapiro 1988;
Webster 1997). To align activities, collaboration cannot just
be based on close working relationships, but must be sup-
ported by aligned goals and processes required to achieve a
market orientation:

Hypothesis 3; Collaboration between sales and marketing
is positively associated with market orientation.

Summer 2011 289

Figure 1
Relationship Between Business Performance,
Collaboration Between Sales and
Marketing, and Market Orientation

Business Performance

H2 HI
Collaboration R
Between Sales > Marke.t
and Marketing H3 Orientation
METHODOLOGY

The research was carried out through a survey questionnaire
mailed to the chief executives/managing directors of large,
UK-based B2B organizations.

Sample Selection

Large organizations were selected for this study as research by
Piercy (1986) and Workman, Homburg, and Gruner (1998)
indicates that they are more likely to have separate sales and
marketing departments. We define large organizations as any
company whose turnover exceeds £11 million. Wholesal-
ers and industrial and consumer goods manufacturers were
included in the survey to improve generalizability, while
other sectors, for example, retailing, farming, and mining
were excluded, as they were unlikely to have an external sales
force. A commercial agency provided the names and addresses
of 3,349 large UK organizations. A screening process was
employed to remove those organizations that did not meet
the size criterion, industry sector, or had duplicate listings.
From the cleansed sampling frame, 1,000 organizations were
randomly selected for inclusion in the survey, and personally
addressed, self-administered, questionnaires were sent to their
managing directors/chief executives. A follow-up letter was
sent two weeks later and, if required, a final reminder with a
new questionnaire again two weeks after that (Fox, Robinson,
and Boardley 1998).

The survey generated 223 (22.3 percent) responses of which
77 were ineligible for a variety of reasons (e.g., the organiza-
tion’s turnover was too low, there were no sales or no market-
ing departments, the companies “do not complete surveys”
or were no longer trading, or the research instrument was
inadequately completed). The sample composition is shown
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Table |
Sample Composition (N = 146)
Percent

Industry

Industrial manufacturers 42

Wholesalers 30

Consumer goods manufacturers 28
Respondents

Chairmen/chief executive officers/managing 70.5

directors/directors/general managers

Marketing directors/managers/executives 1.6

Sales and marketing directors/managers 6.9

Sales directors/managers 48

Business development managers 27

Other human resources managers/accountants/ 34

customer liaison managers

Total number of senior managers (directors) 83.6
Annual turnover
£11-£20 million 52
£21-£50 million 27
More than £50 million 21

Table 2
Survey Response Rates
Total

Sample size 1,000
Total number of respondents 223
Total number of usable respondents 146
Turnover too low (less than £1 1 million) 24
No sales or marketing department 10
Do not do surveys 13
No longer trading 25
Unusable 5
Total number ineligible respondents 77
Response rate (in percent) 14.6

in Table 1, the response rate statistics are listed in Table 2. The
final total was 146 usable responses, which is within the 10 to
20 percent frame recommended as appropriate for responses
from managing directors/chief executives (Menon, Bharadwaj,
and Howell 1996; Slotegraaf and Dickson 2004).
Multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) tests were
carried out to discover if there were any significant differences
between the types of respondent, industry types, and orga-
nizational turnover within the constructs in our model, and
no significant differences were detected. Two possible sources
of sampling error were considered. To examine nonresponse
bias, chi-square tests and multiple #tests were performed on
the early and late response groups (Armstrong and Overton
1977). The early and late response groups were tested using

chi-square based on industry type, turnover, and number of
employees. No significant differences were found at the con-
ventional level (p > 0.05). Multiple #-tests were also carried out
and with the exception of business performance, yielded no
significant differences between the two groups at conventional
levels (p > 0.05). The multiple #-test on business performance
found that early responses had an average score of 4.82 while
later responses had an average of 4.36, which was significantly
different. One explanation for this difference may be that less
efficient/successful organizations are more likely to be those
who respond later, after prompting. The noncoverage error
was examined by comparing the characteristics (turnover,
number of employees, and industry type) of a sample who did
not respond. The tests found that the data did not contain
any nonresponse bias.

Data Analysis

Because the constructs were measured by multiple-item scales,
we performed reliability analyses, together with the construct
means, standard deviations, and Cronbach’s alphas. The alphas
ranged from 0.78 to 0.86. The relationships we hypothesized
between our antecedent constructs and the dependent vari-
ables were evaluated using correlation and multiple regression.
We checked for the presence of multicollinearity. The variance
inflation factors are all below the cutoff value of 10. Moreover,
all the condition indices were well below the critical value
of 30. On the basis of these tests, multicollinearity did not
appear to be a problem. We also tested for homoskedasticity,
normality, linearity, independence of residuals, and outliers
(Pallant 2004), and no irregularities or problems were discov-
ered in the data.

First, we carried out a series of cross-tabulation analyses
to explore the relationships between market orientation, col-
laboration between sales and marketing and business perfor-
mance. The sample was divided into groups, those with high
collaboration, market orientation, or business performance
(> 4.5), and those with low collaboration, market orienta-
tion, or business performance (< 4.5). These analyses were
employed to consider if there were any significant differences
between companies with high/low collaboration between sales
and marketing, market orientation, or business performance
compared to each of the other measures.

Operationalization and Measurement

All the items (including sources used for scale) are shown in the
Appendix. The majority of the questions were selected from
indicators and measures that had been previously developed,
tested, and published in prior research, which also assists with
the concurrent validity of the questionnaire (e.g., Evans and
Schlacter 1985; Hult, Ketchen, and Slater 2002).

This content downloaded from
13.232.149.10 on Sat, 20 Feb 2021 08:26:40 UTC
All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms



Collaboration Between Sales and Marketing

The measures aimed to define the degree to which the mem-
bers of the organization stress collaboration and cooperation
in performing activities and making decisions. The items on
collaboration between sales and marketing consist of two items
(o = 0.78) and were adapted from a study by Hult, Ketchen,
and Slater (2002).

Market Orientation

This measure was taken from a study by Narver and Slater
(1990) and considers how far customer orientation, inter-
functional coordination, and competitive orientation have
been adopted by the organization. It consists of 14 items
(o0 =0.84).

Business Performance

The measure of business performance is similar to those in
prior research (e.g., Behrman and Perreault 1982; Morgan and
Turnell 2003). The scale consists of six items (¢t = 0.86).

Validity

The initial questionnaire was given to 25 part-time MBA
students to assess content validity, as this may be measured
with specialists in the area (Moser and Kalton 1971). A total
of 16 questionnaires from the pilot survey were returned and
as a result of the feedback from these two tests, a number of
adjustments were made to the questions to improve their clar-
ity. The content of the questionnaire was then discussed with
six management students who were selected because they all
held senior management positions. The refined questionnaire
was then pretested by being sent to 30 managing directors (20
were returned), which resulted in further adjustments to the
layout, grammar, and punctuation of the questions. Finally,
four marketing lecturers independently reviewed the question-
naire and no other changes were made.

RESULTS

To test our hypotheses, we conducted correlation and a
multiple regression analyses. These tests were employed to
consider the interrelationship between market orientation,
collaboration between sales and marketing, and business per-
formance. In addition, a series of exploratory cross-tabulation
and chi-square tests were carried out. The first cross-tabulation
considers high and low market orientation against high and
low collaboration between sales and marketing (see Table 3).
Table 3 revealed that there a significant difference in the result
(¢ = 0.000) with 96 (66.7 percent) of the organizations dem-

Summer 2011 291

onstrated both high collaboration between sales and marketing
and high market orientation. This result indicates that market
orientation is linked to collaboration between sales and mar-
keting, and supports the proposition that high interfunctional
coordination contributes to market orientation as outlined
by Kohli and Jaworski (1990). The second cross-tabulation
considers high and low business performance against high
and low collaboration between sales and marketing (see
Table 4), and again there was a significant difference in the
findings (p = 0.000). Table 4 shows that there is a relationship
between high business performance and high collaboration
(53.8 percent). However, 18.9 percent of the organizations
reported that they had high collaboration between sales and
marketing, but exhibited low business performance, indicating
that collaboration does not necessarily guarantee high busi-
ness performance and other factors must be relevant as well.
The final cross-tabulation considered high and low business
performance against high and low market orientation. The
results suggest that market orientation (see Table 5) plays a
role in achieving high business performance, as 58.2 percent
of organizations had high market orientation and high busi-
ness performance. Again, there was a significant difference in
the results (p = 0.000).

Collaboration Between Sales and Marketing,
Market Orientation and Business Performance

Correlation and regression analyses were used to test the
relationships between the variables, two independent vari-
ables (market orientation and collaboration between sales
and marketing) and business performance as the dependent
variable. The first hypothesis considers market orientation
against business performance. The results indicate that there
is a positive relationship between the two with a correlation of
r=0.504 (see Table 6). The correlation analysis also found that
collaboration between sales and marketing has a positive cor-
relation with business performance with 7 = 0.467 (see Table
6). The regression analysis tested if there is a combined effect
of the two independent variables of collaboration between
sales and marketing and market orientation on the dependent
variable, business performance. The results show a strong re-
lationship, with an adjusted R?of 0.294, F(2,143) = 31.220,
2 <0.001 (see Table 7). Finally, we considered whether there
was a change in the adjusted R? between market orientation
and business performance, and market orientation with
collaboration between sales and marketing against business
performance. The R value for market orientation against
business performance is 0.504. The adjusted R? for market
orientation alone was 0.249, F(1,144) = 49.142, p < 0.001,
compared to a joint adjusted R? (0.294) for market orientation
and collaboration between sales and marketing (see Table 7).
Both Hypotheses 1 and 2 are accepted.
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Table 3
High and Low Market Orientation and High and Low Collaboration Between Sales and Marketing

Collaboration Between Marketing and Sales

Market Orientation Low Collaboration High Collaboration Total
Group |: Low Market 18 23 41
Orientation (percent) (12.5) (16) (28.5)
Group 2: High Market 7 96 103
Orientation (percent) (4.9) (66.7) (71.5)
Total 25 19 144
(percent) (17.4) (82.6) (100)

Notes: Pearson’s )* = 28.144, degrees of freedom 1, significance 0.000/ continuity correction = 25.618, degrees of freedom 1, significance 0.000.

Table 4
High and Low Business Performance and High and Low Collaboration Between Sales and Marketing

Collaboration Between Marketing and Sales

Business Performance Low Collaboration High Collaboration Total
Group |: Low Business 26 27 53

Performance (percent) (18.2) (18.9) (37.1)
Group 2: High Business 13 77 90

Performance (percent) 9.1 (53.8) (62.9)
Total (percent) 39 104 143
(27.3) (72.7) (100)

Note: Pearson’s y% = 20.147, degrees of freedom 1, significance 0.000/ continuity correction = 18.440, degrees of freedom 1, significance 0.000.

Table 5
High and Low Market Orientation and High and Low Business Performance
Market Orientation
Business Performance Low Market Orientation High Market Orientation Total
Group I: Low Business 17 35 52
Performance (percent) (12.1) (24.8) (36.9)
Group 2: High Business 7 82 89
Performance (percent) (5) (58.2) (63.1)
Total 24 17 141
(17) (83) (100)

Note: Pearson’s Y? = 14.324, degrees of freedom 1, significance 0.000/ continuity correction = 12.620, degrees of freedom 1, significance 0.000.

Collaboration Between Sales and Marketing, and
Market Orientation

The third hypothesis considers whether collaboration between
sales and marketing has a positive relationship with market
orientation. The results showed that there was a strong cor-
relation for this relationship with » = 0.561 (see Table 6).
Hypothesis 3 is therefore accepted. These findings suggest

that there are strong links between market orientation and

collaboration between sales and marketing, and that improve-
ments in both have an increased beneficial effect on business
performance.

DISCUSSION

The current study addresses the call for more research into the
relationship between sales and marketing (Kotler, Rackham,
and Krishnaswamy 2006) and also aims to explore how col-
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Table 6
Correlation Matrix, Cronbach’s Alpha, Mean, and Standard Deviation

Mean Collaboration
Cronbach’s (Standard Market Between Sales Business
Alpha Deviation) Orientation and Marketing Performance
Market Orientation 0.84 5.14
(0.74)
Collaboration Between Sales 0.78 4.99 0.56|**
and Marketing (1.25)
Business Performance 0.86 4.57 0.504* 0.467+*
(1.15)
Notes: N = 146. * Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (two tailed); ** correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (two tailed).
Table 7
Multiple Regression
Direct Effect on Dependent Variable
Dependent Variable Independent Variable B }] t P
Business Performance Market Orientation 0.518 0.354 4.198 0.000
Collaboration Between Sales 0.239 0.269 3.189 0.002

and Marketing

Notes: R = 0.542, adjusted R? = 0.294, F = 31.220, significance of F = 0.000.

laboration between sales and marketing relates to market
orientation. It would appear to be logical that if a market-
oriented approach is adopted by an organization that the
sales and marketing departments would be aligned to ensure
that they are responding to the market efficiently. Evidence
indicates, however, that these two functional groups are still
operating independently of each other, in some cases com-
peting for resources and focusing on their own agenda rather
than those of the organization or the customer (Dewsnap
and Jobber 2000; Rouzies et al. 2005). Direct intervention to
improve the relationship may be ineffective as sales and mar-
keting need to maintain independent functionality and have
differing perspectives and objectives (Kotler, Rackham, and
Krishnaswamy 2006; Shapiro 2002), but it is still imperative
that they coordinate their efforts and collaborate to maximize
the return on their activities.

The main finding of this research is that collaboration
between sales and marketing has a significant and positive ef-
fect on both market orientation and business performance. It
was expected that collaboration between sales and marketing
would have a positive influence on market orientation, as the
development of interfunction cooperation is part of effective
market orientation according to Kohli and Jaworski (1990)
and Narver and Slater (1990). This indicates that collabora-
tion between sales and marketing has an additional positive

effect on business performance other than the general benefit
of interdepartmental cooperation engendered by a market
orientation. Further, collaboration between sales and market-
ing has a direct and separate beneficial influence on business
performance. Based on this research, organizations of which-
ever orientation should evaluate their sales and marketing
functions to establish if they are operating collaboratively or
not. A market-oriented organization should encourage greater
cooperation between sales and marketing than its competitors,
but all organizations should generally consider improving the
relationship between sales and marketing to increase business
performance.

Prior studies have found that market orientation has a ben-
eficial impact on business performance (e.g., Slater and Narver
2000) and this research reinforces this relationship. The indica-
tions are that organizations should not only work to establish
a market orientation through collecting and disseminating
market information internally and developing competitive
information (and on the customer), but also need to engender
a positive attitude toward collaboration in senior managers to
improve interfunctional cooperation, particularly between sales
and marketing (Le Meunier-FitzHugh and Piercy 2007) to en-
able them to focus on their customers’ needs. This is important
as the smooth operation of the sales and marketing interface
directly affects business performance in B2B organizations. For
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too long managers have allowed separate sales and marketing
departments to maintain fiefdoms, developing their own spe-
cialist skills and routines without developing sufficient links
to share and develop joint competences.

MANAGEMENT IMPLICATIONS

Although managers have been encouraged to concentrate
on the importance of interfunctional coordination as part of
market orientation, there is evidence to suggest that the sales
and marketing interface has not received the attention it re-
quires to ensure that the benefits of collaboration between sales
and marketing for business performance are achieved. Senior
managers have an essential role in building an organizational
environment that will allow for the development of collabora-
tion and an understanding of the role that sales and marketing
play in achieving organizational objectives by giving sales and
marketing the tools to enable them to align their activities,
share information more efficiently, and clearly understand
each other’s contribution to achieving objectives. Further,
organizations with other orientations (product, service, or
sales) should ensure that this critical interface is collaborative,
as information sharing, supportive attitudes, joint planning,
and aligned goals between these two interdependent, but also
independent, functions is essential to improving customer
satisfaction and business performance.

As part of a market orientation, interfunctional collabora-
tion is emphasized, however focusing on the whole organiza-
tion has meant that the microrelationship between sales and
marketing may have been overlooked. This research indicates
that ensuring that collaboration between sales and marketing
is supported as part of the market orientation may result in
a stronger market focus, improved market orientation, and
greater business performance.

LIMITATIONS AND FURTHER RESEARCH

There are several limitations to this study. First, the market-
related and sales-related questions were answered by the
same respondent and may therefore not provide detailed
information on the intricate working of the sales—marketing
relationship. Second, the measures for business performance
are self-reported. Although there is evidence that this method
of measuring success has been reliably used in previous re-
search (e.g., Menon, Bharadwaj, and Howell 1996), it would
be preferable to have an independent measure. This research
provides an initial basis for future research into the importance
of collaboration between sales and marketing in B2B organiza-
tions. The research should now be extended to consider if sales
and marketing collaboration may be improved in small and
medium-size enterprises, where there may not be separate sales
and marketing departments as well as in organizations operat-

ing in business-to-consumer markets, or outside the United
Kingdom. Further investigation could be usefully extended
through a qualitative investigation into the more relational
aspects of the sales and marketing interface.
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Construct

APPENDIX
SCALES ITEMS FOR CONSTRUCT MEASURE

Items

Adapted From

Collaboration Between Sales
and Marketing (I = strongly

disagree, 7 = strongly agree)
Business Performance

(I = needs improvement,

7 = outstanding)

Market Orientation (I = not
atall, 7 = to an extreme
extent)

Customer Orientation

Interfunctional Coordination

Competitive Orientation

A team spirit pervades sales and marketing
Sales and marketing share the same goals

How successful is the organization at generating a high level of sales
revenue!

How successful is the organization at generating high market share?!

How successful is the organization at selling those products with the highest
profit margins?

How successful is the organization at exceeding all sales targets and
objectives during the year?

How successful is the organization at generating sales of new products?

How successful is the organization at producing sales with long-term
profitability?

Sales and marketing objectives are driven primarily by customer satisfaction.

We constantly review our level of commitment to serving our customers’
needs.

Our strategy for competitive advantage is based on our understanding of
our customers’ needs.

Our marketing strategies are driven by our belief that we can create greater
value for customers.

We measure customer satisfaction systematically and frequently.

We give close attention to after-sales service.

Senior management regularly visits our current and prospective customers.

Sales and marketing are integrated when servicing our target market(s).

We share resources between sales and marketing.

We freely communicate information about successful and unsuccessful
customer experiences between sales and marketing.

Sales and marketing staff understand how they can contribute to creating
customer value.

Within our business, our salespeople regularly share information concerning
competitors’ strategies.

We rapidly respond to competitors’ actions that threaten us.

Senior management regularly discusses competitors’ strengths and
strategies.

Hult, Ketchen, and Slater
(2002)

Behrman and Perreault (1982)

Narver and Slater (1990)
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