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The profitability of established products is affected greatly by the extent
to which they are meaningfully differentiated from competing alternatives.
Maintaining meaningful differentiation, in turn, is facilitated by ongoing
development of creative marketing programs. Although marketplace
observation reveals a general lack of creativity in the way established
products are marketed, some product managers are able to devise cre-
ative marketing programs for their products. The authors test hypotheses
concerning the effects of individual (i.e., product manager) and situation-
al (i.e., planning process) characteristics on marketing program creativi-
ty. The findings reveal that marketing program creativity is a function of
individual problem-solving inputs (e.g., knowledge of the marketing envi-
ronment, diversity of experience, diversity of education), motivational fac-
tors (e.g., intrinsic motivation, risk taking), and situational factors (e.g.,

planning process formalization, interaction with others, time pressure).

In Search of the Marketing Imagination:
Factors Affecting the Creativity of
Marketing Programs for Mature Products

The marketing imagination is the starting point of suc-
cess in marketing.... The search for meaningful distinc-
tion is a central part of the marketing effort. If market-
ing is seminally about anything, it is about achieving
customer-getting distinction by differentiating what
you do and how you operate. All else is derivative of
that and only that.

product lines —toothpaste, laundry detergent, and diapers
(Rice 1986). One of the more significant factors affecting
the profitability of such products is the extent to which they
are meaningfully differentiated from competing alternatives
(e.g., Buzzell and Gale 1987, Levitt 1986). Over time, how-
ever, even strong positions of differentiation can be eroded
by competitive forces that drive market evolution.
Fortunately, gravitation toward competitive parity is not
predestined (Tellis and Crawford 1981) but can be averted
through the ongoing development of creative marketing ini-
tiatives (i.e., marketing actions that set the product apart
from competitors in meaningful ways). These initiatives
encompass not only modifications to the physical product,
but also changes to other variables, such as packaging,
labeling, positioning, and promotion.

Unfortunately, marketing programs for many established
products fall short in terms of creativity. As a result, manu-
facturer-initiated price wars have arisen in product cate-
gories ranging from disposable diapers to mutual funds.
Likewise, in many consumer product categories, competi-
tors have reduced their products to commodities through
extensive use of price-based promotions. Consumers have
become more loyal to the deal than to the brand (The

—Theodore Levitt, The Marketing Imagination

Marketing seems to be reduced to a price war in one
form or another, and the low price brands are winning.

—Daniel Adams, “Brand Management System in
Need of a Big Shake-Up”

Although new products have been called the lifeblood of
a firm, the bulk of most firms’ earnings comes from well-
established products. For example, over half of Procter and
Gamble’s earnings are accounted for by three established
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Economist 1992). Indeed, marketing managers have been
criticized by senior management for their inability to define
new methods for promoting products to customers, their
inability to modify product positions, their failing to inno-
vate in distribution and other areas, and their tendency to
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meet significant new competition with traditional ways of
doing business (Webster 1981, p. 12).

At the same time, however, some product managers have
been able to develop imaginative marketing programs for
their products. Examples include the Jell-O Jigglers promo-
tion (using four packages instead of one to create a dessert
that could be eaten with a person’s fingers), Oscar Mayer’s
resealable hot dog packages, and the Hungry Jack syrup bot-
tle (sized and shaped for the micowave oven, with a heat-
sensitive label that informs consumers of when the syrup is
ready). Although these innovations may appear mundane,
they deviate from conventional practice in ways that are
meaningful to customers. Thus, their impact on product-
level performance is often significant. For example,
Information Resources scanner data indicates a 4.5 share
point increase in the 12-month period following the intro-
duction of Hungry Jack’s packaging and labeling
innovation.

Despite the importance of creative marketing programs,
little is known about factors that affect the generation of
such programs. Therefore, the purpose of our study is to
identify factors that promote or inhibit the creativity (i.e.,
meaningful uniqueness) of marketing programs for estab-
lished products. It is worth noting that marketing program
innovation can be viewed as a special case of product inno-
vation. Identifying factors that affect marketing program
creativity addresses an important issue related to product
innovation in general. Specifically, research on factors
affecting new product success has consistently found that
the primary determinant of customer response is the degree
to which a product provides meaningful benefits relative to
competing alternatives (e.g., Cooper 1986). A logical area
of further study concerns the origin of innovations that pro-
vide unique and meaningful benefits (Day 1994, p. 69;
Rogers 1983, p. 134). By examining factors that affect the
creativity of marketing programs, we shed light on this more
general issue.

A review of the way firms manage established products
provides insight into variables that might affect the creativ-
ity of marketing programs for these products. Several com-
mon properties of product management exist. The product
management organization is anchored by product or brand
managers whose primary responsibility is to develop and
implement marketing programs for a particular product.
These programs comprise tactical initiatives related to pro-
motions, packaging, labeling, positioning, and/or the prod-
uct itself. The initiatives emerge from a formal or informal
marketing planning process undertaken by a product man-
ager who works alone (often with informal input from oth-
ers) or plays the central role in a small team consisting of
several assistant or associate product managers (Lehmann
and Winer 1994).

There is a rich body of social science research dealing
with factors that affect the creativity of some output (e.g., a
painting, a scientific idea, a marketing program). The model
that emerges from this work maps onto the core properties
of product management noted previously. Specifically, the
creativity of a given output is affected by the interplay of
individual factors (e.g., characteristics of the product man-
ager) and situational factors (i.e., the marketing planning
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process and various conditions under which such plans are
developed). In the subsequent section, we develop a work-
ing definition of marketing program creativity and identify
a specific set of variables that may help or hinder the devel-
opment of such programs.

BACKGROUND
Construing Creativity of the Marketing Program

In social science research, the most widely used definition
of creativity focuses on the meaningful novelty of some out-
put (e.g., a painting, a chemical compound) relative to con-
ventional practice in the domain to which it belongs (e.g.,
abstract art, adhesives) (Hennessey and Amabile 1988;
Jackson and Messick 1965). Accordingly, we define mar-
keting program creativity as the extent to which the actions
taken to market a product (e.g., package changes) represent
a meaningful difference from marketing practices in the
product category. It is interesting to note that meaningful
novelty also has been used to describe the creativity of
advertisements (Haberland and Dacin 1992) and solutions to
everyday business problems (Ray and Myers 1986).

We now turn to identifying factors thought to promote or
inhibit the development of creative marketing programs.
Three complementary streams from the social science liter-
ature on creativity provide the basis for this task. These
streams examine characteristics of the people who produce
creative outputs, the process they use, and the environment
in which they work.

The Role of Individual Factors in Developing a Creative
Marketing Program

Two broad sets of factors are expected to affect a product
manager’s ability to devise a creative marketing program:
(1) various problem-solving inputs or raw materials pos-
sessed by a manager and (2) factors related to the product
manager’s level of motivation to expend the effort necessary
to develop creative marketing programs.

Problem-solving inputs. Creative ideas often are the result
of a process focused on solving a specific problem through
combining existing concepts in new ways (e.g., Osborn
1963). It is often said that there is nothing new under the
sun, only new ways of uniting existing concepts. Thus,
researchers who investigate the creative process generally
recognize that before a person can produce something new,
he or she must amass knowledge of the domain of interest
and related and unrelated domains (e.g., Amabile 1983;
Koestler 1964). This knowledge serves as the raw material
from which new ideas are synthesized. In marketing, a per-
son’s core knowledge inputs include his or her knowledge
of trends and actors surrounding the current product catego-
ry, experience in other product categories, and educational
background.

Motivational factors. To generate a creative solution, a
large number of ideas or variations typically must be pro-
duced (e.g., Amabile 1983; Hogarth 1980). Generating these
ideas requires considerable effort, time, and the ability to
remain focused on the problem being addressed. It also
takes a certain degree of courage, because creative ideas, by
definition, deviate from the status quo and hence may trig-
ger defensive reactions from others (Osbom 1963). Not sur-
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Figure 1
FACTORS AFFECTING MARKETING PROGRAM CREATIVITY
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prisingly, creativity researchers have identified two key
motivational factors that play a major role in the creative
process: (1) a person’s intrinsic motivation to perform the
task being studied (e.g., development of marketing pro-
grams) (Amabile 1983) and (2) his or her willingness to take
risks (Hogarth 1980; Kim 1990).

The Role of Situational Factors in Developing a Creative
Marketing Program

Producing a creative solution depends, in part, on the
problem-solving style used by a person (e.g., Amabile 1983;
Koestler 1964; Ray and Myers 1986; Simon 1960).
Creativity is facilitated by using a nonroutine, or heuristic,
process—one that departs from cookbook procedures.
Conversely, a programmed, or algorithmic, process (i.e.,
following a specified set of steps) yields output that is like-
ly to differ little from the past. We consider three aspects of
the marketing planning process and work environment that
are expected to affect whether a product manager uses a
heuristic or algorithmic problem-solving approach: (1) the
formalization of the planning process, (2) the degree of
interaction a product manager has with people in other func-
tional areas, and (3) the degree of time pressure a manager
feels in marketing planning. In the subsequent section, we
discuss the expected impact of these variables on marketing
program creativity. We also develop hypotheses regarding
interactions between problem-solving inputs, motivational
factors, and situational factors (see Figure 1).

THEORY AND HYPOTHESES
Problem-Solving Inputs

Knowledge of the marketing environment. Knowledge of
the marketing environment can be construed in terms of two

broad areas commonly examined when constructing the sit-
uation analysis of a marketing plan: a product’s operating
environment and the macroenvironment (e.g., Lehmann and
Winer 1994). The operating environment consists of the
channel members, competitors, and customers relevant to
the product category or industry, whereas the macroenvi-
ronment is conceptualized as a broad set of trends in the
economy, demographics, technology, and political and legal
factors.

In addition to providing a pool of resources from which to
devise new ideas, knowledge of the marketing environment
plays another important role in generating solutions to mar-
keting problems. Greater knowledge of the marketing envi-
ronment increases a product manager’s ability to analyze
incoming data and extract useful information (for related
comments, see Alba and Hutchinson 1987). A greater level
of knowledge also enables a product manager to ask the
right questions (Miyake and Norman 1979); it reduces the
time cost of acquiring new information from the data avail-
able and increases awareness of information that can be
acquired (Alba and Hutchinson 1987). These benefits are
expected to enhance a product manager’s ability to identify
emerging problems or opportunities pertinent to the product
in question. Thus, environmental knowledge should have a
positive effect on marketing program creativity.!

1Some have argued that existing knowledge may blind the receiver to
incoming information that does not conform with what is already known. If
this were true, a knowledgeable product manager might be less likely to
devise creative marketing programs because he or she would tend to ignore
the very information that could spark ideas for new ways to market a prod-
uct. However, Amabile (1983) notes that the inability to make use of
incoming information is more a matter of the organization of a person’s
knowledge than the quantity possessed.
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H,: The greater a product manager’s knowledge of (a) the oper-
ating environment and (b) the macroenvironment, the
greater the creativity of the marketing program.

Diversity of experience and diversity of education. For a
product manager’s experience to be diverse, it must include
exposure to product categories other than those to which he
or she is currently assigned. Regarding education, because
we examine creativity within a business context, diversity is
introduced through education that does not center on
business.

Exposure to areas outside a person’s current focus enrich-
es his or her pool of knowledge, which increases the “net-
work of possible wanderings” (Newell and Simon 1972, p.
82). A diverse base of knowledge also facilitates the use of
metaphor—a springboard for generating creative solutions
(Tardif and Sternberg 1988). Thus, it is not surprising that
diverse experience and education have a positive impact on
creativity (Kasperson 1978).

Product managers with diverse education and/or experi-
ence also may be better equipped to frame standard prob-
lems in new ways. For example, a product manager who
was a student of anthropology may understand the behavior
of consumers and competitors in terms of culture and rituals
instead of (or in addition to) economic utility. Similarly, it
may be easier for a manager with diverse experience to
identify or ignore assumptions that are implicit to a product
category (Amabile 1983). This, in turn, increases the
chances for devising ideas that differ from industry norms.
Because of the benefits of having diverse experience and
education, we predict that

H,: The more diverse a product manager’s experience, the
greater the creativity of the marketing program.

H;: The more diverse a product manager’s education, the greater
the creativity of the marketing program.

Motivational Factors

Intrinsic motivation. An intrinsically motivated person
performs a task for the positive feelings of accomplishment,
fun, and challenge derived from engaging in that task (e.g.,
Spiro and Weitz 1990). Intrinsic motivation is best defined
in terms of a specific task (Amabile [983; Thomas and
Velthouse 1990). Because marketing initiatives typically
emerge from a marketing planning process, we discuss
intrinsic motivation in terms of marketing planning.

Contrary to popular myth (e.g., Newton and the apple),
though creative ideas may appear in a flash of insight, they
come only to those who have spent a great deal of conscious
and unconscious time pondering the problem (e.g., Hogarth
1980; Osborn 1963). Compared with a product manager
who has little intrinsic motivation to create marketing pro-
grams, the intrinsically motivated product manager is likely
to dedicate more time and effort (both conscious and uncon-
scious) to the task, generate and examine a larger number of
alternatives, and use a nonroutine approach to generate these
ideas (Amabile 1990). Because creative ideas tend to be the
product of both a great deal of effort and a nonroutine idea
generation process, we hypothesize that
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H4: The greater a product manager’s intrinsic motivation to
develop marketing plans, the greater the creativity of the
marketing program.

Willingness to take risks. A person perceives risk when
the outcome of an action is not certain (Bauer 1960). In mar-
keting planning, the outcome of proposing a change to the
marketing program is unknown (e.g., Will the proposed
ideas be accepted or rejected by management? Will con-
sumers be drawn to the product as expected?). Thus, such a
change is risky. Not surprisingly, willingness to take risks is
a key contributor to creativity, because it provides motiva-
tion to entertain ideas that deviate from the status quo (e.g.,
Amabile 1983; Amabile and Gryskiewicz 1987).
Willingness to take risks provides the perspective or orien-
tation that guides a product manager’s idea generation
efforts. The product manager who is oriented toward taking
risks is more likely to consider nontraditional ways to mar-
ket the product than are his or her risk-averse counterparts.
This manager also tends to generate a larger number of ideas
and depart from familiar algorithms for generating those
ideas. Therefore,

Hs: The greater the product manager’s willingness to take a risk,
the greater the creativity of the marketing program.

Situational Factors

Planning process formalization. A key characteristic of
the marketing planning process is its formalization—the
degree of emphasis placed on rules and procedures
(Zaltman, Duncan, and Holbek 1973). We expect a curvilin-
ear (inverted U-shaped) relationship between planning
process formalization and creativity. Under a highly formal-
ized process, creativity may be adversely affected in two
ways. First, rigid rules and procedures may restrict the
sources of information consulted in formulating ideas
(Zaltman, Duncan, and Holbek 1973). Because diverse
information inputs are a key ingredient to creativity, a plan-
ning process that limits information sources is likely to pro-
duce less creative plans. Second, even if information
sources are not restricted, the lockstep nature of a highly for-
malized planning system may stifle innovation. Specifically,
high formalization can create a ritualized orientation toward
marketing planning in which planning is performed to satis-
fy senior management. In contrast, to produce something
creative, a person must engage in thoughtful reflection and
have the freedom to decide how a task will be performed
(Amabile 1988). Therefore, under a highly formalized plan-
ning process we expect relatively little creativity in the
resulting marketing program.

At the same time, without a codified procedure for devel-
oping marketing plans, creativity also is likely to be low.
People tend to perform activities for which they are explic-
itly measured and rewarded (Anderson and Chambers
1985). In firms without a formal marketing planning
process, management sends an implicit message that in-
depth thinking about how to market a product is not a high
priority. Under such conditions, ideation is likely to receive
little attention. Because creative marketing programs
require considerable time and effort to develop, we expect
relatively little creativity in programs developed under an
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informal process. Similarly, informal planning processes do
not lend themselves to proactive thinking. Rather, under
informal conditions, initiatives tend to emerge in an ad hoc
fashion in reaction to changes in the competitive environ-
ment. This mind-set is inconsistent with one necessary to
develop creative initiatives.

In contrast, a moderate level of formalization should pro-
mote creativity. Under a moderately formal planning
process some degree of emphasis is placed on thinking
about a product’s future, yet formalization is not so great
that a manager feels inhibited from seeking unusual infor-
mation or using nonroutine methods to generate ideas.
Therefore,

Hg: Marketing program creativity is greatest when planning
process formalization is moderate.

Interaction with others. Interaction with people outside of
product management (e.g., personnel in sales, research and
development, operations) contributes to creativity by draw-
ing on the unique perspectives of other functional areas.
People in nonmarketing areas tend to focus on issues or
problems that differ from those identified by their marketing
colleagues. They also tend to structure their product-related
knowledge differently and are likely to employ problem-
solving approaches that deviate from a marketing approach.
In short, the more people with whom a product manager
interacts when developing a marketing program, the larger
and more diverse is his or her set of ideas with which to
work (Stasch and Lanktree 1980). Therefore,

H;: The more a product manager interacts with members of
other functional areas, the greater the creativity of the mar-
keting program.

Time pressure. Exploratory interviews conducted with
product managers revealed that most were busy “fighting
fires” and felt at least a modest limitation on their time. This
is consistent with Mintzberg’s (1980) findings that the job
of a manager is characterized by brevity, variety, and frag-
mentation. As time pressure increases beyond a moderate
level, a point is reached at which there simply is not enough
time to incubate a problem and synthesize diverse informa-
tion into a creative marketing program. One way people
cope with time pressure is by using a familiar algorithm to
complete the task (Simon 1960). For example, in searching
for ideas to market a product, a manager under a great deal
of time pressure is more likely to turn to ideas that have been
used before. By definition, the resulting marketing program
is not creative. Therefore, we expect,

Hg: The greater the time pressure perceived by a product man-
ager, the less the creativity of the marketing program.

The Role of Motivational and Situational Factors in
Moderating the Problem-Solving Input—Creativity
Relationship

Individual motivational factors. Generating creative ideas
often requires analytic processing in which a person
explores the depths of his or her knowledge to access every-
thing that may be useful. Analytic processing requires a
great deal of effort and a person must be motivated to put
forth such effort (Alba and Hutchinson 1987). The greater a
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manager’s intrinsic motivation to plan, the more likely he or
she is to engage in analytic processing. This should actual-
ize the latent potential of his or her knowledge, thereby
heightening its impact on creativity.

Intrinsic motivation can enhance the value of a product
manager’s knowledge even when ideation has been pushed
to the “back of the mind.” During the daily routine, a prod-
uct manager continually is exposed to new information,
which, if attended to, can trigger associations with existing
knowledge and result in novel marketing ideas. But with so
much information available, much is ignored, especially
when a person is not thinking actively about new ways to
market a product. Relative to less intrinsically motivated
product managers, the intrinsically motivated manager is
more likely to attend to unique aspects of the environment
and collect new information that, when combined with
existing problem-solving inputs, may enhance their effect
on creativity (Amabile 1983). Hence, we expect,

Hy: The effects of (a) knowledge of the operating environment,
(b) knowledge of the macroenvironment, (c) diversity of
experience, and (d) diversity of education on marketing pro-
gram creativity are greater when intrinsic motivation to plan
is high than when it is low.

As we previously noted, to devise a novel marketing pro-
gram, a product manager must use a nonroutine idea gener-
ation process and develop and evaluate many alternatives.
This requires extensive use of his or her existing problem-
solving inputs. However, there can be considerable risk in
devising new ways to market a product (e.g., rejected ideas,
disapproval of superiors). A product manager who is willing
to take this risk is more likely to engage in the previously
noted activities and thus should more fully utilize his or her
problem-solving inputs. Conversely, the risk-averse product
manager is not likely to stray far from the comfort of con-
ventional thinking. Even though such a manager may be rich
in problem-solving inputs, these resources are not likely to
be translated into creative marketing ideas. Therefore,

H,: The effects of (a) knowledge of the operating environment,
(b) knowledge of the macroenvironment, (c) diversity of
experience, and (d) diversity of education on marketing
program creativity are greater when willingness to take a
risk is high than when it is low.

Situational factors. Because synthesis of diverse prob-
lem-solving inputs into creative marketing initiatives
requires a great deal of time and effort, we explore the
extent to which (1) time pressure undermines the effect of
problem-solving inputs on creativity and (2) intrinsic moti-
vation can offset the adverse effect of time pressure on mar-
keting program creativity.

As time pressure increases, a product manager may use a
time-efficient algorithm to develop marketing programs.
Instead of engaging in the time-consuming process of gen-
erating a variety of alternatives, a product manager may
choose to extend the previous marketing program or copy
ideas that have been successful for competitors. The use of
simple algorithms such as these to create a marketing pro-
gram does not require the manager to probe the depths of his
or her personal knowledge. Thus, when working under time
constraints, though a product manager may possess a
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diverse set of problem-solving inputs, these resources may
go largely unused. Therefore,

H|: The effects of (a) knowledge of the operating environment,
(b) knowledge of the macroenvironment, (c) diversity of
experience, and (d) diversity of education on marketing
program creativity diminish as time pressure increases.

Can the detrimental effects of time pressure be over-
come? Intrinsic motivation has the potential to diminish the
effect of time pressure on creativity, because intrinsically
motivated people are more likely to make time for a task
they enjoy. Simply stated, intrinsic motivation may help a
person create time where it currently does not exist
(Amabile 1988). This, in turn, may offset the negative effect
of time pressure on marketing program creativity.

Although intuitively appealing, the interaction between
time pressure and intrinsic motivation may not be as
straightforward as we discussed previously. When a highly
intrinsically motivated person must work under time limita-
tions, he or she may become frustrated and unable to focus
on ideation (Amabile, DeJong, and Lepper 1976). Instead of
offsetting the effect of time pressure, such frustration could
increase the negative effect of time pressure on creativity. In
contrast, a less intrinsically motivated person may not
devote much time and effort to idea generation in the first
place; hence, for such a manager, there may be no relation-
ship between time pressure and creativity. Therefore,
though we expect a significant interaction between time
pressure and intrinsic motivation to plan, we do not offer a
directional hypothesis.

METHOD
Data Collection

Data to test our hypotheses were gathered using question-
naires mailed to consumer goods product managers. Product
managers were asked to focus on a single product for which
they had been highly involved in developing the most recent
marketing program. Names and addresses were obtained
from the American Marketing Association’s membership
directory (192) and a purchased mailing list (459). After
removing names of people who were no longer with the
company or whose addresses were incorrect, the sampling
frame included 578 names. We received 193 completed
questionnaires, yielding a 33.4% response rate. Subsequent
analyses revealed no differences in the responses from each
mailing list.

To assess the degree of nonresponse bias, responses were
divided into two groups (returned before and after two
weeks after mailing; 76.2% and 23.8%, respectively). T-
tests to examine differences between groups in mean
response to each variable revealed that there were no signif-
icant differences between groups. Therefore, we can assume
that product managers who responded did not differ greatly
from those who did not (Armstrong and Overton 1977).

Presumably, our respondents were product managers who
played a major role in creating marketing programs for their
products. To check this assumption, we included a 7-point
item that assessed the extent to which the ideas in the mar-
keting program were those of the respondent (1 = ideas
mostly provided by someone else, 7 = mostly my ideas).
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Consistent with our assumption, 168 respondents (87%)
selected four or greater on this item, which indicates that
respondents have a substantial impact on the ideas in their
marketing program. Because the remaining 13% (25 respon-
dents) were less responsible for the ideas in the marketing
program, including them in our analysis would have intro-
duced noise into the data. Therefore, these 25 cases were
excluded. A review of those excluded revealed that 2 were
from very large groups (15 to 17 members) in which a per-
son’s impact likely is diffused. The balance (23) should not
have completed the questionnaire, because they held junior
positions in product management (e.g., assistant or associate
product manager) or were not in product management.
These people received the questionnaire as a result of ambi-
guities in the titles on the mailing list.

A growing number of companies are using groups to
devise marketing programs. To examine the representative-
ness of our sample along this dimension, we asked respon-
dents to indicate whether a group was involved in creating
the marketing program and if so, how large it was. We found
that 77% of respondents used groups to develop marketing
programs, whereas 23% created their marketing programs
alone. Within the portion who used groups, the median and
modal group size was four persons. Furthermore, respon-
dents averaged 5.2 years of experience with their present
product category and 6.9 years of experience with their cur-
rent firm, both of which are indicative of someone who has
moved beyond the ranks of assistant or associate product
manager to the relatively more senior status of product man-
ager. These findings suggest that groups are well represent-
ed in our sample, they are of a fairly small size in which the
product manager could have an impact, and our respondents
likely are in positions of relative seniority within their group
such that they would have an impact on the marketing
program.

Measures

When available, existing measures of the constructs were
used. For constructs that did not have existing measures,
items were generated through discussions with product
managers. Following a pretest using six product managers,
the questionnaire was modified and administered to the full
sample. After data collection, each measure was purified by
deleting items that had low item-to-total correlations and
subsequently were judged not to tap the domain of interest.
The remaining items were subjected to maximum likelihood
factor analysis and were found to load highly on a single
factor. Descriptive statistics and reliabilities for each scale
are presented in Table 1. The items remaining after measure
purification appear in the Appendix.

Marketing program creativity was defined as the extent to
which the ideas developed for a product’s most recent mar-
keting program deviated in a meaningful way from industry
practice. This definition, which is based on traditional work
in creativity (e.g., Jackson and Messick 1965) and more
recent work in business creativity (Ray and Myers 1986),
consists of two dimensions. First, novelty refers to the
degree of difference between a product’s most recent mar-
keting program and the competitors’ programs. Second,
meaningfulness refers to the extent to which the marketing
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Table 1
DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS AND RELIABILITIES FOR THE PURIFIED MEASURES

Standard
Measures Items Mean Deviation Alpha
Knowledge of the operating environment A 4.90 1.53 na
Knowledge of the macroenvironment 4 4.60 1.20 na
Diversity of experience na =37 1.06 na
Diversity of education na .82 72 na
Intrinsic motivation - 6.18 .65 .60
Risk taking 3 5.17 1.05 .69
Planning process formalization 4 3.37 53 78
Time pressure 6 5al7 1.07 81
Interaction with others 9 431 .87 na
Creativity of the marketing program 10 4.72 92 91

initiatives are thought to be attractive or valuable to the
group for which they were devised (e.g., consumers, retail-
ers). When an initiative is truly attractive to a key group,
such as consumers or retailers, competitors are likely to
react by wondering, “Why didn’t we think of that?” Thus,
meaningfulness is operationally defined as the extent to
which a respondent believes that the marketing program
could set a trend in the industry.2

The primary measure of marketing program creativity
was a lO-item, 7-point semantic differential scale that
assessed the novelty within the product category (seven
items) and the meaningfulness (three items) of a product’s
most recent marketing program (see the Appendix, part A).
The adjectives were derived in part from the creative prod-
uct semantic scale (Besemer and O’Quin 1986). A market-
ing program can be thought of as a gestalt in which market-
ing actions (e.g., product changes and consumer promo-
tions) must work together to produce the desired impact.3
Thus, respondents were asked to judge the novelty and
meaningfulness of the marketing program as a whole.
Coefficient alpha for the 10-item scale was .91.

Maximum likelihood factor analysis confirmed that the
semantic differential scale had two dimensions: one repre-
senting novelty and the other representing meaningfulness.
Although the dimensions are conceptually and empirically
distinct, they must be considered in unison, because creativ-
ity requires the presence of both. A second-order confirma-
tory factor analysis supported the conceptual arguments for
combining dimensions. Fit for the model was good (x2(34) =
90.8, p < .01; CFI = 941; AOSR = .046) and the two
dimensions of creativity loaded on a single higher-order fac-
tor. To construct a measure of marketing program creativi-
ty, we weighted novelty and meaningfulness equally,

2We do not suggest that competitors will copy meaningful initiatives.
Competitive reaction depends on many factors, such as product and busi-
ness unit objectives, capabilities and resources, and degree of threat per-
ceived in a competitor’s actions.

3A holistic appraisal of the creativity of the marketing program was
selected over a compositional method, because the latter assumes that cre-
ativity is a function of the number of changes that are made to a marketing
program. [t is not clear, however, that a program that is particularly creative
on only one mix element is any less creative than a program that calls for
meaningful changes on multiple mix elements. Also, to implement a com-
positional method, the researcher must determine how finely mix elements
should be broken down. For example, should labeling be separated from
packaging?

because there is no a priori reason to give greater weight to
either dimension. Finally, we found that the semantic differ-
ential measure correlated highly with a 7-point Likert-type
scale (r = .73, p < .001) and a single-item, 7-point global
measure of marketing program creativity (r = .63, p < .001),
which provided evidence of convergent validity.

The use of product managers as a source of data on the
creativity of their own marketing programs created two con-
cerns. First, responses might have been biased upward
because of the socially desirable nature of devising innova-
tive ways to market a product. However, the descriptive
properties of the measure of marketing program creativity
suggest that social bias was not present. The mean was near
the midpoint (X = 4.72) and responses covered the full
range of the scale. We also examined the correlation
between respondents’ assessments of the extent to which
their marketing program contained their own ideas and how
creative they judged their program to be. If responses were
socially biased, we would expect this correlation to be high.
Our findings (r = -.02, p < .8) again suggest that the
responses were not biased upward.

Second, we were concerned with the extent to which
product managers’ judgments of novelty and meaningful-
ness reflected the ratings of consumers —the ultimate judges
of the creativity of consumer-focused marketing initiatives.
To make this assessment, we collected additional data from
product managers and consumers. Descriptions of eight
recent marketing programs were obtained through telephone
interviews with eight consumer goods product managers.*
Each manager also rated the novelty and meaningfulness of
his or her program on the 10-item semantic differential scale
discussed previously.

Next, descriptions of the marketing programs provided by
the product managers were presented to consumers in a brief
written format. The written statements noted the actions that
would be taken to market the product in question in the com-
ing year (e.g., changes to the product, its packaging, attrib-
utes that would be emphasized, distribution changes,

4There was a gap of more than a year between the first survey of man-
agers and the collection of consumer data. Because marketing program
development is often an annual activity, the marketing programs rated by
product managers in the initial survey were likely to have been revised by
the time the consumer survey was administered. Therefore. we collected
new data from a different set of product managers on their most recent mar-
keting program.
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couponing and other promotions). After reading a descrip-
tion, consumers rated the novelty and meaningfulness of
that marketing program on the scale used by product man-
agers (adapted slightly for consumers).

Consumer respondents were prescreened for familiarity
with the eight product categories. Four product categories
were then randomly assigned to appropriate respondents. A
total of 240 observations were collected from 60 respon-
dents ([30 respondents per product X eight products] / four
questionnaires per respondent). The correlation between
managers’ ratings and the average consumer ratings for each
marketing program statement was .93 (p < .001). In sum-
mary, the semantic differential measure of marketing pro-
gram creativity demonstrates good reliability and conver-
gent validity, does not appear to suffer from social bias, and
corresponds favorably with consumer assessments of mar-
keting program creativity.

Knowledge of the marketing environment was defined as
the extent of a product manager’s knowledge of the operat-
ing environment (channe! members, customers, and com-
petitors) and macroenvironment (political/legal, economic,
technological and demographic trends) for his or her prod-
uct (e.g., Lehmann and Winer 1994). To gain greater insight
into the impact of each dimension of knowledge, we con-
sidered the two separately in subsequent analyses.

Knowledge of the operating environment and knowledge
of the macroenvironment were assessed with four items
each. Responses were recorded on 7-point scales (1 = I
wish I knew more about this; 7 = [ know plenty about this).
A fifth item pertaining to the operating environment (knowl-
edge of direct competitors’ strategies) was included as a
covariate in the analysis. This was done to minimize noise
in the dependent variable, the measure of which assumes
some degree of knowledge of competitors. A maximum
likelihood factor analysis that included all nine items yield-
ed two distinct factors, one reflecting knowledge of the
operating environment and the other knowledge of the
macroenvironment. In the knowledge scales, each item on
each dimension represents a single subdimension whose
response need not be related to responses on other items. For
such a measure, it is not appropriate to assess reliability
using coefficient alpha (Howell 1987).

To minimize social desirability bias, we labeled the end-
points of the knowledge scale “I wish I knew more about
this” instead of “I know very little (or nothing) about this.”
This wording does not require respondents to report that
they have low knowledge, but instead captures a belief that
there is more to know. As can be seen in the descriptive sta-
tistics for these scales, responses did not appear to be biased
toward the upper end of the scales. Because respondents had
worked with their respective product categories an average
of 5.2 years, it is not surprising that the mean for each 7-
point scale (4.9 for knowledge of the operating environment
and 4.6 for knowledge of the macroenvironment) was above
the midpoint. Responses for both types of knowledge cov-
ered the full range of the scales.

Diversity of experience was operationalized as the num-
ber of product categories with which a respondent had
worked other than the present category. Respondent experi-
ence ranged from zero to five additional product categories,
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with a median experience of one additional product
category.

Diversity of education was defined as the extent of a
respondent’s exposure, through formal education, to non-
business disciplines. A measure of diversity of education
was constructed by summing the number of nonbusiness
degrees and nonbusiness subjects in which the respondent
had completed several years of study. Diversity of education
ranged from zero to three nonbusiness degrees or subjects,
with a median of one nonbusiness degree or subject.

Intrinsic motivation to plan was defined as the extent to
which the respondent engaged in ideation and marketing
planning for the positively valued experiences derived from
the task. A 4-item, 7-point Likert-type scale was developed
by modifying previous scales (Lawler and Hall 1970; Spiro
and Weitz 1990) to reflect the task of marketing planning.
Coefficient alpha for the measure was .60.

Risk taking was defined as the extent to which the respon-
dent was willing to engage in the development of new ideas
despite the unknown nature of the outcome (e.g., the poten-
tial for failure). A 3-item, 7-point Likert-type scale was
developed through discussions with product managers.
Coefficient alpha was .69.

Planning process formalization was defined as the degree
of emphasis placed by the organization on rules and proce-
dures when developing marketing plans. A 4-item, 7-point
Likert-type scale was used, based in part on John and
Martin’s (1984) work. Coefficient alpha for the measure
was .78.

Interaction with others was defined as the extent to which
the respondent interacted with members of areas outside
product management when developing the marketing pro-
gram. The extent of interaction with nine groups (e.g., pro-
duction, sales force) was measured on 7-point scales (1 =
no interaction, 7 = a great deal of interaction). Similar to
environmental knowledge, because the items are separate
subdimensions, coefficient alpha was not calculated
(Howell 1987).

Time pressure was defined as the degree to which the
respondent believed there was limited time to complete
tasks. A 6-item, 7-point Likert-type scale based on Reilly’s
(1982) work and on interviews with product managers was
used. Coefficient alpha for the measure was .81.

RESULTS

Hypotheses were tested with multiple regression in which
the main effects and interactions of interest were estimated
simultaneously. Significant interactions were further ana-
lyzed with simple slope analysis, a technique that over-
comes the need to create subgroups from continuous inde-
pendent variables (Aiken and West 1991). Prior to hypothe-
sis testing, the independent variables were mean-centered to
reduce multicollinearity between the interaction terms and
their constituent variables (Cronbach 1987). Correlations
between independent variables appear in Table 2. An exam-
ination of the correlations among interaction terms indicates
that multicollinearity was not a major concern. Most corre-
lations fell between .002 and .30. The exceptions includes
correlations between three pairs of interaction terms con-
structed with the dimensions of environmental knowledge
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Table 2
CORRELATIONS AMONG DEPENDENT AND INDEPENDENT VARIABLES

/ 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
1. Marketing progam creativity 1.00
2. Knowledge of operating environment .04 1.00
3. Knowledge of macroenvironment A3 o kg 1.00
4. Diveristy of experience -.03 -.05 -.04 1.00
5. Diversity of education -13 -.03 .03 .001 1.00
6. Intrinsic motivation 2975 .01 -03 .01 .04 1.00
7. Risk taking B3 -.07 —-.06 15 3 128" 1.00
8. Formalization 15" .09 .10 .11 -.05 .04 .01 1.00
9. Interaction with others 30™° 247 2 —-.16"* -.004 A .03 A6 1.00
10. Time pressure -13 -07 -.01 L -11 -.05 .03 -.01 -.05
*p<.10.
Epi< 05,
Pl

(r = .53 t0 .67). The adjusted R? for the model was .34, and
the F-statistic was 4.52 (p < .001). Regression coefficients
and t-statistics appear in Table 3. The results of simple slope
analysis appear in Table 4.

Main Effects of Personal Factors on Marketing Program
Creativity

Problem-solving inputs. Knowledge of the operating
environment (H;,) and of the macroenvironment (H,,) were
expected to have a positive effect on marketing program
creativity. The coefficient for knowledge of the operating
environment is not significant (B = -.001,t = -.02, p <
.99). H, is not supported. However, knowledge of the
macroenvironment is positively related to marketing pro-
gram creativity (B = .13, t 1.96, p < .05). Hyy is
supported.

Diversity of experience and diversity of education were
expected to have a positive effect on creativity (H, and Hs,
respectively). The coefficient for diversity of experience is
not significant. Diversity of education has a significant but
negative coefficient, the opposite of what was expected (B
= -23,t = -2.74, p < .01). In other words, people with a
business education devise more-creative marketing pro-
grams than those with nonbusiness degrees. Neither H, nor
H; are supported. Both findings will be addressed in the
Discussion section.

Motivational factors. As we predicted in Hy and Hg, both
intrinsic motivation to plan and risk taking have a positive
impact on creativity (for intrinsic motivation to plan,
B =.24,t= 235, p<.0l; forrisk taking, B = .31, t = 4.94,
p < .0l).

Main Effects of Situational Factors on Marketing Program
Creativity

Hg predicts that marketing program creativity is greatest
under moderate planning process formalization. Two terms
were used to test for the nonlinear relationship—one for for-
malization and one representing the squared value of for-
malization. Formalization has a significant positive coeffi-
cient (B = .09, t = 2.15, p < .05), and the squared value of
formalization has a significant negative coefficient (f =
—.04,t = —-1.96, p < .05), which indicates that there is an
inverted U-shaped relationship. Hy is supported.

As we predicted in H;, interaction with others has a pos-
itive effect on marketing program creativity (B = .21,
t = 2.69, p < .01). Likewise, as we predicted in Hg, time
pressure has a negative effect on marketing program cre-
ativity (B = -.12,t = —-1.96, p < .05).

The Role of Motivational and Situational Factors in
Moderating the Problem-Solving Input—Creativity
Relationship

Intrinsic motivation to plan. Hy suggests that the effects
of (a) knowledge of the operating environment, (b) knowl-
edge of the macroenvironment, (c) diversity of experience,
and (d) diversity of education on creativity are greater when
intrinsic motivation to plan is high than when it is low. As
shown in Table 3, only the diversity of education X intrin-
sic motivation interaction is significant (B = -53, t =
-3.70, p < .01). It can be seen from Table 4 that the effect
of diversity of education on creativity is greater as intrinsic
motivation increases. However, recall that the relationship
between diversity of education and creativity is negative
(opposite of the predicted main effect). Thus, Hg, receives
qualified support, but Hy,_. are not supported.

Risk taking. According to H;y, and Hq,, the effects of
knowledge of the operating environment and knowledge of
the macroenvironment on creativity should be greater when
risk taking is high than when it is low. The interactions
between each dimension of knowledge and risk taking are
significant (for knowledge of the operating environment X
risk taking, f = —.09,t = ~1.76, p < .05, for knowledge of
the macroenvironment X risk taking, B = .10,t = 1.61,p <
10). Hyg, is supported. With respect to the interaction
between knowledge of the operating environment and risk
taking, it is important to note that the negative sign is due to
the negative main effect of knowledge of the operating envi-
ronment on creativity. Although this main effect was not
significant, the effect of knowledge of the operating envi-
ronment on creativity becomes significantly more negative
as risk taking increases (see Table 4). This elevated effect is
consistent with the proposed relationship and, thus, H g, is
supported. This finding will be treated in more detail in the
Discussion section.

The effects of diversity of experience and diversity of
education on creativity were expected to be greater when
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risk taking was high than when it was low (H,q. and H,q,,
respectively). As we show in Table 3, the diversity of expe-
rience X risk taking interaction is not significant. H g is not
supported. Although the diversity of education X risk tak-
ing interaction is significant (B = .17, t = 1.99, p < .05), the
impact of diversity of education on creativity decreases as
risk taking increases (see Table 4). H g is not supported.
Time pressure. H; proposed that the effects of (a) knowl-
edge of the operating environment, (b) knowledge of the
macroenvironment, (c) diversity of experience, and (d)
diversity of education on creativity diminish as time pres-
sure increases. Because neither of the knowledge X time
pressure interactions are significant, H, , and H,,, are not

Table 3
EFFECTS OF PERSONAL AND SITUATIONAL VARIABLES ON
MARKETING PROGRAM CREATIVITY

Unstandardized

Main Effects Coefficient? t-statistic
Knowledge of the operating

environment -.001 (.06) -.02
Knowledge of the macro-

environment A3 (07 1.96**
Diversity of experience -01 (.06) -.11
Diversity of education -23  (.09) -2.74***
Intrinsic motivation 24 (.10) 2:35%
Risk taking 31 (.06) 4.94***
Planning process formalization 09 (.04) 2.15%"
(Formalization)? -04 (.03) -1.76™
Interaction with others 21 (08) 2.69***
Time pressure -12  (.06) -1.96**
Knowledge of competitors

(covariate) -01 (.04 =31
Interaction effects
Moderator: Intrinsic Motivation
Knowledge of the operating

environment -12 (.09 -1.36
Knowledge of the macro-

environment —-11 (11 -97
Diversity of experience .06 (.10) .65
Diversity of education =53 (.19 -3.70™*
Time pressure —-14  (.09) -1.62*
Moderator: Risk Taking
Knowledge of the operating

environment -09 (.05 -1.76**
Knowledge of the

macroenvironment 10 (.06) 1.61*
Diversity of experience -06 (.06) -97
Diversity of education 17 (.08) 1.99**
Moderator: Time Pressure
Knowledge of the operating

environment -03 (.05) -.54
Knowledge of the

macroenvironment 05 (.06) .87
Diversity of experience -09 (.05) -1.69**
Diversity of education -04 (07) =51
Adjusted R2 = .34
F=4.52"*""

aValues in parentheses are standard errors of the coefficients.
bTwo-tailed test of significance.

*nic 10,

**p < .05.

001,
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supported. The diversity of experience X time pressure
interaction is significant and in the expected direction ( =
=09, t = -1.69, p < .05). Therefore, H, ;. is supported.
Finally, the interaction between diversity of education and
time pressure is not significant. Therefore, H; 4 is not
supported.

We also examined the interaction between time pressure
and intrinsic motivation to plan. No hypothesis was offered
concerning the direction of the effect of intrinsic motivation
on the time pressure—creativity relationship, though a sig-
nificant interaction was expected. As we show in Table 3,
the interaction is significant (B = —.14,t = -1.62, p < .10).
The impact of time pressure on creativity becomes increas-
ingly negative as intrinsic motivation increases (see Table
4). Thus, time pressure seems to be particularly detrimental
to intrinsically motivated product managers.

CONCLUSIONS AND DISCUSSION

Marketing program creativity is a function of both indi-
vidual and situational factors. It is related positively to a
manager’s level of macroenvironmental knowledge but, in
general, is not related to knowledge of the operating envi-
ronment. Diversity of experience generally does not affect
marketing program creativity, but diversity of education has
a negative impact. In addition, both intrinsic motivation to
plan and willingness to take risks have a positive impact on
marketing program creativity. With respect to situational
factors, interacting with others and working under a plan-
ning process that is perceived to be moderately formal are
conducive to creativity, whereas working under the percep-
tion of time pressure has a negative effect. Several of these
relationships are moderated by motivational and situational
factors. Both knowledge of the operating environment and
macroenvironment have a greater effect on marketing pro-
gram creativity when risk taking is high than when it is low.
Diversity of education has a greater effect on creativity (1)
when intrinsic motivation to plan is high than when it is low
and (2) when risk taking is low than when it is high. The
effect of diversity of experience on creativity diminishes as
time pressure increases, and the adverse effect of time pres-
sure on creativity is greater when intrinsic motivation to
plan is high than when it is low.

Table 4
SIMPLE SLOPE RESULTS FOR SIGNIFICANT INTERACTIONS

Regression
Coefficient for Various
Levels of the
Moderator Variable

Low Moderate High

Interaction

Problem-Solving Inputs X Motivational Factors

Diversity of education X Intrinsic motivation d12 =235 582
Knowledge of operating environment x Risk taking .096 -.001 -.098
Knowledge of macroenvironment x Risk taking 27 w129 -2
Diversity of education X Risk taking -409 -235 -.061

Problem-Solving Inputs x Situational Factors
Diversity of experience x Time pressure 091 -007 -.105

Situational Factors X Motivational Factors
Time pressure X Intrinsic motivation -023 -115 -207
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Two unexpected findings emerged concerning the effects
of diversity of education on marketing program creativity.
First, the main effect, which was negative, was opposite of
what was hypothesized. This finding suggests that creativi-
ty is enhanced more by a business education than by a more
diverse education. One explanation for this finding is that
though a business education may lend little breadth to a
product manager’s stock of problem-solving inputs, it pro-
vides deep knowledge of the general field —business —and
deep knowledge is also critical to creativity (Amabile 1983;
Osborn 1963). The product manager who has a more sub-
stantial grounding in business (e.g., the importance of dif-
ferentiation) is expected to develop more-creative marketing
programs.

Second, we expected that the effect of diversity of educa-
tion on creativity would increase as risk taking increased.
Because the main effect of diversity of education on cre-
ativity was negative (i.e., business majors were more likely
to produce creative marketing programs than were nonbusi-
ness majors), risk taking should have enhanced the ability of
business majors to devise creative marketing programs.
Instead, the negative relationship between education and
creativity diminishes as risk taking increases (see Table 4).
In effect, risk taking seems to release the creative potential
thought to be associated with a more diverse education.

Another interesting finding is the negative effect of the
knowledge of the operating environment on creativity.
Although we reported a negative but nonsignificant main
effect of knowledge of the operating environment, risk tak-
ing appears to heighten the impact of any problem-solving
input. Thus, when considered in conjunction with risk tak-
ing, the effect of knowledge of the operating environment
on creativity becomes significant and increasingly negative
as risk taking increases. One explanation stems from the
nature of the knowledge that can be gleaned from the oper-
ating environment (i.e., channel members, customers, and
competitors). In other words, when managers focus on the
operating environment, they see what currently exists in
their markets. Because creative ideas, by definition, must
depart from what exists in the product category, knowledge
of the operating environment does not appear to be the most
fruitful source of creative ideas. This finding is consistent
with conjecture that creative ideas for marketing established
products seldom come from the study of direct competitors
(e.g., Park and Smith 1990).

Finally, because diverse input is at the foundation of the
creative process, we were surprised that neither the main
effect of diversity of experience nor the interactions with
intrinsic motivation or risk taking were significant. Perhaps,
managers are so focused on their present product category
that they do not capitalize on their knowledge of other cate-
gories. This may be particularly true under time pressure.
Recall that the effect of diversity of experience on market-
ing program creativity diminished as time pressure
increased. When we consider that the product managers in
our sample averaged 5.2 years of experience with their cur-
rent product category (which suggests that they may have
been away from their other product categories for several
years), this explanation becomes even more plausible. An
additional explanation for the diversity-of-experience find-
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ings resides in the way the construct was measured.
Information was not gathered on the degree to which a man-
ager’s current product category differed from those with
which he or she had previous experience. Thus, a product
manager might have had experience in multiple categories,
but the categories may not have been substantively different
in terms of the marketing practices found in those areas.

Implications for Theorv and Practice

Our study has several implications for marketing theory.
Research in marketing often attempts to draw a link between
marketing strategy and financial performance. Yet, perfor-
mance reflects myriad influences that may obscure the
effects of marketing variables. Thus, it would be beneficial
to understand factors that affect key determinants of perfor-
mance. Our research provides a step in this direction by
investigating factors that affect differentiation, an important
driver of the profitability of established products.

Another implication concerns the need to bridge the gap
between normative theory and marketing management.
Marketing textbooks are filled with normative guidance on
the practice of marketing management, and it is implicitly
supposed that such advice is easily translated into manager-
ial action. Consider the widely applied prescription to dif-
ferentiate. Differentiation requires ideas that depart from the
competition. In reality, however, for both personal and situ-
ational reasons, managers differ greatly in their abilities to
generate such ideas. By identifying factors that promote or
inhibit the development of creative marketing programs,
this research provides more concrete guidance on the nor-
mative theory of differentiation.

Our findings also have several practical implications. Of
particular concern is the adverse effect of perceived time
pressure on creativity. This effect suggests, for example,
that the quest for efficiency by downsizing the ranks of
middle management may be accompanied by subtle long-
term costs. Undoubtedly, many organizations could benefit
by thinning middle management. However, beyond some
point, personnel cuts at this level are likely to increase time
pressure, thereby resulting in less creative marketing pro-
grams and, ultimately, in a loss of differentiation.

Regarding formalization of the marketing planning
process, planning has been described as a necessity for firms
operating within diverse industries and markets (Abell and
Hammond 1979). Our results suggest that firms that do no
formal marketing planning should consider imposing
enough structure to signal the importance of thinking about
a product’s future. Such structure should facilitate consider-
ation of a diverse set of information sources, including
macroenvironmental information and input from people in
functional areas outside marketing. At the same time, man-
agement must resist the temptation to implement a planning
process that product managers perceive as overstructured,
because it can reduce planning to a mechanical exercise,
which, in turn, tends to hamper creativity.

Finally, business schools have been criticized for produc-
ing narrowly focused, overly analytical managers (Hayes
and Abernathy 1980). Our results, however, suggest that
business knowledge can facilitate development of creative
marketing programs. Although it may be premature to con-
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clude that business education is necessary for creativity, our
findings suggest that it does not hinder creativity to the
extent that some believe.

Limitations and Directions for Further Research

There are several caveats to our study. First, the caveat
regarding causation, which accompanies all cross-sectional
research, applies here. Also, the motivation for our study is
based on the assumption that differentiation, and hence cre-
ativity, is inherently a desirable goal. However, the creation
of meaningful differentiation often requires incremental
investment. Just as many new products are overengineered,
there are also likely to be situations in which consumers find
enhancements to established products appealing but are
unwilling to pay an incremental price sufficient to cover the
associated marginal cost.

Although the model of creativity developed here includes
variables commonly cited in social science and business lit-
erature, it is clear from the level of explained variance
(adjusted R2 = .34) that additional variables must be exam-
ined. One key personal variable that should be explored is
cognitive complexity —the ability to process divergent
information and evaluate numerous altematives (Hellriegel,
Slocum, and Woodman 1989). Other situational factors also
are likely to affect the creativity of a marketing program.
One intuitively important situational factor is the firm’s
method of rewarding its employees. In the popular press,
rewards are often cited as a key to developing and main-
taining an environment conducive to innovation (e.g.,
Snyder 1988). People who are rewarded for taking risks are
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thought to be more willing to do so in the future, which
would increase the likelihood that they can develop creative
marketing programs. However, in nonbusiness contexts,
extrinsic rewards have been found to undermine intrinsic
motivation, which, in turn, dampens the creativity of out-
comes (Hennessey and Amabile 1988). Thus, the impact of
rewards is not as simple as it may appear and is well worth
studying.

Finally, as we previously noted, understanding factors
that promote the development of meaningfully unique ideas
is also critical in new-product development. Our study
emphasizes individual-level theory, because individual
product managers are pivotal in managing established prod-
ucts. There is also a rich literature dealing with creative
processes in a group setting. Because new-product develop-
ment projects often involve cross-functional teams, the cre-
ative-groups literature could be particularly useful.
Curiously, variables that have been judged as important to
the success of new-product teams may actually work against
the development of creative product concepts. For example,
group cohesion may have a positive effect on creativity to
the extent that it facilitates the surfacing of alternative ideas
(Keller 1986). Yet, at some point, cohesion may create an
environment that could foster groupthink. Under such con-
ditions, the assumption-challenging processes needed to
surface creative ideas are not likely to occur. In short, many
of the principles that underlie our hypotheses (e.g., the need
for diverse, cross-functional input) should provide a useful
starting point for theory development in new-product
research.

Appendix
MEASURES

A. Marketing Program Creativity

Novelty

The following adjectives can be used to describe marketing programs. Please rate your product’s MOST RECENT marketing program on each set of

adjectives.

Compared to what your competitors were doing last year, your product’s most recent marketing program is:

Dull 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Exciting
Fresh 1 2 3 4 5 6 i Routine?
Conventional 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Unconventional
Novel 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Predictable?
Usual 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Unusual
Unique 1 2 3 - 5 6 7 Ordinary?®
Commonplace 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Original
Meaningfulness
The most recent marketing program for your product is:
Trendsetting 1 2 3 - S 6 7 Warmed Over?
Average 1 2 3 -+ 5 6 7 Revolutionary
Nothing Special 1 p. 3 -+ S 6 7 An Industry Model
B. Knowledge of the Marketing Environment
How knowledgeable do you feel about each of the following items as they apply to your product? (7 = I know plenty about this; 1 = I wish [ knew more about

this)

1. Knowledge of the Operating Environment
a. Channel member behavior/motivation
b. Customer motivation to purchase this product
c. Customer purchase behavior
d. Customer usage behavior
e. Direct competitors” strategies
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2. Knowledge of the Macroenvironment
a. Political/legal trends
b. Economic trends
c. Technological trends
d. Demographic trends
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Appendix
CONTINUED

C. Intrinsic Motivation to Plan®

. Creating marketing strategies for this product is challenging.

an o

. Developing marketing programs
is one of my least favorite tasks 1 2 3

. I don’t especially enjoy coming up with marketing strategies for this product.?

. I feel a real sense of accomplishment when I come up with a good marketing program.

Developing marketing programs

5 6 4 is one of my most favorite tasks

D. Willingness to Take Risks®

1=

. I like to play it safe when I'm developing ideas to market this product.?
b. I am a risk-taker when it comes to proposing ideas to market this product.

c. I prefer to think conservatively when I develop ideas for this product’s

marketing program.?

E. Planning Process Formalizationb

a. In my company, marketing plans have a specific format that is used by
everyone.

b. We have clearly defined procedures for completing each section of the
marketing program.

c. We are told exactly which information sources must be used to develop

the marketing plan.

d. We have a precise timetable for completing marketing plans.

F. Interaction With Othersb

To what extent did you interact with members of each of the following areas when generating ideas for your product’s most recent marketing program?

a. Research and development
b. Production
c. Finance

d. Market research
e. Channel members
f. Sales force/Sales managers

g. Consultants
h. Advertising agency personnel
i. Customers

G. Time Pressure?

. I need more hours in the day to get my work done.

. I feel like I'm always “fighting fires.”
. I seldom have to take shortcuts to get my work done on time.?
. I never have enough time to think ahead.
. I feel like I have a lot of time

on my hands

-0 Q0O o

. I don’t have to overextend myself to find the time to get my work done.?

I feel like no matter how hard I work,
I'll never get caught up

aReverse coded.
b7 = strongly agree; | = strongly disagree.
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