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ROHIT DESHPANDE and GERALD ZALTMAN* 

The authors evaluate several factors affecting the attention given to or "use" of 
specific market research information by marketing managers. They apply path anal- 
ysis to test a model of research use involving 11 variables. Factors found to be 
especially important are organizational structure, technical quality, surprise, ac- 
tionability, and researcher-manager interaction. The topic and findings of the study 
relate to a central activity of the marketing profession-the application of knowl- 
edge-and to the use of an important product-market research. Both the knowl- 
edge system of marketing and the behavior of managers as consumers of research 

products have been relatively neglected. 

Factors Affecting the Use of Market Research 

Information: A Path Analysis 

Our study of the factors affecting marketing man- 
agers' attention to market research information may have 
at least two distinct contributions to marketing knowl- 
edge and practice. First, insight is obtained about aspects 
of a market exchange process involving a product (re- 
search results), a producer group (researchers), and a 
consumer group (managers) of unique interest to the 
marketing profession. Second, studying elements of the 
profession's knowledge system may provide insights 
which could lead to improvements in that system. We 
offer just a few reasons why more attention should be 
devoted to knowledge system issues such as factors af- 
fecting the use of market research information. 

Each year substantial resources are expended in the 
conduct of market research. The top 10 U.S. private 
market research agencies alone had transactions of more 
than 700 million dollars in 1980 (Honomichl 1981). 
These monies are spent on formal, problem-oriented re- 
search to help determine day-after recall for an adver- 
tisement, the best location for a new retail outlet, what 
product line modifications are desirable, and so on. For- 
mal research is undertaken because managers expect the 
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resulting information to reduce uncertainty when they 
are making important decisions. The market research 
industry, in fact, exists largely because of this expec- 
tation among managers. Thus, understanding what fac- 
tors affect the use of research by managers is of major 
consequence to both the market research industry and its 
clientele. Do managers consider research results while 
making product or service decisions? What factors in- 
fluence and enhance the consideration of research re- 
sults? Additionally, if we give credence to the frequent 
observation that much problem-oriented research in mar- 
keting is not used or not used for its intended purpose 
(Adler and Mayer 1977; Dyer and Shimp 1977; Ernst 
1976; Kover 1976; Kunstler 1975), the study of these 
factors becomes even more important. 

The general issue of market research use has been 
cited as an extremely important one in need of formal 
investigation. A special joint commission of the AMA 
and the Marketing Science Institute surveyed the con- 
tributions of more than 25 years of marketing's "R & 
D." They were "struck by the discrepancies between 
the volume of the new knowledge generated over [the 
25 surveyed years] and a comparatively low rate of 
adoption at the line manager level" (Myers, Greyser, 
and Massy 1979, p. 25). The commission's major rec- 
ommendations were to develop better ways "to bridge 
the gaps between knowledge-generation and knowledge- 
utilization" (Myers, Greyser, and Massy 1979, p. 27). 
These sentiments have been echoed in a study of Eu- 
ropean managers by Permut (1977). Despite statements 
such as these, little formal research on the issue has been 
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conducted (Albaum et al. 1978; Greenberg, Gold- 
stucker, and Bellenger 1977; Krum 1978). Most com- 
mentary about the factors affecting the use of market 
research has been based largely on introspective, if care- 
ful, analyses of personal experiences or observations 
(Dyer and Shimp 1977; Hardin 1973; Kunstler 1975; 
Newman 1962). 

Because our study is based on extant research in the 
field of knowledge use (also referred to as knowledge 
transfer or research utilization), a brief commentary on 
that field is appropriate. 

KNOWLEDGE USE IN SOCIAL SCIENCE 
RESEARCH 

The study of the social processes involved in knowl- 
edge use has recently come of age as an area of scientific 
inquiry (Caplan, Morrison, and Stambaugh 1975; Cherns 
1979; Holzner and Marx 1979; House and Jones 1978; 
Kochen 1975; Lindblom and Cohen 1979; Rein 1976; 
Rich 1979; Weiss 1980; Ziman 1978). In this section we 
describe a skeletal paradigm which appears to be implicit 
in much of the literature of the field and which serves 
as background for our article. 

Multiple sources of knowledge have been codified. 
Some authors distinguish between professional social in- 
quiry, characterized by traditional controlled scientific 
investigation, and ordinary or commonsense knowledge 
derived from the careful analysis of experience (Desh- 
pande 1979a; Holzner and Marx 1979; Lindblom and 
Cohen 1979). Other authors make many more distinc- 
tions (e.g., Rich 1979). It is usually acknowledged that 
multiple sources may produce knowledge that is equally 
valid and reliable (Campbell 1975; Cook and Campbell 
1979; Dunn 1982; Holzner and Marx 1979; Myers, 
Greyser, and Massy 1977; Ziman 1978). Distinctions are 
also made about types of knowledge. For example, sub- 
stantive knowledge about the core problems of a disci- 
pline has been distinguished from knowledge relating to 
the tools and technology employed to examine those 
substantive problems (Kochen 1975; Rich 1977; Weiss 
1980). Obviously, what is substantive research and what 
is tool or technology research will vary by area. Simi- 
larly, what is considered theoretical research may also 
be viewed as applied research depending on the disci- 
plinary perspective taken. We focus on knowledge pro- 
duced by traditional scientific investigation addressing 
substantive problems. 

The issue of what is meant by the term "use" (or 
"utilization") is a major current concern in the field 
(Larsen 1980, 1982; Weiss 1982; Zaltman 1982). Mul- 
tiple kinds of knowledge use have been identified (Weiss 
1980). One major distinction is between "instrumental" 
and "conceptual" uses of knowledge (Caplan, Morri- 
son, and Stambaugh 1975; Rich 1977). Instrumental use 
refers to the direct application of knowledge to solve a 
particular problem or make a particular decision. The 
conceptual use of knowledge refers to information uti- 
lized for general enlightenment rather than for any cur- 

rent action a decision maker is contemplating. Our study 
treats instrumental knowledge. Distinctions are also 
commonly made between knowledge which has a clear 
physical manifestation, such as a new technology being 
expressed as a new product or service, and knowledge 
which is manifested only as an idea or concept (Larsen 
1980; Zaltman, 1979). Other distinctions to be found in 
the literature cited include separating use from the con- 
sequences of use (impact), sequential types of use, con- 
fidence building versus decision prevention, and covert 
versus overt use. 

Research on knowledge use has focused on the two- 
communities theory which maintains that a major source 
of difficulty in knowledge use is the fact that knowledge 
producers, e.g., researchers, are from a basically dif- 
ferent culture or community than the consumers or users 
of knowledge, e.g., policy makers, and hold different 
values and interests (Caplan, Morrison, and Stambaugh 
1975; Dunn 1980; Myers, Greyser, and Massy 1979). 
The role of third-party disseminators has not been ne- 
glected, either (Backer and Glaser 1979; Havelock et al. 
1971). Recent efforts have begun to explore the inter- 
action among researchers, users, and disseminators. In 
fact, the notion that knowledge use is basically a social 
exchange process has been advanced (Dunn 1980; Zalt- 
man 1979). The activities around which exchanges occur 
tend to be identification of user knowledge needs or gaps 
(Lingwood 1979), translation of knowledge needs into 
research questions (Lindblom and Cohen 1979), actual 
conduct of research (Lazarsfeld, Sewell, and Wilensky 
1967), storage/dissemination (Danziger 1979), transla- 
tion of research into action implications (Rein 1976), 
implementation of action implications (Weiss and Bu- 
cuvalas 1980), and evaluation of knowledge implemen- 
tation (Weiss 1980). We focus on the user community. 
Although we have collected data from the producer com- 
munity also (Deshpande 1979b), space limitations pre- 
clude their presentation here. 

RESEARCH METHOD 
Our study examines factors affecting the consumption 

by managers of market research provided by external 
research agencies (i.e., data collected, analyzed, and 
presented in a final report by a private research firm). 
Reliance on external research agencies is a common if 
not the most common approach to conducting research. 
Even firms with in-house research capacity make fre- 
quent use of external researchers for tasks ranging from 
data collection through data analysis and presentation. 

Samples and Data Collection Procedures 
The first stage of the study involved personal inter- 

views conducted with 16 individuals in seven large firms 
(10 managers and six researchers). The second stage in- 
volved two separate unweighted cross-sectional samples 
of managers and researchers to whom questionnaires 
were mailed. The sampling frame for managers was a 
listing of the 100 largest advertisers cited in the August 
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28, 1978 issue of Advertising Age. Five hundred pri- 
marily brand/product' managers in marketing divisions 
and firms were selected. This group constituted the 
universe of such managers in the sampling frame. Three 
hundred researchers in the United States were selected 
randomly from the current Membership Roster of the 
American Marketing Association. 

The personal interviews provided considerable insight 
into issues which should be explored in the mail ques- 
tionnaire and also a basis for interpreting some of the 
results obtained from the mail survey data. The mail 
survey produced 176 usable responses from an eligible 
sample of 397 for a 44.3% overall response rate. This 
sample was derived from the original 800 questionnaires 
mailed with one followup mailing to nonrespondents to 
the first wave of mailings. Firms or research agencies 
that specialized in industrial products (or services) were 
deleted from the original sample as being invalid for the 
purposes of the study, which focused only on consumer 
goods and services. The final individual response rates 
were 35% (86 of 249 eligible respondents) for managers 
and 61% (90 of 148 eligible respondents) for research- 
ers. 

Limitations of Sample 
The survey sample has an intended skew toward larger 

firms with large advertising budgets. Managers in such 
firms may tend to have more resources available for re- 
search and may be more technically sophisticated about 
research. Also, managers in large consumer-product- 
oriented companies may have a more favorable attitude 
toward marketing research than do managers in small 
consumer-oriented companies (Bellenger 1979). 

Brand or product managers were chosen so as to ob- 
tain respondents who worked most closely with the re- 
searchers contracted for a particular project. However, 
this approach biases the sample toward companies that 
have formally institutionalized a brand management 
role. 

The conclusions from our study are therefore more 
likely to be pertinent to large firms with specialized 
brand/product management structures than small busi- 
nesses. Subsequent empirical testing is needed to deter- 
mine whether the variables and relationships we report 
are equally important or unimportant in the same ways 
for smaller firms. Certainly organizational size is related 
to selected other attributes of organizational structure. 
For this reason, we suspect the way organizational struc- 
ture variables influence research use will differ for 
smaller firms, but not that these variables will be less 
relevant overall. 

Research Instrument 
A mail questionnaire was constructed by modifying 

the questionnaire used in personal interviews with closed, 

'The term "product" is used here generically, i.e., to include both 
products and services. 

structured queries. After preliminary questions about job 
title and work experience, the questionnaire asked re- 
spondents to focus on the most recently conducted mar- 
ket research project with which they had been associ- 
ated, and for which a written research report had already 
been prepared and presented by an external research 
agency. The research incident sought was one which 
aided a consumer product (or service) strategy decision, 
i.e., the addition, modification, or deletion of a product 
in the firm's line of offerings. Though other types of 
decision would also be appropriate for study, we be- 
lieved that concentrating on a single type would be best 
for comparability across responses. Product strategy de- 
cisions were selected because of their high frequency, 
their relevance for instrumental research use, and be- 
cause a large proportion of market research is conducted 
to assist strategic decision making. Had a broader array 
of decision types been studied, a much larger instrument 
than was feasible and possibly a much larger sample 
would have been required. We do not suggest general- 
izing our results on strategic decisions to nonstrategic 
decision-making contexts. 

Response Rates 

Response rates to mail questionnaires are typically 
low among the population studied. The character of the 
population sampled rather than the saliency of the issues 
discussed seems to be the chief explanatory factor for 
this sluggishness. Although several techniques were 
used in an attempt to increase response rates, the overall 
response remained modest (although not if considered 
in comparison with that in other studies of similar pop- 
ulations). A nonresponse analysis was conducted to clar- 
ify the reasons for not returning completed question- 
naires. The method used was direct telephone contact of 
a randomly selected subsample of 50 nonrespondents to 
determine why they did not respond. 

The chief reason for nonresponse by the eligible non- 
respondents was lack of time to fill out the 18-page ques- 
tionnaire and return it before the deadline date. This rea- 
son was given by 91% of the eligible nonrespondents. 
The remainder claimed that company policy prevented 
them from responding to questionnaires, or that they had 
mailed the instrument but after the deadline. Because 
these latter issues are not subject-matter-related for these 
eligible nonrespondents, the actual replies received can 
be assumed to constitute the valid responses of the orig- 
inal total sample (as randomization of nonrespondent 
direct contact treatments ensures a distribution of their 
responses over the total sample). Eligible nonrespon- 
dents did not differ from respondents in terms of orga- 
nizational demographics or the salience of the issues 
being studied. 

KEY CONCEPTS AND HYPOTHESES 

Drawing upon the literature in the knowledge use field 
and the results of 16 personal interviews, we identified 
several variables as potentially having an important im- 
pact on the use of market research information. These 
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were purpose of the research project, organizational 
structure of managers' firms, stage of the product life 
cycle, characteristics of the research report, and extent 
of interaction between managers and researchers. Each 
of these variables is described hereafter. 

Use of Research Information 

The limited work on the definition and empirical op- 
erationalization of the use of information has been in 
nonbusiness areas, especially public policy decision 
making. Considerable attention is being given to the 
meanings of the term "use." The consensus is that the 
term generally is employed in referring to distinct con- 
cepts, each having multiple dimensions (Caplan, Mor- 
rison, and Stambaugh 1975; Dunn 1980; Rich 1979; 
Weiss 1980; Zaltman 1979, 1982). Thus one researcher 
may employ the term to refer to conceptual use (with its 
multiple dimensions) and another researcher may apply 
it to instances in which specific, overt effects or impacts 
are evident (instrumental use), and so on. This innocu- 
ous sounding term is given considerable complexity of 
meaning. 

For several reasons, our study focused on the instru- 
mental use of research. One simple reason is that such 
use is easier to investigate than conceptual use. This cri- 
terion is appropriate when one is exploring a new area. 
Instrumental use is also appropriate given our interest in 
strategic, product-related decisions. Moreover, instru- 
mental research (in contrast to exclusively exploratory 
and theoretically oriented research) is a common and in 
fact probably the most common type of research done 
in marketing (Bellenger 1979; Deshpande 1981; Holbert 
1974; Krum 1978), especially in the area of commercial 
research provided by outside suppliers which was the 
major concern of our study. 

The next issue that had to be addressed was the var- 
ious dimensions of instrumental use. We concentrated 
on four conceptually distinct dimensions: decision rele- 
vance or the relevance of the information to the decision 
being made, information surplus or the amount of ex- 
traneous information provided, recommendations imple- 
mented or the proportion of recommendations made 
which were implemented, and general quality as re- 
flected by overall satisfaction with the research. These 
dimensions were selected on the basis of both personal 
interviews with marketing managers and research sup- 
pliers and extant research and thinking (Dunn 1980, 
1981; Larsen 1980; Rich 1977). The latter guided the 
conduct of the interviews. The interviews, in turn, 
caused us to examine the four dimensions mentioned. 
The dimension of information surplus was uniquely sug- 
gested by the interviews, which also reaffirmed the im- 
portance of the other dimensions. 

Figure Al in the appendix displays the questions 
asked about use. The five research use statements in 
Figure Al were combined into a cumulative, equally 
weighted index called "use." The index was employed 
in its raw form (after standardization for different num- 

bers of responses for each of the five statements) in a 
path analysis. 

A major consideration in the development of the 
"use" index is the appropriateness of combining the 
four dimensions. One can argue, for example, that rec- 
ommendations implemented, information surplus, and 
general quality are especially related to the acceptance 
of information as input for decisions. The dimension of 
decision relevance may relate more to the impact of or 
the consequence of information acceptance. However, 
these dimensions were combined into a single index in 
our study for several reasons. The most important reason 
is that managers and research suppliers who were inter- 
viewed indicated that the conduct of market research 
seldom has only one objective. Consequently, the same 
research often is evaluated on a variety of dimensions, 
frequently by different client managers and research sup- 
pliers working together on one project. Any investiga- 
tion of the use of market research therefore should re- 
flect the multiple evaluation objectives that managers 
and researchers employ. The four dimensions of the in- 
dex of use in our study come from the suggestions of 
market researchers and managers as well as researchers 
working in applied policy sciences. However, the man- 
agers in our study may conceivably distinguish between 
the "input" purpose of research and the "impact" ob- 
jective of research. 

To test this issue, two separate indices were formed. 
One included the initial two questions in Figure Al 
which form the decision relevance dimension and could 
be conceived of as the "impact" of research acceptance. 
The other additive index was composed of the remaining 
dimensions of recommendations implemented, general 
quality, and information surplus which together may 
represent whether the research was an "input" to the 
decision process. A zero-order correlation of the two in- 
dices thus formed produced a coefficient of 0.69. This 
finding is further indication that the four dimensions of 
use should not be separated but considered in their ag- 
gregate sense as an overall measure of use. A comment 
on the disaggregation of the use variable is made in the 
Reliability and Validity section. We can mention here, 
however, that literature on decision making in complex 
organizations suggests decisions are more organic than 
linear (Argyris and Schon 1978; Hage 1980; Rothman 
1980). So-called decision stages occur out of sequence 
with frequent short-circuiting at every stage. Addition- 
ally, empirical evidence suggests that important policy 
and strategy decisions are not made in a formal, clear- 
cut sense but simply "accrete" (Weiss 1980). These are 
further reasons to believe that research use should be 
investigated in terms of several underlying dimensions 
in an attempt to capture the different functions of the 
research. 

Purpose of the Research Project 
The personal interviews indicated that managers and 

researchers perceive research as having two purposes, 
exploratory and confirmatory. Research which is ex- 
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ploratory in purpose is intended to identify new or pre- 
viously unconsidered courses of action. Confirmatory 
research is intended to affirm a predetermined direction 
or course of action. Exploratory and confirmatory pur- 
poses are not mutually exclusive. Most research is likely 
to have both components (Rein 1976). 

Because exploratory research has a greater chance of 
producing surplus information, 

Hi: The more exploratory the research purpose, the less 
the use of research information. 

Additionally, confirmatory objectives will lead to re- 
search that fits the preconceptions of managers. Hence, 

H2: The more confirmatory the research purpose, the 
greater the use of research. 

The two types of research purpose were operational- 
ized by a set of 15 Likert-scaled items asking respond- 
ents to agree or disagree (on a 5-point scale) with each 
statement. Figure A2 is the set of items used for man- 
agers. Each statement was preclassified as to whether it 
reflected exploratory or confirmatory research. Three 
judges (involved with the work in this field) achieved 
perfect congruence in identifying the research purpose 
reflected by each item. Cumulative, equally weighted 
standardized indices were formed for exploratory pur- 
pose and confirmatory purpose. 

Organizational Structure 
Much of the literature on knowledge use stresses the 

importance of the organizational embeddedness of par- 
ticular research projects. For example, organizational 
factors have been found to be much more important than 
individual difference variables in explaining why and 
how social science information is used by federal policy 
makers (Rich 1979). 

In investigations of the organizational structure of a 
marketing firm, it is helpful to consider the dimensions 
of formalization and centralization. Formalization, as 
defined in the work of Hall, Haas, and Johnson (1967), 
is the degree to which rules define roles, authority re- 
lations, communications, norms and sanctions, and pro- 
cedures. It is an attempt to measure a manager's flexi- 
bility in handling a particular task such as the 
implementation of research recommendations. Centrali- 
zation taps the delegation of decision-making authority 
throughout an organization and the participation of man- 
agers in decision making (Aiken and Hage 1968). 

Two principal methods can be used to study these con- 
cepts. One method, reflected in the work of Blau and 
Schoenherr (1971), Hinings and Lee (1971), Child 
(1972), and others, focuses on "institutional" measures 
that examine span of control, worker/supervisor ratios, 
distribution of employees across functional areas, and 
other indices of an organization chart (Payne and Pugh 
1976; Pugh et al. 1968). This approach has been strongly 
criticized as producing measurements of extremely low 
internal reliability (Seidler 1974). 

The other principal method is considered to be more 
robust. The approach uses responses to questionnaire 
items which ask respondents to indicate their degree of 
confidence (in terms of "true" and "false") in a series 
of statements on issues such as the flexibility permitted 
in the handling of organizational tasks, the requirement 
for conformity with rules and guidelines, the amount of 
decentralization of authority, and so on (Aiken and Hage 
1968; Hall 1972). Because we are focusing on a critical 
incident of research use, it is much more pertinent to 
understand how managers perceive the organization af- 
fecting their day-to-day tasks than to comprehend the 
formal organization as described by an organization 
chart (Sathe 1978). 

Research in organization behavior shows that firms 
which are more decentralized and less formalized are 
likely to make greater use of new information (cf. Hage 
and Aiken 1970; Moch and Morse 1977; Zaltman, Dun- 
can, and Holbek 1973). Thus, 

H3: The greater the formalization of organizational struc- 
ture, the less the use of research. 

H4: The greater the centralization of organizational struc- 
ture, the less the use of research. 

In keeping with the treatment of the variables sug- 
gested in the literature, equally weighted indices can be 
formed for formalization (see statements in Part A, Fig- 
ure A3) and for centralization (see statements in Parts 
B and C, Figure A4). 

Research Report Characteristics 

Market research can be thought of as a commodity 
being exchanged between buyers and sellers (Deshpande 
and Jeffries 1981). The specific physical form of this 
commodity is the final report presented by researchers 
to managers. 

Work in decision sciences indicates that the form of 
a research report in terms of data presentation is impor- 
tant (cf. Zmud 1978). For example, some managers pre- 
fer data to be presented in tabular rather than graphic 
form. Additionally, recent work by Weiss and Bucu- 
valas (1977, 1980) and by Rich (1979) shows that the 
use of information is affected by other characteristics of 
a report, including the quality of the analyses, the per- 
ceived political acceptability of the recommendations, 
and the extent to which the recommendations are per- 
ceived to be implementable. We focus on the latter char- 
acteristics. 

Because managers are likely to prefer final reports that 
are perceived to be of high quality (in both presentation 
and technical adequacy) and political acceptability and 
to offer implementable recommendations (actionability), 

H5: The greater the perceived technical adequacy of anal- 
yses, the greater the use of research. 

H6: The more satisfactory the presentation of data, the 
greater the use of research. 

H7: The greater the perceived ability to take action on 
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research (actionability), the greater the use of re- 
search. 

H8: The greater the perceived political acceptability of 
recommendations, the greater the use of research. 

These four characteristics were operationalized in a 
series of 5-point Likert-scaled statements shown in Fig- 
ure A5. The treatment of the resulting four variables in- 
volved forming separate indices for each after standard- 
ization in a manner similar to that described for the other 
variable indices. 

Surprise 
The final report may or may not confirm the prior 

notions of managers. To explore whether (and to what 
extent) disconfirmation occurred, three statements pur- 
porting to measure "surprise" were asked. Surprise can 
be defined as the extent to which a particular result or 
set of results in the final report is unanticipated, coun- 
terintuitive, or unforseen by managers. 

Surprise causes an increase in uncertainty, and the 
heightening of uncertainty implies increased risk. If the 
purpose of research information is to reduce uncertainty 
(and thereby the risk associated with making a hitherto 
unsupported decision), then surprise (even so-called 
"positive surprise") may be an inhibitor of research use. 
Hence, 

H9: The higher the magnitude of surprise contained in a 
research report, the less the use of the research. 

This hypothesis would apply for both exploratory and 
confirmatory research purposes. It has much support, 
although not in marketing literature. First, the purpose 
of the research clearly is causally prior to the preparation 
of the final report. Managers develop their "priors" 
about what they expect the research to demonstrate be- 
fore, or even as, the research itself is being contracted. 
After the research is presented in the final report, its 
evaluation commences. It is at this point that any con- 
fimnation or disconfirmation of prior expectations is 
likely to occur. Work in dissonance theory indicates that 
individuals will selectively seek information that sup- 
ports their beliefs, and selectively avoid contrary infor- 
mation (Abelson 1959; Aronson 1969; Festinger 1957; 
Kassarjian and Cohen 1965). Thus the surprising, dis- 
crepant, or dissonant information provided in the market 
research report would probably lead managers to per- 
ceive it as being less useful, especially if it is compared 
with research information that is not discrepant with 
managers' expectations. 

The operationalization of surprise involved querying 
respondents about their agreement/disagreement (5-point 
scale) with the statements shown in Figure A6. In ad- 
dition to the dimensions of anticipation, intuitiveness, 
and foresight, a question asked respondents about the 
extent to which the results from the research project sup- 
ported decisions made on other grounds. This question 
was added as a check on responses to other statements. 

It was not placed in the same section as the others, but 
in a subsequent section on research use issues. 

The treatment of the surprise variable was similar to 
that of the other variables. An index was formed from 
the aggregated responses to the three basic dimensions, 
and the fourth statement was used as an internal con- 
sistency check measure. 

Life Cycle Maturity 
The personal interview data suggested that the use of 

research varies by the product's life cycle stage. Ac- 
cordingly, a question about the stage of the product life 
cycle was formed into a simple index called "maturity" 
using each of the four stages of introduction, growth, 
maturity, and decline (see Figure A7) as an equally 
weighted component. 

As more is generally known about a product that has 
been in the market for a while than a newly introduced 
product, more mature products would be likely to en- 
gender confirmatory research whereas new products 
might lead to more exploratory research. Thus, 

HIo: The greater the maturity of the product in terms of 
its stage in the life cycle and the greater the confir- 
matory research purpose, the greater the use of the 
research. 

Hi,: The lower the maturity of the product and the 
greater the exploratory research purpose, the less the 
use of the research. 

Interaction Between Managers and Researchers 
The value of interaction between the producers and 

users of information has been emphasized repeatedly by 
most writers on the subject of research use (Barabba 
1978; Brown 1972; Ernst 1976; Kunstler 1975). To tap 
this element of interaction a question was asked about 
the extent of interaction (on a 5-point scale) at each of 
four stages: planning the study, data collection, analysis 
and write-up, and the presentation and discussion of the 
results (see Figure A8). A summative, equally weighted 
index was formed using this question. This concept sug- 
gests: 

H12: The greater the degree of perceived interaction be- 
tween managers and researchers during the research 
project, the greater the use of the research. 

RELIABILITY AND VALIDITY 

Before any assessment can be made about the tests of 
hypothesized relationships, we must examine the value 
of the measuring instruments used for analysis. We first 
discuss the reliability of instruments and then the validity 
of the several concepts described in preceding sections. 

Reliability 
As Selltiz, Wrightsman, and Cook (1976) indicate, 

the reliability of any measurement procedure consists of 
estimating how much of the variation in scores of dif- 
ferent variables is due to transitory influences, i.e., how 
much of the variation is attributable to chance or random 
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Table 1 
RELIABILITY COEFFICIENTS (CRONBACH oa) FOR VARIABLE 

SCALES USED IN MODEL 

(sample: managers) 

No. of Possible 
Var/scale items range Mean S.D. Reliability 

EXPLOR 7 11-56 20.535 5.498 0.76 
CONFM 8 16-64 26.930 6.255 0.82 
QUALF 5 6-41 16.163 10.082 0.36 
QUALC 8 8-64 21.802 15.248 0.42 
POLACC 5 5-40 18.035 10.512 0.26 
ACTAB 6 11-48 22.977 11.365 0.27 
CENTRL 8 8-64 20.302 15.472 0.64 
FORML 15 17-120 42.047 26.730 0.76 
SURPR 3 3-24 11.384 4.778 0.57 
UTIL 5 5-37 13.919 7.482 0.63 
INTERACT 4 1-20 14.674 5.945 0.85 
MATUR 1 1-4 2.829 1.163 

Key to Variables 
EXPLOR: exploratory research purpose 
CONFM: confirmatory research purpose 
QUALF: quality of the final report (form of presentation) 
QUALC: quality of the final report (technical quality of pre- 

sentation) 
POLACC: political acceptability of recommendations in final re- 

port 
ACTAB: ability to implement recommendations in final report 
CENTRL: degree of centralization of organizational structure (in 

managers' firms) 
FORML: degree of formalization of organizational structure (in 

managers' firms) 
SURPR: extent of surprise perceived in final report 
UTIL: extent of use of research information 
INTERACT: degree of interaction between managers and research- 

ers 
MATUR: stage of product (service) in life cycle 

errors. The method of evaluating reliability used here is 
the estimation of Cronbach a (Cronbach 1951; Nunnally 
1967). 

Table 1 reports the values of Cronbach a for the 11 
basic variables. The twelfth variable, maturity in the life 

cycle, was measured on a unidimensional scale consist- 
ing of a single question; hence no reliability coefficient 
can be computed. 

Using Nunnally's threshold of acceptable reliability 
coefficients as equal to or greater than 0.50, we can see 
that only four variables do not satisfy this requirement. 
These variables are the four characteristics of the final 

report. The reasons for their instability is the skewed 
distribution of responses to questions in each index (see 
Table 2) which produces a lower variability of response. 
This problem is common with all self-response mea- 
sures, but other variables seem to have been less affected 
(as indicated by their higher Cronbach coefficients). 

These four variables are, however, theoretically rel- 
evant. They are derived from work in both decision sci- 
ences (Zmud 1978) and public policy (Rich 1979; Weiss 
and Bucuvalas 1980). Hence they were considered im- 

Table 2 
RESPONSE FREQUENCIES FOR REPORT ATTRIBUTES 

Responses (%)' 

Str. Neither Str. 
Variable agree Agree agree/disag. Disagree disag. 

QUALC (1) 46 49 1 4 0 
(2) 1 9 19 47 24 
(3) 21 58 20 1 0 
(4) 19 65 3 1 0 
(5) 26 65 4 5 0 
(6) 0 1 4 51 41 
(7) 34 54 8 3 1 
(8) 0 3 12 45 41 

QUALF (1) 0 8 15 53 21 
(2) 21 62 5 3 3 
(3) 3 11 13 59 11 
(4) 0 7 5 63 23 
(5) 19 28 8 34 10 

POLACC (1) 15 47 24 3 1 
(2) 1 4 5 48 36 
(3) 1 11 10 51 19 
(4) 0 16 19 37 18 
(5) 8 31 16 27 4 

ACTAB (1) 5 16 5 36 32 
(2) 0 3 4 57 25 
(3) 4 22 25 34 1 
(4) 3 4 5 55 32 
(5) 3 5 21 43 12 
(6) 1 17 7 45 28 

aResponses may not add up to 100% because of "not applicable" 
responses. 

Key to Table 2 
QUALC (1) The results addressed very well the problems we had 

to solve. 
(2) There were many contradictory statements or find- 

ings. 
(3) The technical quality of the research was high. 
(4) The conclusions/recommendations of the presentation 

followed from the data. 
(5) The way the information was gathered was appropri- 

ate. 
(6) The statistics were smokescreens for otherwise useless 

findings. 
(7) The information provided was not available else- 

where. 
(8) The information provided was not worth the money 

spent on it. 
QUALF (1) There were too many tables/graphs/statistics. 

(2) The language of the presentation was clear. 
(3) There was not enough interpretation or explanation of 

the findings. 
(4) The analysis of the data was more complex than nec- 

essary. 
(5) It was necessary for someone within the company to 

summarize the information before it could be used. 
POLACC (1) The implications of the findings were politically ac- 

ceptable to you. 
(2) The report reflects that external researchers and mar- 

keting management were out of touch with each other. 
(3) Some of the more negative results were softened in 

the presentation. 
(4) The research results challenged existing institutional 

arrangements. 
(5) The recommendations did not challenge the budget or 

resource allocations of the department. 
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Table 2 
(Continued) 

ACTAB (1) The presentation provided data but no explicit rec- 
ommendations for action. 

(2) There were more recommendations than could prac- 
tically be implemented. 

(3) The recommendations were easy to put into effect. 
(4) The information was not on time for a pending deci- 

sion. 
(5) All recommendations were implemented. 
(6) The usability of research did not depend on whether 

it got there on time. 

Table 3 
INTER-ITEM INDEX VALIDATION COEFFICIENTS 

(SPEARMAN) FOR INDICES USED ,IN MODEL 

(sample: managers) 

Index 
EXPLOR 

(N) 
Sig. 

Index 
CONFM 

(N) 
Sig. 

Index 
SURPR 

(N) 
Sig. 

Index 
QUALF 

(N) 
Sig. 

Index 
QUALC 

(N) 
Sig. 

Index 
POLACC 

(N) 
Sig. 

Index 
ACTAB 

(N) 
Sig. 

Index 
CENTRL 

(N) 
Sig. 

Variables 
XI X2 X3 X4 XS X6 X7 
.56 .51 .10 .28 .47 .30 .30 
(84) (85) (85) (85) (85) (85) (85) 
.001 .001 .202 .005 .001 .003 .002 

Variables 
XI X2 X3 X4 X5 X6 X7 X8 
.16 .45 .40 .50 .50 .20 .35 .43 
(85) (85) (85) (85) (85) (85) (85) (85) 
.077 .001 .001 .001 .001 .032 .001 .001 

Variables 
XI X2 X3 
.61 .59 .80 
(77) (76) (78) 
.001 .001 .001 

Variables 
XI X2 X3 X4 X5 
.54 .51 .66 .45 .67 
(75) (76) (75) (75) (74) 
.001 .001 .001 .001 .001 

Variables 
XI X2 X3 X4 XS X6 X7 X8 
.53 .51 .59 .57 .53 .38 .35 .69 
(77) (75) (76) (75) (76) (76) (76) (74) 
.001 .001 .001 .001 .001 .001 .001 .001 

Variables 
XI X2 X3 X4 X5 
.43 .37 .40 .44 .34 
(74) (75) (74) (74) (74) 
.001 .001 .001 .001 .001 

Variables 
XI X2 X3 X4 X5 X6 
.56 .34 .43 .19 .44 .32 
(75) (76) (76) (76) (75) (76) 
.001 .002 .001 .052 .001 .002 

Variables 
X1 X2 X3 X4 X5 X6 X7 X8 
.25 .37 .45 .32 .57 .49 .58 .53 
(77) (77) (77) (77) (76) (77) (77) (77) 
.014 .001 .001 .002 .001 .001 .001 .001 

Table 3 
(Continued) 

Index 
FORML 

(N) 
Sig. 

Index 
FORML 

(N) 
Sig. 

Index 
UTIL 

(N) 
Sig. 

Index 
MATUR 

(N) 
Sig. 

Variables 
XI X2 X3 X4 XS X6 X7 X8 
.35 .42 .40 .36 .58 .61 .64 .50 
(79) (79) (79) (78) (77) (79) (79) (79) 
.001 .001 .001 .001 .001 .001 .001 .001 

Variables 
X9 XO1 Xll X12 X13 X14 X15 
.65 .52 .41 .44 .41 .52 .51 
(79 (79) (79) (79) (78) (78) (78) 
.001 .001 .001 .001 .001 .001 .001 

Variables 
XI X2 X3 X4 X5 
.18 .23 .31 .97 .51 
(79) (79) (79) (77) (79) 
.050 .018 .003 .001 .001 

Variables 
XI 
.90 
(84) 
.001 

portant enough to warrant attention and are retained for 
the path analysis. 

Validity 
To determine the validity of some of the concepts 

being operationalized, two separate procedures were fol- 
lowed. One measured inter-item index validity and the 
other convergent validity. 

Inter-term index validity was measured by correlating 
each item on an index with the index itself. These coef- 
ficients are reported in Table 3. 

Almost all correlations are not only in the expected 
direction, but are significant at 0.001 levels. This find- 
ing indicates a strong measure of validity in terms of 
scale items contributing to the measurement of the con- 
cept the total index was designed to measure. 

Further, convergent validity, defined as the degree to 
which two attempts to measure the same concept are 
convergent (Zaltman, Pinson, and Angelmar 1973, p. 
70), was measured by correlating selected indices with 
other items or questions in the questionnaire. These cor- 
relations are displayed in Table 4. For instance, the ex- 
tent of surprise was correlated with a question that asked 
whether results supported decisions made on other 
grounds. High surprise should correlate negatively with 
the responses to this question. Table 4 indicates that it 
does and is significant at the 0.001 level. 

The measuring instruments used and the concepts op- 
erationalized show excellent internal consistency and 
validity. Slightly lower reliability coefficients for the 
four final report characteristics are shown to accrue from 
a somewhat skewed distribution of responses to items 
on which the respective indices are based. In general, 
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Table 4 
CONVERGENT VALIDATION (SPEARMAN) FOR SELECTED 

INDICES IN MODEL 

Managers 

SURPR with X001 -.36 
(N) (79) 

SIG. .001 

UTIL with X002 -.35 
(N) (74) 

SIG. .001 

MATUR with X003 .61 
(N) (84) 

SIG. .001 

CENTRL with X004 -.27 
(74) 
.010 

FORML with X004 -.14 
(74) 
.115 

Key to Variables in Convergent Validation 

X001: The results from this research study supported decisions made 
on other grounds. 

X002: The information provided was not worth the money spent on 
it. 

X003: As far as your firm is concerned, would you classify this prod- 
uct/service as a: 

_new product for new market* 
_new product for old market 
-old product for new market 

old product for old market 

*A "new" market would be one which the firm has not served 
before. 

X004: Annual sales of company: $ (1978). 

however, the measurement of variables is very robust 
and provides an adequate basis for further analysis. 

Before discussing the several analyses conducted to 
test relationships, we must point out one initial finding 
from the data. Although the purpose of the study was 
to investigate what factors lead to greater consideration 
of market research, it is enlightening to note that man- 
agers in the study generally indicated a high degree of 
overall satisfaction with the research they were pro- 
vided. This satisfaction can be seen in the marginal fre- 
quencies in Table 2. For example, 46% of managers 
strongly agreed that "research results addressed very 
well the problems (they) had to solve." A further 24% 
strongly disagreed that "there were many contradictory 
statements or findings," and 21% strongly agreed that 
"the technical quality of the research was high." 

The Use Index 
The managers' generally substantial degree of satis- 

faction with the research with which they were provided 
is consistent with the reasonably high level of research 

use reported (cf., mean score on UTIL index, Table 1). 
The results of the path analyses therefore can be inter- 
preted in light of an attempt to improve the relatively 
high degree of market research information use. As dis- 
cussed in the Findings and Implications section, an ap- 
preciation of the factors affecting the use of research can 
lead to an understanding of both why the current level 
of satisfaction exists and what might be done to enhance 
it. 

One additional point related to the issue of the depen- 
dent variable must be mentioned: the difficulty in op- 
erationalizing the multidimensional concept of "research 
use." As indicated in the Key Concepts and Hypotheses 
section, research may be used in a direct, short-term, 
instrumental fashion or in an indirect, longer term, con- 
ceptual manner. Although we have developed an instru- 
mental definition and operationalization of use, more 
work must be done in this area. Aside from the prob- 
lematic nature of the non-unidimensionality of the con- 
cept, the issue of which dimensions to include must be 
addressed. The four components of decision relevance, 
information surplus, recommendations implemented, 
and general quality were suggested by managers inter- 
viewed for the study and were reinforced by the relevant 
literature in the policy sciences (Larsen 1980; Weiss and 
Bucuvalas 1980). Though substantively and theoretically 
pertinent, each of the components captures a different 
nuance of use. It is for this reason, perhaps, that the 
inter-item correlations of the individual scale items vary 
in their association with the overall use index (Table 3). 
Although we believe that substantively they all build to- 
ward a measure of use (and hence should be included 
in the final index), the first two items, measuring deci- 
sion relevance, for instance, have lower inter-item cor- 
relations than the remaining items. One can speculate 
that the two decision relevance questions (first two items 
in Figure Al) may be too rigid in their measurement of 
research use. For example, conceivably other informa- 
tion (besides the market research being described) was 
available for making the final product strategy decision. 
To the extent that this other information may have been 
used as input for the final decision, the importance of 
the market research would somewhat decline. That is, 
the availability of other relevant information would de- 
tract from the sine qua non aspect of any one specific 
market research study. Although we did not investigate 
the availability of such other information, researchers 
interested in this area should definitely attempt to deter- 
mine this issue in an operationalization of the use con- 
cept. 

With an appreciation of this caution about the mea- 
surement of use, as well as the general satisfaction of 
managers with the research presented to them, we turn 
to an investigation of the proposed hypotheses. 

CAUSAL MODEL ANALYSIS 

Collectively, our hypotheses formed a basic model 
involving 11 variables which may directly and/or indi- 
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rectly affect the use of market research. This model is 
a simple one which is far from exhaustive in terms of 
including all potentially relevant independent variables. 
However, the model did seem to be the best one which 
our insights allowed us to construct prior to the actual 
research. 

The framework of relationships formed by the sug- 
gested hypotheses was tested by path analysis. This 
method primarily involves the decomposition and inter- 
pretation of linear relationships among a set of variables 
by assuming that a (weak) causal order is known or the- 
oretically postulated. The magnitude of the relationships 
(called "paths") determines whether the prespecified 
causal order is justified. The technique is therefore em- 
inently suited to the nature of our investigation. 

The causal model is presented in its testable form in 
Figure 1. The model describes both the primary rela- 
tionships between variables as hypothesized and the sub- 
sidiary interactions between groups of variables. Space 
limitations preclude discussion of these several second- 
order interactions. However, the relevant interactions 
are treated in the Discussion section. 

The variables used were retained in their raw index 
form. We performed a series of sequential ordinary least 
squares regressions using first the ultimate criterion vari- 
able (use) with all the remaining variables as predictors. 
Then, following the causal model structure posited in 
Figure 1, we used each mediating variable as the crite- 
rion with the impacting exogenous variables as predic- 
tors. 

Figure 1 shows path coefficients of both the variables 

impinging directly on use and those affecting each other. 
Dashed lines signify the latter, indirect paths. 

All coefficients are statistically significant (p - .01). 
This finding by itself is a confirmation of the model as 
hypothesized. However, before considering the magni- 
tudes of these coefficients, we must investigate the total 
effect of various independent variables on use. 

Table 5 shows these total effects as being composed 
of both direct and indirect effects. The indirect effects 
are calculated as a simple multiplicative measure of the 
magnitude of sequential beta weights. This procedure 
(i.e., the Simon-Blalock technique) is commonly used 
in causal modeling and path analysis (Asher 1976; Blal- 
ock 1963; 1964; 1967; Lazerwitz 1973; Simon 1957). 
For example, part of the indirect effect of EXPLOR on 
UTIL is (0.17 x 0.21) = 0.04 because it is mediated 
through the variable surprise (SURPR). The total effect 
is then measured by adding the magnitude of the indirect 
effects to the direct effects. 

We now can see that rather than the simple direct ef- 
fect considerations, the most important variables in the 
model that lead to use are formalization, content quality 
of the research report, interaction, surprise, and cen- 
tralization. 

The value of the contribution from indirect effects is 
more clearly understood by looking at a percentagewise 
breakdown of both types of effects (following the anal- 
ysis suggested by Alwin and Hauser 1975). Table 6 pro- 
vides this breakdown. 

The contribution of surprise to the manager sample is 
marked. Apart from its own direct impact on use, it pro- 

Figure 1 
CAUSAL MODEL OF RESEARCH USE---MANAGERS 

; CENTRL 

.31 

.........................................06 

CALL PATH COEFFICIENTS ARE SIGNIFICANT 
AT P<0.01 LEVELS 

SOLID LINES INDICATE DIRECT EFFECTS 
DASHED LINES INDICATE INDIRECT EFFECTS 
FOR SCHEMATIC CLARITY, RESIDUALS HAVE BEEN OMITTED 

R2 - 0.655 
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vides 63% of the explanation of why the form of the 
report has an impact on the criterion variable. In addi- 
tion, it contributes more than a third of the explanation 
of the impact of confirmatory research purpose and 30% 
of the impact of the content quality attribute. Interaction 
between managers and researchers also appears to be an 
important mediating variable. However, much of the 
effect of interaction occurs through other variables. 

The path analysis results indicate that all the variables 
posited as having a causal impact on the use of market 
research indeed do. The findings on the report attributes 
construct are presented with some reservations because 
the measurement of the report attributes construct was 
not very reliable. However, in their interactions with 
other variables (especially surprise) in the causal model, 
they have statistically significant coefficients and are in- 
cluded in the results. 

The model explains 65.5% of the variance in research 
use. Although the purpose of path analysis is to deter- 
mine the existence (in terms of statistical significance) 
and magnitude of hypothesized effects on the ultimate 
dependent variable rather than to measure explained var- 
iance, these figures of explained variance indicate that 
the variables we considered are indeed important in in- 
fluencing the extent to which market research is used. 
These variables are only a small set of the total number 
of logically relevant variables which might have been 
included in the analysis. 

The analysis described was repeated for two other 
variables. The dependent variable "use" was decom- 
posed into the variables "input" and "impact." Both 
analyses were inconclusive. The magnitudes of beta 
weights forming both direct and indirect effects were not 
large enough to justify considering the influence of the 
set of predictor variables on either "input" or "im- 
pact." This conclusion can be expected because for both 
conceptual and statistical reasons, the four dimensions 
of the use variable need to be considered together in 

Table 6 
PROPORTIONAL BREAKDOWN OF EFFECTS 

(dependent variable: use) 

Independent Total % explained 
variablea effect by direct effect 

EXPLOR -.15 33.3 
(% explained by indirect effect: thru SURPR, 26.6; thru INTERACT, 
6.6; thru INTERACT & SURPR, 6.6; thru INTERACT & QUALF, 
6.7; thru INTERACT & QUALC, 6.7; thru INTERACT & POLACC, 
6.7; thru INTERACT & ACTAB, 6.7) 

CONFM .11 36.4 
(% explained by indirect effect: thru SURPR, 35.4; thru INTERACT, 
9.0; thru INTERACT & SURPR, 9.0; thru INTERACT & QUALC, 
9.2) 

SURPR -.21 100.0 

FORML -.49 98.0 
(% explained by indirect effect: thru several minor effects, 2.0) 

CENTRL -.21 7.14 
(% explained by indirect effect: thru INTERACT, 9.5; thru EXPLOR, 
9.5; thru EXPLOR & SURPR, 4.8; thru other minor effects, 4.8) 

QUALF .08 
(% explained by indirect effect: thru SURPR, 62.5) 

QUALC .30 
(% explained by indirect effect: thru SURPR, 30.0) 

POLACC .12 
(% explained by indirect effect: thru SURPR, 25.0) 

ACTAB .12 

37.5 

70.0 

75.0 

100.0 

MATUR .09 55.6 
(% explained by indirect effect: thru EXPLOR, 11.1; thru EXPLOR 
& SURPR, 11.1; thru CONFM, 11.1; thru CONFM & SURPR, 11.1) 

INTERACT .23 21.7 
(% explained by indirect effect: thru SURPR, 17.4; thru QUALC, 
21.7; thru QUALF, 4.3; thru POLACC, 8.7; thru ACTAB, 8.7; thru 
QUALC & SURPR, 8.7; thru QUALF & SURPR, 4.4; thru PO- 
LACC, 4.4. 

aSee Table 1 for key to independent variables. 

Table 5 
DIRECT, INDIRECT, AND TOTAL EFFECTS OF 

INDEPENDENT VARIABLES ON USE 

(dependent variable: use) 

Independenta b Direct Indirect Total 
variables effect effect effect 

EXPLOR -.05 -.10 -.15 
CONFM .04 .07 .11 
SURPR -.21 - -.21 
FORML -.48 -.01 -.49 
CENTRL -.15 -.06 -.21 
QUALF .03 .05 .08 
QUALC .21 .09 .30 
POLACC .09 .03 .12 
ACTAB .12 .00 .12 
MATUR .05 .06 .09 
INTERACT .05 .18 .23 

aSee Table 1 for key to independent variables. 
bAll significant at p < .01. 

analyzing the attention given to specific market research 
information by managers. 

DISCUSSION OF FINDINGS AND IMPLICATIONS 

The most important variables affecting the use of re- 
search are organizational structure (formalization and 
centralization), technical quality, surprise, actionability, 
and researcher-manager interaction. Organizational 
structure variables have a particularly large effect on re- 
search use. The degree of centralization and formaliza- 
tion (or lack thereof) seems to outweigh life cycle ma- 
turity, research purpose (confirmatory and exploratory), 
and to an even greater extent the report attributes in its 
influence on what and how much market research in- 
formation is used. The more decentralized and less for- 
malized firms are more likely to make greater (and per- 
haps better) use of the research they subcontract than 
differently structured companies. This conclusion is in 
accordance with the findings of Rich (1977) in the public 
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policy area and of Moch and Morse (1977) among many 
others in the organizational theory/innovation adoption 
area. Although our study was not designed to explore 
these possibilities, more decentralized companies con- 
ceivably allow lower-level managers to take greater part 
in research activities, thus ensuring their commitment to 
the results of such activities. Also, the greater the in- 
volvement (and hence interaction) of managers with re- 
searchers, the more the former know what to expect and 
what not to expect and the less surprised they are likely 
to be by the final results. This interaction also provides 
researchers with insights about how they can best struc- 
ture the contents of the final report in terms of the sev- 
eral report characteristics studied. Less formalized struc- 
ture would permit managers to be cognizant of the 
"business realities" facing their firms. These concerns 
could be communicated to researchers as a basis for 
making recommendations which are within the resource 
capabilities of the firm. 

We believe our findings about organizational structure 
are very significant in at least two related respects. First, 
in terms of management or organizational behavior, they 
are an empirical indication of the major impact of the 
internal environment of firms on marketing decision 
making. This aspect of marketing management is little 
researched. Second, our findings reflect the impact of 
organizational structure variables on the consumption 
behavior of organizations. The need to study the impact 
of structural variables on purchase behavior has been 
noted previously although little studied (Bonoma, Zalt- 
man, and Johnston 1977) in the buyer behavior litera- 
ture. These findings suggest that postpurchase or con- 
sumption behavior is affected strongly by structural 
variables as well. This possibility merits much further 
exploration by researchers concerned with industrial or 
organizational buying behavior. 

Another factor found to be very important is surprise. 
Surprise is an important moderating variable between the 
research requested and produced and its use. Surprise 
can be thought of as a reality test which helps managers 
decide whether or not to use certain research results. If 
the results are intended to reinforce prior feelings (or 
information), a high degree of surprise would lessen ac- 
ceptance of a research report's findings. 

The same would be true even in the case of explora- 
tory research but to a lesser extent. Some degree of sur- 
prise would be tolerated, particularly if the research de- 
sign also had a partly confirmatory purpose (and the 
surprise did not occur there). Information is needed to 
reduce uncertainty, not to increase it. Even positive sur- 
prises imply a change in status quo which in turn may 
create problems. These are not considerations that man- 
agers weigh lightly. Surprise, then, is used as one arbiter 
of what information is accepted and used and what in- 
formation is questioned or discarded. 

Surprise is especially significant in explaining the im- 
pact of report attributes on use. The quality attributes in 
particular have 71% (for form quality) and 38% (for con- 

tent quality) of their total effects explained by indirect 
effects via surprise. High quality enhances use partly by 
lowering the level of surprise which ordinarily inhibits 
use. 

Surprise also influences report attribute ranking. Al- 
though actionability and political acceptability were ex- 
pected to be the highest rated attributes, one reversal did 
occur: content quality was the highest rated attribute. An 
explanation for this discrepancy is given in the discus- 
sion of the value of the surprise variable. If managers 
use surprise as a criterion in their decision to use or not 
use research findings, the magnitude of the surprise has 
implications for the behavior of the manager. Imagine 
a situation in which predominantly confirmatory re- 
search was desired by managers and unanticipated find- 
ings were produced by researchers. Managers must find 
a basis for criticizing the findings. Because they cannot 
comfortably tell researchers that they do not like findings 
which do not coincide with expectations, managers can 
select one (or several) of the research report attributes 
to censure. Content quality may be selected for several 
reasons. 

Managers often do not inform external researchers 
about how decisions will be made on the basis of the 
information provided. Therefore the actionability attrib- 
ute may not be readily selected as a basis for criticism. 
Additionally the political acceptability of research results 
involves the managers themselves and their colleagues. 
Researchers are usually not well informed about the po- 
litical environment within client firms (although other 
data indicate they would like to be thus informed; Desh- 
pande 1979b). Hence political acceptability as a basis 
for criticism is not easy to employ. The way the results 
are presented (in terms of the form of the report) might 
seem too trivial an aspect to criticize. The final attribute, 
and the one most likely to be chosen, is the technical 
quality ("content quality") of the research done. It is 
generally not difficult to find one or more technical lim- 
itations in any significant research undertaking. One can 
simply give special prominence to these limitations 
when the results are surprising. It is notable that data 
from the 16 interviews strongly suggest that managers 
are much more inclined to pay attention to research 
methodology and to do so critically when the research 
results are surprising. When the results are largely con- 
sistent with expectations, little attention is given to the 
research methodology section of the report. 

Finally, managers do not appear to believe that the 
maturity of a product or service in its life cycle has a 
great impact on the use of research relating to that prod- 
uct or service. Even the indirect effects of maturity on 
research use do not contribute very much. 

Our study findings have the following implications. 
1. The structure of an organization should be examined 

carefully to detect any inhibitory effects on research use. 
To the extent that an organization does or could make 
frequent use of research, an alternative organizational 
design (i.e., decentralized responsibility) which en- 
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hances research use might be considered. Redesign may 
be temporary for a specific research project. For exam- 
ple, research in the organizational behavior literature 
suggests that certain organizational structures may facil- 
itate the initiation of new projects (i.e., a decision to 
conduct a major research study) and yet inhibit the im- 
plementation of those projects (i.e., taking action based 
on the research) and vice versa (Duncan 1972; Hage 
1980). Thus an organization which is highly centralized 
(which may facilitate the decision to conduct a major 
research project) may have difficulty in implementing 
results of the study. Centralization appears to inhibit re- 
search use (see Tables 5 and 6). Thus, for purposes of 
implementing the research, a highly centralized firm may 
wish to decentralize decision making temporarily in the 
marketing area, at least during the implementation phase. 
Similar "switching rules" (Duncan 1972; Zaltman and 
Duncan 1977) can be developed for other relevant or- 
ganizational structure features or variables. 

2. Managers should provide researchers with more infor- 
mation about the decisions to be made on the basis of 
the research they produce. 

3. Personal interaction between managers and researchers 
is very important in creating trust in the researcher and 
consequently in the results of the research. The quality 
of personal interaction affects manager perceptions of the 
overall quality of the report itself. 

4. Providing a research agency feedback about the use/ 
nonuse made of the research is especially important if 
that agency is expected to have a continuing relationship 
with the firm. 

5. Researchers who favor an exploratory style of research 
should be especially sensitive to managers' tendencies to 
want confirmatory research containing few surprises. 
One respondent used the term "comfort zone" to refer 
to a manager's tolerance for counterintuitive and/or un- 
expected findings. The larger the comfort zone, the more 
tolerant and accepting a manager is of such information. 
Special efforts will be necessary to widen comfort zones 
among managers if the results of exploratory research are 
to be accepted. Managers themselves might try to iden- 
tify how they would react to unanticipated results in re- 
search they commission. Comfort zones might be wid- 
ened by managers and researchers generating a large 
array of possible research outcomes prior to the conduct 
of the research (Deshpande and Zaltman 1981). Use of 
a dialectic procedure, as has been employed by Xerox 
Corporation among others, might generate a range of 
outcomes which would make any particular outcome ap- 
pear less surprising (Mitroff, Kilmann, and Barabba 
1979). This approach could be facilitated by generating 
deliberately skewed responses to research questions for 
use by managers in a brainstorming mode prior to the 
research. Such responses are likely to include surprises 

and hence sensitize managers to the possibility of un- 
anticipated research outcomes. The task of broadening 
comfort zones appears to have received little attention in 
management contexts and certainly is worthy of further 
inquiry. 

FUTURE ACTIVITY 

Our research findings might properly be considered 
"commencements" rather than conclusions. Though we 
believe the findings have substantial validity and reli- 
ability, many other necessarily untested variables need 
exploration. For example, cognitive variables might be 
very important explanatory factors affecting responses 
to surprise and the salience of research report attributes. 
Manager attitudes toward research in general and their 
perception of science may affect the impact of several 
variables in the model. Additionally, the specific hy- 
potheses tested should be explored with different sam- 
ples, e.g., consumer product managers in small firms 
and managers in industrial goods firms. 

Our study is necessarily a first attempt at exploring 
empirically the relationships associated with the use of 
market research information. Like all first attempts in 
a new area, this exploration has both strengths and weak- 
nesses which are discussed at various points throughout 
the article. However, particular mention must be made 
here of the attempts to measure the dependent variable, 
use. Although an initial attempt is made to operation- 
alize this key variable in our study, much more work 
clearly needs to be done. One possibly fruitful direction 
for reconceptualizing the concept of use may be to con- 
sider the change between expected application prior to 
the conduct of research and the actual application of re- 
search upon its completion. This approach, which stresses 
the impact aspect of use, requires longitudinal research 
designs. (We believe such an approach would offer sev- 
eral other benefits as well). Another conceptualization 
might be to consider such dimensions as changes in as- 
sumptions and decision rules even when such changes 
may not be uniquely linked to, or easily associated with, 
specific actions. 

Commencement activities along these lines should 
provide needed insight into marketing management be- 
havior, the consumption behavior of organizations, and 
aspects of the knowledge system of the marketing 
profession. These insights, in turn, can enhance both our 
theories of consumer behavior and the quality of profes- 
sional practices among managers and researchers. 
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APPENDIX 
OPERATIONALIZATION OF VARIABLES 

Figure A1 
USE OF RESEARCH INFORMATION 

A. Please indicate your extent of agreement with each of the follow- 
ing statements (using the scale below). 

1 strongly agree 
2 agree 
3 neither agree nor disagree 
4 disagree 
5 strongly disagree 
9 don't know 

(1) Without this research information, the decisions made 
would have been very different. 

(2) No decision would have been made without this research 
information. 

(3) The majority of the research information from this project 
was not used. 

(4) How successful would you say that this research project 
was in resolving the key issues for which the project was 
designed? (Please check one.) 
_1 very successful 
_2 moderately successful 

.3 neither successful nor unsuccessful 
_4 moderately unsuccessful 

_5 very unsuccessful 
.9 don't know 

B. In your opinion, what proportion of this particular study need not 
have been done (for whatever reasons): 

% 

Figure A2 
RESEARCH PURPOSE (FOR RESEARCHERS) 

EXPLORATORY 

Considering the problems or issues research was to address, please 
indicate your agreement or disagreement with the following in the 
space before each statement. (Please use the scale below.) 

1 strongly agree 
2 agree 
3 neither agree nor disagree 
4 disagree 
5 strongly disagree 
9 don't know 

a. The research was intended to identify what the problems/key is- 
sues were. 

b. The client intended the research to identify many different solu- 
tions to these issues. 

c. The client intended the research to identify one clear solution to 
resolve these issues. 

d. The client wanted a major focus of the research to be that of iden- 
tifying which strategies would be unsuccessful. 

e. The client expected the research would give their managers new 
ideas and strategies. 

f. The client relied upon many different sources of information to 
shed light on these issues. 

g. The client was pretty flexible on their position concerning these 
issues. 
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Figure A2 
(Continued) 

CONFIRMATORY 
a. Past experience was more likely to be relied on by client managers 

than new research to resolve these issues. 
b. The client had a position on these issues before they were re- 

searched. 
c. The client was strongly committed to a position on these issues. 
d. The client seemed to have had a good idea of what the final results 

should look like. 
e. The client expected any results from the project to be compatible 

with their intuition on these issues. 
f. Independent of the research, the client felt their company would 

continue to do things as before. 

g. The client intended the research to help legitimate positions al- 
ready taken on these issues. 

h. There was a belief by some of the client managers that the research 
would cast doubt on a policy or position other groups in the firm 
had taken concerning these issues. 

Figure A3 

FORMALIZATION 
In this last section, we would like to ask you the following questions 
about your organization and the way that you see your job within the 
company as related to this specific research project. For each item, 
please answer as it applies to you and your organization, using the 
answer categories below. 

1 definitely true 
2 more true than false 
3 more false than true 
4 definitely false 
5 not applicable 

A. 
(1) First, I felt that I was my own boss in most matters relating 

to the project. 
(2) I could make my own decisions regarding the project without 

checking with anybody else. 
(3) How things were done around here was left pretty much up 

to me. 

(4) I was allowed to do almost as I pleased. 
(5) I made up my own rules on this job. 
(6) I was constantly being checked on for rule violations. 
(7) I felt as though I was constantly being watched to see that 

I obeyed all the rules. 
(8) There was no specific rules manual relating to this project. 
(9) There is a complete written job description for going about 

this task. 

(10) Whatever situation arose, we had procedures to follow in 
dealing with it. 

(11) Everyone had a specific job to do. 
(12) Going through the proper channels in getting this job done 

was constantly stressed. 
(13) The organization kept a written record of everyone's perfor- 

mance. 
(14) We had to follow strict operational procedures at all times. 
(15) Whenever we had a problem, we were supposed to go to the 

same person for an answer. 
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Figure A4 

CENTRALIZATION 

B. 

C. 

1 never 
2 seldom 
3 often 
4 always 

(1) How frequently did you usually participate in decisions on the 
adoption of new products? 

(2) How frequently did you usually participate in decisions on the 
modification of existent products? 

(3) How frequently did you usually participate in decisions to de- 
lete existent products? 

1 definitely true 
2 more true than false 
3 more false than true 
4 definitely false 
5 not applicable 

(1) There could be little action taken on this project until a su- 
perior approved a decision. 

(2) If I wished to make my own decisions, I would be quickly 
discouraged. 

(3) Even small matters on this job had to be referred to someone 
higher up for a final answer. 

(4) I had to ask my boss before I did almost anything. 

(5) Any decision I made had to have my boss' approval. 

Figure A5 

QUALITY (content) 

Please indicate your agreement or disagreement on each of the fol- 
lowing issues regarding the final report (if they apply) in the space 
before each statement. 

1 strongly agree 
2 agree 
3 neither agree nor disagree 
4 disagree 
5 strongly disagree 
9 not applicable 

(1) The technical quality of the research was high. 

(2) There were many contradictory statements or findings. 

(3) The conclusions/recommendations of the presentation followed 
from the data. 

(4) The statistics were smokescreens for otherwise useless findings. 

(5) The way the information was gathered was appropriate. 

(6) The results addressed very well the problems we had to solve. 

(7) The information provided was not available elsewhere. 

(8) The information provided was not worth the money spent on it. 

QUALITY (form) 

(1) The language of the presentation was clear. 

(2) There were too many tables/graphs/statistics. 

(3) There was not enough interpretation or explanation of the find- 
ings. 

(4) The analysis of the data was more complex than necessary. 

(5) It was necessary for someone within the company to summarize 
the information before it could be used. 

ABILITY TO IMPLEMENT RECOMMENDATIONS 

(1) The presentation provided data but no explicit recommendations 
for action. 

(2) There were more recommendations than could practically be im- 
plemented. 

(3) The recommendations were easy to put into effect. 

(4) The information was not on time for a pending decision. 

(5) All recommendations were implemented. 

(6) The usability of the research did not depend on whether it got 
there on time. 

POLITICAL ACCEPTABILITY OF RECOMMENDATIONS 

(1) The implications of the findings were politically acceptable to 
you. 

(2) The report reflected that the external researchers and marketing 
management were out of touch with each other. 

(3) Some of the more negative results were softened in the presen- 
tation. 

(4) The implications of the findings were politically acceptable to 
others in the organization. 

(5) The research results challenged existing institutional arrange- 
ments. 

(6) The recommendations did not challenge the budget or resource 
allocations of the department. 

Figure A6 

SURPRISE 

Referring to the research project that you have been describing, please 
indicate to what extent you agree or disagree with the following state- 
ments, from your perspective. (Please use the scale below.) 

1 strongly agree 
2 agree 
3 neither agree nor disagree 
4 disagree 
5 strongly disagree 
9 not applicable 

(a) The results were what we anticipated. 
(b) The findings were counterintuitive. 

(c) The results suggested issues that were unforeseen at the start of 
the project. 

(d) The results from this research study supported decisions made on 
other grounds. 
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Figure A7 

LIFE CYCLE MATURITY 
At which one of the following stages would you place this product? 
(Please check one.) 
$ Sales 

I Introduction 
II Growth 

III Maturity 
IV Decline 

II I 
I I I I 
.1 s 

I I III I v 

Time 

Figure A8 

INTERACTION 
1. (A) We would now like to get a few details about your interaction 

with outside researchers used in this project. First of all, please 
indicate the extent of your interaction in each of the following 
phases. 

1 extensive interaction 
2 considerable interaction 
3 moderate interaction 
4 hardly any interaction 
5 no interaction 
9 not applicable 

_a. planning the study 
-b. data collection 
_c. analysis and writeup 

-d. presentation and discussion of results 

Information in Marketing Research Decisions," Proceed- 
ings of the Western AIDS Conference. Chicago: American 
Institute of Decision Sciences. 

Alwin, D. F. and R. M. Hauser (1975), "The Decomposition 
of Effects in Path Analysis," American Sociological Re- 
view, 40 (February), 37-47. 

Argyris, C. and D. A. Schon (1978), Organizational Learn- 
ing: A Theory of Action Perspective. Reading, MA: Addi- 
sion-Wesley. 

Aronson, E. (1969), "Dissonance Theory: Progress and Prob- 
lems," in Theories of Cognitive Consistency: A Sourcebook, 
R. P. Abelson, E. Aronson, W. J. McGuire, T. N. New- 
comb, M. J. Rosenberg, and P. Tannenbaum, eds. New 
York: Rand McNally. 

Asher, H. B. (1976), Causal Modeling. Beverly Hills, CA: 
Sage Publications. 

Backer, Thomas E. and Edward M. Glaser, eds. (1979), Por- 
traits of 17 Outstanding Organizational Consultants, Hu- 
man Interaction Research Institute. 

Barabba, V. (1978), "Knowledge Utilization: The Difference 
Between the Public and Private Sector," paper presented at 
the Conference on Federal Information Sources, Ottawa, 
Canada, December 4-5. 

Bellenger, D. N. (1979), "The Marketing Manager's View 
of Marketing Research," Business Horizons, 22 (June), 
59-65. 

Beyer, Janice M. and Harrison M. Trice (1978), Implementing 
Change: Alcoholism Policies in Work Organizations. New 
York: The Free Press. 

Blalock, H. M., Jr. (1963), "Correlated Independent Vari- 
ables: The Problem of Multicollinearity," American Journal 
of Sociology, 42, 233-7. 

(1964), Causal Inferences in Nonexperimental Re- 
search. Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press. 

(1967), "Causal Inference, Closed Populations, and 
Measures of Association," American Political Science Re- 
view, 61 (March), 130-6. 

Blau, P. M. and R. A. Schoenherr (1971), The Structure of 
Organization. New York: Basic Books. 

Bonoma, Thomas V., Gerald Zaltman, and Wesley J. John- 
ston (1977), Industrial Buying Behavior. Cambridge, MA: 
Marketing Science Institute. 

Brown, L. D. (1972), "Research Action, Organizational 
Feedback, Understanding, and Change," Journal of Applied 
Behavioral Science, 8 (November-December), 697-711. 

Campbell, Donald T. (1975), "Degrees of Freedom and the 
Case Study," Comparative Political Studies, 8 (July), 
178-93. 

Caplan, N., A. Morrison, and R. J. Stambaugh (1975), The 
Use of Social Science Knowledge in Public Policy Decisions 
at the National Level. Ann Arbor, MI: Institute for Social 
Research. 

Cherns, A. (1979), Using the Social Sciences. Boston: Rout- 
ledge and Kegan Paul. 

Child, J. (1972), "Organizational Structure and Strategies of 
Control: A Replication of the Aston Study," Administrative 
Science Quarterly, 19, 163-77. 

Cook, Thomas D. and Donald T. Campbell (1979), Quasi- 
Experimentation: Design and Analysis Issues for Field Set- 
tings. Chicago: Rand McNally College Publishing Co. 

Cronbach, L. J. (1951), "Coefficient Alpha and the Internal 
Structure of Tests," Psychometrika, 16, 297-334. 

Danziger, J. N. (1979), "Automated Information in Local 
Government," American Behavioral Scientist, 22 (Janu- 
ary-February), 363-92. 

Deshpande, R. (1979a), "The Use, Nonuse, and Abuse of 
Social Science Knowledge," Knowledge: Creation, Diffu- 
sion, Utilization, 1 (September), 164-76. 

(1976b), "Toward a Theoretical Model of the Utili- 
zation of Marketing Research Informaton for Consumer 
Product Strategy Decisions," Unpublished Ph.D. Disserta- 
tion, University of Pittsburgh. 

(1981), "Action and Enlightenment Functions of Re- 
search: Comparing Private- and Public-Sector Perspec- 
tives," Knowledge: Creation, Diffusion, Utilization, 2 
(March), 317-30. 

and S. Jeffries (1981), "Attributes Affecting the Use 
of Market Research in Decision Making: An Empirical In- 
vestigation," in Proceedings of the AMA Educators' Con- 
ference, K. Bernhardt et al., eds. Chicago: American Mar- 
keting Association, 1-4. 

and G. Zaltman (1981), "The Characteristics of 
Knowledge Use: Corporate and Public Policy Insights," in 
Government Marketing: Theory and Practice, M. Mokwa 
and S. Permut, eds. New York: Praeger Publishers, 270-278. 

Duncan, R. (1972), "Characteristics of Organizational En- 
vironments and Perceived Environmental Uncertainty," Ad- 
ministrative Science Quarterly, 17:3, 313-27. 

Dunn, William (1980), "The Two Community Metaphor and 
Models of Knowledge Utilization: An Exploratory Case 
Study," Knowledge: Creation, Diffusion, Utilization, 1:4, 
575-36. 

29 



JOURNAL OF MARKETING RESEARCH, FEBRUARY 1982 

(1982), "Reforms as Arguments," in The Political 
Realization of Social Science Knowledge and Research: To- 
ward New Scenarios, K. Knorr, H. Strasser, and B. Holz- 
ner, eds. Frankfurt: Physica Verlag. 

Dyer, R. F. and T. A. Shimp (1977), "Enhancing the Role 
of Marketing Research in Public Policy Decision Making," 
Journal of Marketing, 41 (January), 63-7. 

Ernst, L. A. (1976), "703 Reasons Why Creative People 
Don't Trust Research," Advertising Age, February 10, 
35-6. 

Festinger, L. (1957), A Theory of Cognitive Dissonance. New 
York: Harper and Row. 

Greenberg, B. A., J. L. Goldstucker, and D. N. Bellenger 
(1977), "What Techniques Are Used by Marketing Re- 
searchers in Business," Journal of Marketing, 41 (April) 
62-8. 

Hage, J. (1980), Theories of Organizations. New York: John 
Wiley & Sons, Inc. 

and M. Aiken (1967), "Program Change and Orga- 
nizational Properties, A Comparative Analysis," American 
Journal of Sociology, 72, 503-19. 

and (1969), "Routine Technology, Social 
Structure and Organizational Goals," Administrative Sci- 
ence Quarterly, 14, 366-76. 

and (1970), Social Change in Complex Or- 
ganizations. New York: Random House. 

Hall, R. (1972), Organizations, Structure and Process. En- 

glewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice Hall. 
, E. F. Haas, and N. F. Johnson (1967), "Organiza- 

tional Size, Complexity and Formalization," American So- 
ciological Review, 32, 903-11. 

Hardin, D. K. (1973), "Marketing Research and Productiv- 
ity," in Proceedings of the AMA Educators' Conference, 
T. V. Greer, ed. Chicago: American Marketing Associa- 
tion, 169-171. 

Havelock, R. G., A. Guskin, M. Frohman, M. Havelock, M. 
Hill, and J. Huber (1971), Planning for Innovations Through 
Dissemination and Utilization of Knowledge. Ann Arbor, 
MI: CRUSK/ISR. 

Hinings, C. R. and G. Lee (1971), "Dimensions of Organi- 
zation Structure and Their Context: A Replication," Soci- 
ology, 5, 83-93. 

Holbert, N. A. (1974), "How Managers See Marketing Re- 
search," Journal of Advertising Research, 14 (December), 
41-6. 

Holzner, B. and J. Marx (1979), Knowledge Application: The 
Knowledge System in Society. Boston: MA: Allyn and Ba- 
con. 

Honomichl, J. (1981), "The Nation's Biggest Research Com- 
panies Hike Revenue 17%," Advertising Age, May 18, 3. 

House, Peter W. and David W. Jones (1978), Getting It Off 
the Shelf: A Methodology for Implementing Federal Re- 
search. Boulder, CO: Westview Press. 

Kassarjian, H. H. and J. B. Cohen, (1965), "Cognitive Dis- 
sonance and Consumer Behavior: Reactions to the Surgeon 
General's Report on Smoking and Health," California Man- 
agement Review, 8 (Fall), 55-64. 

Kochen, M., ed. (1975), Information for Action: From Knowl- 
edge to Wisdom. New York: Academic Press. 

Kover, A. J. (1976), "Careers and Noncommunication: The 
Case of Academic and Applied Marketing Research," Jour- 
nal of Marketing Research, 13 (November), 339-44. 

Krum, J. R. (1978), "B for Marketing Research Depart- 

ments," Journal of Marketing, 42 (October), 8-12. 
Kunstler, D. A. (1975), cited in Marketing News (March), 12. 
Larsen, Judith K. (1980), "Knowledge Utilization: What Is 

It," Knowledge: Creation, Diffusion, Utilization, 1:3, 
421-42. 

(1982), "The Nature of Information Utilization in 
Large Organizations," in The Political Realization of Social 
Science Knowledge and Research: Toward New Scenarios, 
K. Knorr, H. Strasser, and B. Holzner, eds. Frankfurt: 
Physica Verlag. 

Lazarsfeld, P. F., W. H. Sewell, and H. L. Wilensky, eds. 
(1967), The Uses of Sociology. New York: Basic Books, 
Inc. 

Lazerwitz, B. (1973), "Religious Identification and Its Ethnic 
Correlates: A Multivariate Model," Social Forces, 52 (De- 
cember), 204-20. 

Lindblom, C. E. and D. K. Cohen (1979), Usable Knowledge: 
Social Science and Social Problem Solving. New Haven, 
CT: Yale University Press. 

Lingwood, D. A. (1979), "Producing Usable Research," 
American Behavioral Scientist, 22 (January-February), 
339-62. 

Mitroff, I. I., R. H. Kilmann, and V. P. Barabba (1979), 
"Management Information Versus Misinformation Sys- 
tems," in Management Principles for Nonprofit Agencies 
and Organizations, G. Zaltman, ed. New York: Amacom, 
401-29. 

Moch, M. K. and E. V. Morse (1977), "Size, Centralization 
and Organization Adoption of Innovations," American So- 
ciological Review, 42 (October), 716-25. 

Myers, J. G., S. A. Greyser, and W. F. Massy (1979), "The 
Effectiveness of Marketing's 'R&D' For Marketing Man- 
agement," Journal of Marketing, 43 (January), 17-29. 

Newman, J. A. (1962), "Put Research Into Marketing Deci- 
sions," Harvard Business Review, 40:2, 105-12. 

Nunnally, J. C. (1967), Psychometric Theory. New York: 
McGraw-Hill Book Company. 

Orlans, Harold (1973), Contracting for Knowledge. San Fran- 
cisco: Jossey-Bass. 

Payne, R. and D. S. Pugh (1976), "Organizational Structure 
and Climate," in Handbook of Industrial and Organiza- 
tional Psychology, M. D. Dunnette, ed. Chicago: Rand 
McNally, 1125-37. 

Permut, S. (1977), "The European View of Marketing Re- 
search," Columbia Journal of World Business (Fall), 94-104. 

Pugh, D. S., D. J. Hickson, C. R. Hinings, and C. Turner 
(1968), "Dimensions of Organization Structure," Admin- 
istrative Science Quarterly, 13, 65-105. 

Rein, M. (1976), Social Science and Public Policy. New 
York: Penguin Books. 

Rich, R. (1977), "Uses of Social Science Information by Fed- 
eral Bureaucrats: Knowledge for Action vs. Knowledge for 
Understanding," in Using Social Research in Public Policy 
Making, C. Weiss, ed. Lexington, MA: D.C. Health. 

(1979). The Power of Social Science Information and 
Public Policy Making. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 

Rothman, J. (1980), Using Research in Organizations. Bev- 
erly Hills, CA: Sage Publications. 

Sathe, V. (1978), "Institutional Versus Questionnaire Mea- 
sures of Organizational Structure," Academy of Manage- 
ment Journal, 21, 227-38. 

Seidler, J. (1974), "On Using Informants: A Technique for 
Collecting Quantitative Data and Collecting Measurement 

30 



USE OF MARKET RESEARCH INFORMATION 

Error in Organizational Analysis," American Sociological 
Review, 39, 816-31. 

Selltiz, C., L. S. Wrightsman, and S. W. Cook (1976), Re- 
search Methods in Social Relations. New York: Holt, Rine- 
hart and Winston. 

Simon, H. A. (1957), "Spurious Correlation: A Causal Inter- 
pretation," Models of Man. New York: John Wiley & Sons, 
Inc., 37-49. 

Weiss, C. H. (1980), "Knowledge Creep and Decision Ac- 
cretion," Knowledge: Creation, Diffusion, Utilization, 1 
(March), 381-404. 

(1982), "Three Terms in Search of Reconceptualiza- 
tion: Knowledge, Utilization, and Decisionmaking," in The 
Political Realization of Social Science Knowledge and Re- 
search: Toward New Scenarios, K. Knorr, H. Strasser, and 
B. Holzner, eds. Frankfurt: Physica Verlag. 

and M. J. Bucuvalas (1977), "The Challenge of So- 
cial Research to Decision Making," in Using Social Re- 
search in Public Policy Making, C. H. Weiss, ed. Lexing- 
ton, MA: D.C. Health, 213-32. 

and (1980), "Truth Tests and Utility Tests," 
American Sociological Review, 45 (April), 303-12. 

Zaltman, G. (1979), "Knowledge Utilization as Planned So- 
cial Change," Knowledge: Creation, Diffusion, Utilization, 
1 (September), 82-105. 

(1982), "Constructing Knowledge Use," in The Po- 
litical Realization of Social Science Knowledge and Re- 
search: Toward New Scenarios, K. Knorr, H. Strasser, and 
B. Holzner, eds. Frankfurt: Physica Verlag. 

and R. Duncan, (1977), Strategies for Planned Change. 
New York: John Wiley & Sons, Inc. 

, , and Holbek (1973), Innovations and Or- 
ganizations. New York: John Wiley & Sons, Inc. 

, C. Pinson, and R. Angelmar (1973), Metatheory and 
Consumer Research. Hindsdale, IL: Dryden Press. 

Ziman, J. (1978), Reliable Knowledge: An Exploration of the 
Grounds for Belief in Science. Cambridge University Press. 

Zmud, R. D. (1978), "An Empirical Investigation of the Di- 
mensionality of the Concept of Information," Decision Sci- 
ences, 9, 187-95. 

31 


	Article Contents
	p. 14
	p. 15
	p. 16
	p. 17
	p. 18
	p. 19
	p. 20
	p. 21
	p. 22
	p. 23
	p. 24
	p. 25
	p. 26
	p. 27
	p. 28
	p. 29
	p. 30
	p. 31

	Issue Table of Contents
	Journal of Marketing Research, Vol. 19, No. 1 (Feb., 1982), pp. 1-163
	Front Matter
	The Use of Focus Groups for Idea Generation: The Effects of Group Size, Acquaintanceship, and Moderator on Response Quantity and Quality [pp.  1 - 13]
	Erratum: A Model of Multiattribute Judgments under Attribute Uncertainty and Informational Constraint [p.  13]
	Factors Affecting the Use of Market Research Information: A Path Analysis [pp.  14 - 31]
	External Search: The Role of Consumer Beliefs [pp.  32 - 43]
	Scoring Frequency Data for Discriminant Analysis: Perhaps Discrete Procedures Can Be Avoided [pp.  44 - 56]
	Estimation of Error Rates in Several-Population Discriminant Analysis [pp.  57 - 61]
	Context-Induced Parameter Instability in a Disaggregate-Stochastic Model of Store Choice [pp.  62 - 71]
	Assessing the Impact of Short-Term Supermarket Strategy Variables [pp.  72 - 86]
	Using Canonical Correlation to Construct Product Spaces for Objects with Known Feature Structures [pp.  87 - 98]
	Applying the Jackknife Statistic in Testing and Interpreting Canonical Weights, Loadings, and Cross-Loadings [pp.  99 - 107]
	Decision Plans and Consumer Choice Dynamics [pp.  108 - 115]
	Modeling Advertising-Sales Relationships Involving Feedback: A Time Series Analysis of Six Cereal Brands [pp.  116 - 125]
	On the Validation of Lifestyle Traits: A Review and Illustration [pp.  126 - 138]
	Research Notes and Communications
	Reliability of Conjoint Analysis: Contrasting Data Collection Procedures [pp.  139 - 143]
	Impact of Pre-Call Request Form and Gender Interaction on Response to a Mail Survey [pp.  144 - 151]

	Measurement Abstracts
	Industrial Salesforce Job Satisfaction [pp.  152 - 155]

	New Books in Review
	A Comparative Review of Econometrics Books [pp.  156 - 162]
	untitled [pp.  162 - 163]

	Publications Received [p.  163]
	Back Matter



