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Abstract  

In today’s rapidly changing business environment, manufacturing and marketing interface should be carefully managed 
in order to run successful business operations. Despite a growing interest in this topic, there has been a lack of research 
about the issue both in operations management and marketing literature. Therefore, the purpose of this study is to fulfill 
the gap in literature by investigating the reasons and proposing the solutions for the conflict between these departments 
of the leading firms in the Turkish manufacturing industry. With the help of survey and in-depth interviews, the strate-
gic priorities, currently applied and desired conflict resolution techniques and the department which is perceived to be 
more responsible for conflicts are investigated. The most important strategic priority is found to be quality for both 
departments. Interpersonal communication as the most frequently applied technique for conflict resolution is empha-
sized by both departments, whereas the desired conflict handling styles differ. The employees of manufacturing de-
partment propose common goal setting, empathy and feedback as the keys to conflict resolution, whereas the employ-
ees of marketing department mostly believe that systematic rules and good planning are the most appropriate and de-
sired methods. The importance of interpersonal communication as a potential conflict resolution technique in the form 
of compromise is also emphasized by both departments. This result can be attributed to the Turkish culture in which 
informal relations are highly valued and shows that the formalization of the relations in the Turkish manufacturing 
industry is still at a developing stage.  

Keywords: manufacturing/marketing interface, manufacturing/marketing conflict, manufacturing/marketing integra-
tion, Turkish manufacturing industry. 
JEL Classification: M1, M11, M31. 

Introduction

Manufacturing and marketing are the functions of 
business where harmony should be sustained in order 
to run successful business operations. However, these 
two functions have adverse and most of the time con-
flicting priorities that have to be dealt by manage-
ment. This problem has received much more impor-
tance today compared to the past due to the many 
relatively new concepts in business literature such as 
Total Quality Management (TQM) and Business 
Process Reengineering (BPR), which focus on inter-
nal and external customer satisfaction, therefore on 
integrative decision making (Parente, 1998). Product 
development, process development, marketing/sales 
planning and manufacturing planning decisions also 
represent the areas where the strategic decisions have 
to be made by joint decision of the manufacturing 
and marketing departments (O’Leary-Kelly and Flo-
res, 2002). It is also pointed out in the literature that 
certain marketing decisions like pricing and position-
ing require understanding the consequences of the 
operational issues (Karmarkar, 1996). 13

The potential conflict between manufacturing and 
marketing exists especially in today’s rapidly chang-
ing business environment. However, managing the 
manufacturing/marketing interface is crucial since the 
two functions assist and reinforce each other. Both 
functions should have an appropriate and shared 
understanding of the firm’s competitive strategy to 
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enable communication and cooperation with each 
other (Montgomery and Hausman, 1985). For in-
stance, manufacturing department needs to under-
stand marketing with respect to opportunity costs 
arising from some manufacturing choices. By the 
same token, marketing should understand the limits 
and capabilities of manufacturing toward market-
ing's requirements. 

In the light of this debate, this paper examines the 
reasons and possible solutions of conflicts between 
manufacturing and marketing departments of the 
leading firms of the Turkish manufacturing industry 
by using survey. This paper is organized as follows. 
In the first section, the theoretical framework of 
manufacturing-marketing interface is discussed. The 
remainder of the paper is dedicated to the conflict-
ing areas of manufacturing and marketing depart-
ments, the ways to achieve integration between 
these two departments, the discussion of the meth-
odology including the sample, the data collection 
and the empirical results. The discussion, manage-
rial implications and directions for future research 
conclude the paper. 

1. Theoretical framework of manufacturing-

marketing interface: literature review

There has been a growing interest in operations 
management literature with respect to the need of 
harmony between manufacturing and marketing 
(M/M) strategies, though manufacturing-marketing 
interface has been under-emphasized in marketing 
strategy research and is absent in manufacturing 
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strategy research (Hausman et al., 2002). Moreover, 
shortened product life cycles, technological ad-
vancements in products and processes, globalization 
of markets, consumerism and the rapidity of change 
accelerated the need to link M/M strategies (Haus-
man et al., 2002). It is also pointed out in the litera-
ture that the lack of harmony between these strate-
gies leads to interfunctional conflict, which, in turn, 
results in less-than-optimal business performance 
(Hayes and Wheelwright, 1984). 

There are many studies in the literature discussing 
M/M interface (e.g., Montgomery and Hausman, 
1985; Deane and McDougall, 1991; Zanon and Filho, 
2007). In one of these studies, Montgomery and 
Hausman (1985) mentioned numerous interfaces be-
tween the two functions, which are summarized as: 

Strategy: The marketing and manufacturing 
strategies of any firm should be in accordance 
with each other to assure harmony. Some com-
panies have coupled a low cost manufacturing 
strategy with a highly differentiated, high cost 
marketing strategy which creates entry barriers 
for competitors. In this case, the low cost manu-
facturing strategy enables the company to keep 
close to competitors in cost, while offering ex-
pensive marketing alternatives in order to have 
considerable value in the market place. In an-
other study (Hausman et al., 2002), the strategic 
importance of the simultaneous M/M decision 
making has been emphasized with respect to 
strategy formulation like market driven pres-
sures to accelerate new product development 
and to supply chain management in the form of 
make/buy decision-making. Hayes and Wheel-
wright (1984) argued that manufacturing proc-
ess life cycles should be matched to the product 
life cycle. As products evolve from low to high 
volume and standardization, processes should 
evolve from job shop to continuous flow. Since 
the stage in a product's life cycle is partly a 
function of the marketing strategy, the need for 
coordinated interaction between marketing and 
manufacturing strategies is crucial (Hayes and 
Wheelwright, 1984). Cross-functional strategy 
implementation is also vital in integrating sys-
tems like JIT, TQM, CIM and QFD (Chase and 
Aquilano, 1992). 
Forecasting: In the short term, market forecasts 
are needed to develop production schedules to 
balance the needs of marketing for rapid and reli-
able delivery. Forecasting is also important in the 
long run to satisfy the need for steady work flow 
and realistic response times and the needs of fi-
nance for low costs and minimum inventory. 

The order-delivery cycle: This is especially 
important in the short term with respect to the 
one who makes the commitments, the side who 
is responsible for the financial cost of carrying 
the finished goods and to the length of the pe-
riod during which no manufacturing schedule 
changes are made. 
Product line: Marketing requires variety in the 
product line and tailoring to customer segments, 
where flexible manufacturing system with eco-
nomic order quantities is a good tool in doing 
so. However, the manufacturing department re-
quires few product lines with large batch size. 
This interface also points out one of the major 
conflicting issues between manufacturing and 
marketing departments. 
Quality: From the viewpoint of manufacturing, 
quality is defined as “conformance to specifica-
tions” (Russell and Taylor, 2003), whereas mar-
keting’s definition of quality is “the totality of 
features and characteristics of a product that 
bear on its ability to satisfy needs” (Kotler, 
2000). Although these two definitions focus on 
different points, management should perceive 
these definitions as complementary to each 
other in defining quality in order to run success-
ful business operations. 
Customer service: It is an extension of both 
production and marketing in its interaction with 
customers and its ability to assure the customer 
that the company will solve the problems in 
post-sale period. 

In their study, Zanon and Filho (2007) proposed a 
method to sustain a strategic consensus between 
manufacturing and marketing departments, where 
strategic consensus is defined as “a similar under-
standing among the managers regarding the impor-
tance and performance of disaggregated strategic 
priorities” (Zanon and Filho, 2007). In another 
study, the manufacturing and marketing interface 
has been analyzed from the viewpoint of design 
strategy (Fitzsimmons, 1991). However, the use of 
these methods remains as a question mark, unless it 
is applied to real-world business problems. 

As manufacturing and marketing functions are the 
two main functions of a business, any issue at this 
interface involves the core of the company (Shapiro, 
1977). Walton and Dutton (1969) proposed that 
“interface conflict will be managed best where the 
attention devoted to interface management corre-
sponds to the degree of differentiation between de-
partments” and that, as differentiation between de-
partments increases, also the interface management 
techniques become more elaborate and complicated 
(Walton and Dutton, 1969). 
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It is also worth mentioning that the interface of 
M/M brings the necessity of an interdisciplinary 
approach, where the management environment and 
the structure should be improved by making use of 
multifunctional teams on the industry side (Mont-
gomery and Webster, Jr., 1997). Through this way, 
the barriers between functions can be broken. This 
is not only a necessity for business, but also an im-
portant factor for management, both in theory and 
practice, in today’s world. 

2. The conflicting areas of manufacturing and 
marketing

Although conflict refers to a negative meaning in 
general, it can be a good opportunity for organiza-
tional success if and only if it is well managed. This 
fact also explains why there exist different thoughts 
about conflict in the literature. According to the 
traditional view of conflict, all conflicts are harmful 
and should be avoided (Robbins, 2001). Human 
Relations School advocates that conflict is natural 
and inevitable, whereas the interactionist approach 
views conflict as a positive force for a group to per-
form effectively. Therefore, the conflict that sup-
ports the goals of the group and improves its per-
formance is called as functional conflict, whereas 
conflict that hinders group performance is called as 
dysfunctional conflict (Robbins, 2001). 

In organizations, conflicts most frequently occur 
among different departments. Such intergroup con-
flict occurs for three basic reasons, namely the need 
for joint decision making, a difference in goals and a 
difference in perceptions of reality of the depart-
ments (March and Simon, 1975). Organizational 
conflict is described as “the inter-departmental be-
havior that occurs when one department perceives 
that other departments are blocking its goal 
achievement or expectation” (Kwahk and Kim, 
1998). The conflict between manufacturing and 
marketing departments can, therefore, not only be an 
example of dysfunctional conflict (Shapiro, 1997), 
but also be an example of horizontal conflict, as it 
occurs between individual departments at the same 
level (Kwahk and Kim, 1998). 

The now-class manufacturing strategy literature 
typically deals with the dimensions of the following 
manufacturing priorities (Hausman and Montgom-
ery, 1997): 

cost (lowest total cost); 
quality (conformance to specifications); 
dependability (meeting delivery/availability 
commitments); 
short-term flexibility (adapting to changing 
product volume and mix requirements); 
innovation (rapid introduction of new products 
and features). 

While these factors represent the manufacturing pri-
orities, there also exist the marketing strategy priori-
ties, which focus on the aspects of the product that 
the consumer is willing to have. These can be listed 
as follows (Hausman and Montgomery, 1997): 

price;
quality (reliability, durability); 
availability (response time mean and variance); 
variety (width of product line, options, customi-
zation);
features (quality residual, vs. competition, first 
to market); 
post-sales services (including spare parts avail-
ability). 

Even though the priorities of manufacturing and mar-
keting departments seem to be different, it is impor-
tant to keep in mind that they are not independent of 
each other, which, in turn, results in conflict between 
these two strategies. As an example, the success of 
post-sales services, to a large extent, depends on 
meeting delivery/availability commitments. 

In their research, Hausman and Montgomery (1991) 
presented empirical evidence for the linkages be-
tween marketing and manufacturing strategies and 
the relation between tactics in the corresponding 
functions. With the use of a survey conducted with 
178 respondents, the authors analyzed the relation 
between operations and marketing priorities. This 
study also enabled making cross-cultural compari-
son due to the presence of Japanese and American 
respondents.

As Shapiro (1977) pointed out, capacity planning 
and long-range sales forecasting, production sched-
uling and short-range sales forecasting, delivery and 
physical distribution, quality assurance, breadth of 
product line, cost control, new product introduction 
and adjunct services such as spare parts inventory 
support, installation and repair also represent poten-
tial areas of conflict between manufacturing and 
marketing departments (Shapiro, 1977). These areas 
also reveal the difference in the goals of the depart-
ments. For instance, manufacturing department pre-
fers to keep inventory at a minimum level, while 
marketing department requires that every item 
would be in inventory, whenever needed. 

It is stated in the literature that one primary reason 
for the manufacturing/marketing conflict is that the 
two functions are evaluated on the basis of different 
criteria and receive awards for different activities 
(Shapiro, 1977). On one hand, the marketing people 
are judged on the basis of profitable growth of the 
company in terms of sales, market share and new mar-
kets entered. On the other hand, the manufacturing 
people are evaluated on running a smooth operation at 
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minimum cost. The author also refers to two differ-
ent data sources that each function needs to be 
named as marketing (i.e., qualitative) data and 
manufacturing (i.e., quantified) data, the difference 
in the orientation and experience of manufacturing 
and marketing personnel, as reasons of conflict be-
tween two departments (Shapiro, 1977). 

After discussing the interface and conflict between 
manufacturing and marketing departments, the meth-
ods of solving the conflict between these departments 
are to be analyzed in the following section. 

3. Achieving integration between manufacturing 

and marketing

When organizational conflict occurs, the strategies 
named as concession (the conflicting parties make a 
concession by giving up their goals), compromise 

(the conflicting parties make a compromise by low-
ering their goal level) and intervention (a third party 
makes an intervention by identifying the interven-
tion driver and weakening the conflict driver) are 
proposed for conflict resolution (Kwahk and Kim, 
1998). After representing the general solutions for 
an organizational conflict, the precautions that can 
be taken for conflict resolution between manufactur-
ing and marketing departments in particular can 
deeply be analyzed. 

The success of the firm in international arena depends, 
to a great extent, on how well the firm can manage the 
coherence between manufacturing and marketing 
functions. It has also empirically been demonstrated 
that business performance is enhanced when manu-
facturing and marketing work harmoniously together 
for goal attainment (Hausman et al., 2002). 

The competitive advantage at the manufacturing and 
marketing interface, in particular, can be sustained 
via organization, information systems and people 
(Montgomery and Hausman, 1985). In organizing 
for new product development, many companies are 
moving to a team approach where R&D, manufac-
turing and marketing are all represented through a 
product's development and market introduction. The 
team assures that marketing and manufacturing is-
sues will receive a proper attention early on and 
provides a cross-sectional, shared ownership of 
problems. The proper utilization of information 
systems through the distributed sharing with cus-
tomer of common data files on orders and delivery 
schedules also facilitates smoothing the interface. 
Finally, manufacturing and marketing managers 
should understand each other better if there is close 
coupling between these functions. Cross-functional 
training, work experience and rotating marketing 
and production people within the factory can sub-
stantially enhance understanding and cooperation 

(Montgomery and Hausman, 1985). The empirical 
evidence also shows the importance of interfunc-
tional communication between sales and production 
(Clare and Sanford, 1984). 

As mediators, managers have an important role in 
managing the M/M conflict. The crucial role of top 
management in finding conflict resolution has also 
been emphasized in other studies in the literature 
(Clare and Sanford, 1984). If the overall perform-
ance of two units is considered to be inadequate, 
then higher executives might try to place particular 
emphasis on observable, short-run measures of per-
formance for each subunit, where performance 
might be operationalized by productivity, adaptabil-
ity or efficient use of all resources, including human 
resources (Walton and Dutton, 1969). A good be-
ginning is the development of clear and straightfor-
ward corporate policies (Shapiro, 1977). Top man-
agement's role, in this case, is important in finding 
out the priority of the company. In the final analysis, 
the company, itself, should decide about its priorities 
in policy making, whether it is going to be manufac-
turing or marketing oriented. That is to say, if on-time 
delivery is determined as a priority, then manufactur-
ing department has to emphasize high inventory and 
bear this burden. In the end, whether the target is 
reached or not has to be also controlled so that the 
company can decide about its effectiveness. 

It is stated in the literature that a common evaluation 
and reward system to stress interfunctional coopera-
tion is also an effective way of forming common 
policies to eliminate conflict. In his research, 
Shapiro (1977) gave an example of judging market-
ing managers on the basis of variables, which are 
important for manufacturing, such as sales forecast-
ing instead of sales quota. 

Quality function deployment (QFD) process can be 
a tool for managing the conflict between manufac-
turing and marketing departments, as it focuses on 
the translation of the voice of the customer into 
technical requirements at every stage of design and 
manufacture (Russell and Taylor, 2003), which ne-
cessitates manufacturing and marketing departments 
to work together. 

4. Empirical study: the conflict between  

manufacturing and marketing departments in 

the Turkish manufacturing industry

As to the research concerning the conflict between 
manufacturing and marketing, many of the studies 
have been conducted in U.S.A. No empirical study 
in Turkey has been known to us in the literature, 
though there has been one theory-based study 
(Soyuer, 2003). Therefore, the main purpose of this 
study is trying to fulfill this gap by investigating the 
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reasons and finding out the possible solutions for the 
conflict between manufacturing and marketing de-
partments of the leading firms in Turkish manufac-
turing industry. 

4.1. A general outlook to the Turkish manufac-

turing industry. According to IMF World Eco-
nomic Outlook Report 2005, Turkey is among the 
twenty biggest economies of the world. In 2005, 
Turkish economy was the 19th biggest economy with 
a GDP of 362.5 billion dollars 
(http://www.8sutun.com/node/11590). The indus-
try's share in GDP was 23.8% and 24.4% for the 
years 2004 and 2005 respectively 
(http://www.tuik.gov.tr). The manufacturing indus-
try has an important share in Turkish economy in 
general and in Turkish industry in particular. In 
2002, the share of the manufacturing in GDP was 
20%, which corresponds approximately to 37.1 bil-
lion dollars (http://www.dpt.gov.tr). The share of the 
manufacturing in GDP was 13.9% in 2004 
(http://devdata.worldbank.org/AAG/tur_aag.pdf).Alt
hough there has been a decline in the share of manu-
facturing in GDP in recent years, which can partly 
be attributed to the increase in the share of services, 
it can be concluded that the manufacturing industry 
still constitutes an important part of GDP in Turkey.

4.2. Methodology. In order to investigate the strate-
gic priorities of manufacturing and marketing de-
partments and to identify the possible conflicting 
areas, the research has been carried out by using a 
survey and interviewing with the employees who 
are working in manufacturing or marketing depart-
ments of the leading manufacturing firms in Turkey. 
The questionnaire used is a shortened and simplified 
version of the questionnaire which was originally 
developed by Hausman and Montgomery (2002). 

The questionnaire consists of three sections. In the 
first section, some descriptive information, such as 
work experience of the respondents and the pace of 
changing technology and the customer needs have 
been investigated. In the second section, the respon-
dents have been required to rank the current and 
desired strategic priorities in their departments. In 
the following section, the performance objectives 
and measures of each department have been ques-
tioned. Moreover, the respondents have also been 
asked on which department they think interdepart-
mental conflicts mostly arise from. In the last section, 
the currently applied and the desired conflict handling 
styles have been asked to find out whether they differ 
from each other. The answers given to these ques-
tions are summarized in the results section. 

In this study, the population consists of employees 
who are working in manufacturing and marketing 
department of firms. The sample firms have been 

chosen with respect to availability from Turkish 
manufacturing industry, which are the leading firms 
of their sectors, named as automotive, aeronautical, 
defense, non-alcoholic beverage and food manufac-
turing sectors. In this manner, about 100 employees 
of manufacturing and marketing departments have 
been contacted. After a preliminary elimination, a 
number of 46 questionnaires have been found to be 
useful. In addition to survey, respondents have also 
been interviewed to clarify the answers given to 
questionnaire and to identify any missing points 
which have not been covered in the survey. 

The number of respondents working in different 
departments, are nearly equal, with 26 people work-
ing in manufacturing and 20 people in marketing 
department. The minimum work experience of em-
ployees is 3 years for respondents for both depart-
ments, whereas the maximum work experience of 
respondents is 40 years for manufacturing and 41 
years for marketing department. The average work 
experience is 21 years for respondents in manufac-
turing and 11.6 years for respondents in marketing 
departments. These descriptive statistics are summa-
rized in Table 1. 

Table 1. The summary of some descriptive statistics 
of respondents 

 Number of 
respondents 

Minimum
work

experience

Maximum
work

experience

Average
work

experience

Manufacturing 
department 

26 3 years 40 years 21 years 

Marketing 
department 

20 3 years 41 years 11.3 years 

The questionnaire also contained questions in a 
scale of 1 to 7, 1 being “very slowly changing” and 
7 being “very fast changing” regarding how fast the 
customer needs and wants as well as the product and 
process technologies change in the investigated 
sectors. As the results show, the fastest changing 
factor is the customer needs and wants, followed by 
product technology, whereas the most stable factor 
is found to be the process technology. These results 
are summarized in Table 2. 

Table 2. The pace of customer needs and wants, 
product and process technologies 

 Minimum Mean Maximum Std.  
deviation 

Changing
customer 

needs
and wants 

2 years 4.66 years 7 years 1.23 

Product 
technology 

2 years 4.61 years 7 years 1.48 

Process
technology 

1 year 3.97 years 7 years 1.40 
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4.3. Results and discussion. According to the results 
of the survey, 42.9% of the employees in manufactur-
ing department think that quality is currently their first 
strategic priority, followed by price (28.6%). Three 
factors, variety, response rate and product attributes are 
perceived to have the same priority in manufacturing 
strategy (14.3%), whereas after sales services are seen 
to have the least importance (8.3%). 

For marketing department, it is seen that quality is 
again the number one priority with having 44.4% of 
the respondent's answer. After quality, price is cited as 
the second important attribute, with a percentage of 
27.3, followed by product attributes (26.7 %) and vari-
ety (5.6 %). Surprisingly, after sales services and re-
sponse rate are seen as the least important factors in 
current marketing strategies for marketing department. 

Quality is found to be the most important strategic 
priority for both departments for the sample firms. 
This result can be interpreted in a way that quality, as 
being the most important strategic priority for both 
departments, may act as a facilitator for the common 
policy formulation for these firms. Consequently, 
common policy formulation, which is an important 
way of achieving integration between these two de-
partments, would be easier to formulate. 

According to the answers given to the question 
“what should be the strategic priorities of the manu-
facturing department”, quality is again found to be 
the most important strategic priority with a percent-
age of 61.9. Product attributes (19%), price and 
product variety (9.5% each) and response rate 
(4.8%) are the other desired strategic priorities of 
manufacturing department respectively. 

From the marketing point of view, it is again seen 
that quality is cited as the most important factor 
with a percentage of 38.9 among the desired strate-
gic priorities. Following quality, after sales services 
(33.3%), product attributes (22.2%), price (16.4%), 
response rate (11.1%) and variety (5.6%) are ranked 
as the other desired marketing strategy priorities. 

In the next part of the questionnaire, the coordina-
tion between manufacturing and marketing depart-
ments and how well these two departments work 
together are investigated. From the manufacturing 
point of view, only 5.3% of the employees are satis-
fied with the current level of coordination, whereas 
from the marketing perspective, 20% of the employ-
ees think that the coordination between these two 
departments is quite well. Moreover, 63.2% of the 
manufacturing personnel think that these two de-
partments have poor relationship, whereas the em-
ployees thinking likewise are 13.5% in marketing 
department. Therefore, it may be concluded that em-
ployees of the manufacturing department perceive a 

worse interdepartmental relation than marketing 
people do. Nevertheless, when asked directly about 
the level of conflict between these two departments 
specifically, only 15.9% of the manufacturing em-
ployees and 20% of the marketing employees state 
that there is high level of conflict. This may be due 
to the fact that people are reluctant to reveal the 
problems when they are asked directly. 

One of the important aspects of the survey is to re-
veal the department from which conflict stems. 
Most of the respondents (47.1%), both from manu-
facturing and marketing departments think that con-
flict arises from both departments equally. Respon-
dents, those thinking that problems arise from 
manufacturing department, constitute 41.1%, and 
those thinking that problems arise from marketing 
department constitute 11.8% of the sample. 

In order to identify the currently applied conflict 
resolution styles, open ended questions are asked 
and interviews are made. After applying content 
analysis, from the manufacturing perspective, per-
sonal dialog and informal communication are found 
to be the most applied methods (39.4%) for conflict 
resolution. Following informal communication, the 
second way to solve the problem is a group of activi-
ties consisting of scheduled meetings, coordination 
and internal training with a percentage of 29.3. Other 
conflict resolution styles, which are deducted from 
the answers given to questions, are using a liaison 
person and interference of upper management (18%) 
and with internal audits and controls (13.3%). 

From the marketing perspective, it is seen that 76.2% 
of conflict is solved via informal relations and per-
sonal interaction. In addition to personal relations, 
9.5% of the problem is solved using a liaison person, 
whereas 14.3% of the conflict is handled by formal 
negotiation and scheduled meetings. 

As seen from these results, it might be inferred that 
the most frequently applied conflict resolution tech-
nique is to use informal and personal relations for 
both departments. However, employees working in 
marketing department rely more on personal relations 
than manufacturing people do. It is also seen that 
formal methods and scheduled meetings are also 
among the major conflict resolution techniques used 
by manufacturing personnel. Nevertheless, employ-
ees working in both departments are not totally satis-
fied with the current problem solving methods. 

When asked about the desired conflict handling 
methods, 32.7% of people working in manufactur-
ing department believe that common goals should 
be set and the two departments should work accord-
ing to these goals. Following common goal setting, 
24.5% of the respondents claim that empathy and 
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feedback are the keys to solve conflict, whereas 
20% of respondents emphasize the need for the de-
velopment of better information systems, the need 
of designing matrix organizations and task groups. 

It is also found that employees of the marketing de-
partment mostly believe that systematic rules and 
good planning are the most appropriate and desired 
methods for conflict resolution with a percentage of 
41.7. Following planning, setting common goals 
(25%), getting tasks properly done (16.6%) and other 
uncategorized methods are also cited by the respon-
dents as desired methods for conflict resolution be-
tween marketing and manufacturing departments. 

The summary of results can be found in the table 
below (Table 3). 

Table 3. Summary of the results 

 Manufacturing department Marketing department 

Strategic priorities 

#1 Quality (42.9%) Quality (44.4%) 

#2 Price (28.6%) Price (27.3%) 

#3 Variety, response rate, 
product attributes 

(14.3% each) 

Product attributes (26.7%) 

Desired strategic priorities 

#1 Quality (61.9%) Quality (38.9%) 

#2 Product attributes (19%) After sales services (33.3%) 

#3 Price, product variety 
(9.5% each) 

Product attributes (22.2%) 

Level of coordination 

Good level of 
coordination 

5.3% 20% 

Poor  
coordination 

63.2% 13.5% 

High level of 
conflict 

15.9% 20% 

Conflict handling styles 

#1 Personal dialog and 
informal communication 

(39.4%) 

Personal dialog and informal 
communication (76.2%) 

#2 Scheduled meetings, 
coordination and internal 

training (29.3%) 

Formal negotiation and 
scheduled meetings (14.3%) 

#3 Liaison person and top 
management’s interference 

(18%)

Liaison person and top 
management’s interference 

(9.5%) 

Desired conflict handling styles 

#1 Common goal setting 
(32.7%) 

Systematic rules and good 
planning (41.7%) 

#2 Empathy and feedback 
(24.5%) 

Common goal setting (25%) 

#3 Better information systems 
(20%)

Getting tasks properly done 
(16.6%) 

According to these results, it is seen that the strate-
gic priorities and currently used conflict handling 
styles of manufacturing and marketing departments 
are not totally different from each other in the sample 
firms of Turkish manufacturing industry. From the 

manufacturing perspective, even though the current 
conflict solving technique is via personal relations, 
scheduled meetings and coordination, the desired 
conflict resolution methods are found to be common 
goal setting and empathy. On the other hand, from 
the marketing point of view, the current problem 
solving technique is also mainly based on personal 
relations, whereas the employees of marketing de-
partment believe that the conflict level between 
marketing and manufacturing departments can be 
minimized by establishing the common goals and 
formulating common strategies. This might be a 
consequence of difference in departmental cultures. 
Marketing department is close to customer by nature 
and therefore is more human oriented, whereas 
manufacturing department is operation focused with 
a minimum level of human interaction. 

Conclusion

This study can be considered as a preliminary at-
tempt to pay attention to conflict between manufac-
turing and marketing departments and to find out the 
possible solutions to the problem for the firms in the 
Turkish manufacturing industry. The way the lead-
ing Turkish firms actually follow to overcome this 
problem has also been investigated. 

In all of the sampling firms, quality has been found 
to be the number one strategic priority. This result is 
also consistent with the finding of another study, 
which has been conducted in the Turkish manufac-
turing industry (Ulusoy et al., 2007). 

The employees working in manufacturing and market-
ing departments emphasized the importance of inter-
personal communication in the form of personal dialog 
and informal communication, which is also a potential 
conflict resolution technique named as compromise, as 
the most frequently applied technique for conflict reso-
lution. This result can be attributed to the Turkish cul-
ture in which informal relations are highly valued and 
shows that the formalization of the relations in the 
Turkish manufacturing industry is still at a developing 
stage, compared to Western world. The specific con-
clusions of this study cannot be generalized with re-
spect to other populations. 

Informal interfunctional contact, in the form of 
meetings from all departments, has been shown as a 
remedy in finding the solution to conflict between 
manufacturing and marketing departments in the 
literature (Shapiro, 1977), which is also found to be 
in harmony with the result of this study. 

One of the results of this study is that the two de-
partments have different preferences for conflict reso-
lution techniques. Manufacturing personnel empha-
size common goal setting, empathy, feedback and 
establishing better information systems and matrix 
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organization, whereas marketing personnel believe in 
setting systematic rules, common goals and properly 
done tasks as desired conflict resolution techniques. 

There are certainly some limitations of this study. 
Although there are difficulties in data collection 
phase in carrying out such a study in Turkey, the 
number of the respondents and the number of the 
subsectors of industry can be increased. 

This study has also some other implications for the 
future research. The future research can concentrate 
on other industries and countries to enable cross-
cultural comparisons. In addition, the conflict be-
tween other departments such as finance and human 
resource management departments can also be in-
vestigated so that conflict in organizations can be 
examined within system approach. 
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