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The Effect of Product Innovation Strategy Orientation on R&D/Marketing Interface
Management

Zhang Yongsheng, Liu Xinmei,Zhang Ruili

(School of Management, Xi‘an Jiaotong University, Xi‘an 710049, China)

Abstract:This paper aims to examine the effect of products innovation strategy orientation on the level of R&D/marketing

interface management. Following an empirical framework, a survey research has been developed. Using survey data collected

from 156 Chinese manufacturing enterprises, it demonstrates the positive effect of product development strategy orientation on

R&D /marketing interface management level. The empirical results show that product development marketing strategy orientation

has great facilitation to R&D/marketing interface management level, and the facilitation of technology strategy orientation to

R&D/marketing interface management level is also been approved.

Key Words:Product Innovation Strategy; Strategy Orientation; R&D/Marketing Interface



