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ABSTRACT

The “academic-practitioner gap" 1s a problem that marketers
have kept at arm's length by rhetoric and promises and nei-
ther substantive nor metatheoretical implications have been
considered. In this paper, with regard to three topical
domains —- Market segmentation, Brand positioning, and Pro-
duct versus Brand -- differences in the concepts the terms
designate in academic and practitioner usage are explored.
It is concluded that marketing academics have neglected the
conceptual development appropriate to marketing's central
assignment of responding to consumer wants in a competitive
environment and that the academic-practitioner gap may be

. as marketing's separation from its own roots. The re-

onohip between science and practice in marketing is con-
sidered in terms of help practitioners need from marketing
science and challenges and opportunities for marketing aca-
demics, Marketing's paradigm of applied behavioral science
is described and shown to be materially differemt from the
prevailing stimulus-respouse model of experimental design.
Enduring rapprochement between marketing academics and prac-
titioners calls for translation between paradigms, a task in
which metatheorists are invited to participate,

INTRODUCTION

With some regularity, the gulf betwéen’ academics and practi-
tioners is mentioned in the jouruals that marketers read. Ino
statements of policy, editors offer assurances either that a
journal will continue tc serve the wishes of both publics,
or that it will give more consideration than before to mar-
keting practitioners' wishes. That a gap exists has not,
to my knowledge, been questioned by anyone, Reasons for
its existence are sometimes offered and typically include
some reference to different reward systems in the academic
and practitioner worlds, The outlook for an early end to
the academic-practitioner divide 1is not promising. Not-
withstanding general agreement on the phenomenon's existence
and promises to bridge the chasm little, if any, improvement
occurs. The subject 1is raised, analyzed to a degree and
then put aside. Rarely, if ever, is the 1ssue joined in

‘the context of a specific topical domainEspecially troubling

are (1) a statement 1a the announcement of the 1982 market-
ing theory conference which was published in the official
nayspaper of the American Marketing Association that the co-
i‘.rs are "discouraging papers and discussions which are
Jagerially oriented . . ." (Marketing News, April 198Lp4)
“and (2) the scheduling of the marketing theory conference to
‘coincide exactly w.th the attitude research conference, tra-
ditionally attended mainly by practitioners. I question
the implication that managers have little interes. in the-+
ory or that a managerial orientation is inappropriate at a
conference on marketing theory.

Elerents of the Problem

Marketing managers® supposed aversion to theory springs, I
beHeve, from their reaction to the icappropriate orienta-
tion of particular theorles, that 13, an orlentation which
is inappropriately structured for the tasks they confront.
The desire for simplification and order that characterizes
scientific work 1s so pervasive an aspect of human thiunking
that it is unlikely it should not’ also be present umong mar-
goting managers. Note, however, that the pursuit of order
‘ an instrumental activity in & particular contextual do-
in. The models and theorles practitiouers want are
those that identify, ovder, and simplify the varizbles a

manager confronts in the implementation of daily tasks.They
are the intellectual devices -- constructs and relationshi s
-- that tell practitioners which variables to consider an. :
which to ignore, and which relationships to look for, as
they confront the decisions they must make. Minimally, an-.
alysis of the practitioner’s tasks is a starting point for
developing a 1list of domains that may benefit from the the-~
orist's attention. But I believe even more substantial re-
wards await the theorist who attempts to make explicit, and
then build on, reality as the manager confronts it. It is
my thesis in this paper that close attention to the perspec~
tive of a practitioner confronting marketing tasks is likely
to help bring order to marketing conceptualization aand pro-
mote theory development. I propose to give specific examp-
les to support this thesis. My purpose is twofold: By rais-
ing issues of substance in topical domains to accord the pro
blem of the academic-practitioner gap the serious treatment
it warrants and by including metatheoretical considerations
in my analysis to find a place within the marketing discip-
line for an ongoing interest in the problem that may close
and prevent the recurrence of the gap.

The temptation not to reach for an understanding of the prac
titioner's perspective is ever preseat for academics immer-
sed, as they are, in the intellectual apparatus of their dis
ciplines. Because of the public nature of science, the con
structs of the sciences are accessible to anyone who-wants
to study the literature. The marketing practitioner’s con-
structs are not public in this sense and practitioners some-
times may not make them explicit, even to themseives. It
does not follow that practitioners' minds contain no con-
structs or that practitioners dec not model their world. To
the contrary, in the offices and conference rooms of busi-
ness, managers invest considerable effort and interest in
modeling aspects of marketing and advertising tasks.

The practitloner’s constructs and models suffer in the con-~
test for the theorist's attention not only because they of-
ten are not publicly available but also because it is en-
ormously difficulc for marketing scientists to avoid prema-
turely imposing on the practitioner's task the constructs
and/otr data analytic techniques available to them in their
areas of expertise (cf. "borrowing," Zaltman, Pinson, aand
Angelmar 1973, pp. 182-184). Subtie, but possibly crucial
features of the manager's task are missed in this way. Ca-
reer rewards do not act as an incentive for scholarly acti-
vities by practitioners in the way they do for academlics.Ac
cordingly, we lack a built-in mechanism that fosters a pro-~
cess by which the practitioner's perspectives can become a-
vailable to aid in theory development. Perhaps the locus
for a permanent mechanism to encourage the theorist's lmme-
diate and unfiltered apperception of the marketer's task is
to bé found in the dowain of metatheory. By calling, meta-
theorists are of a practical turn of mind, concemed as the
are that the energles we expend in buillding our house of
cards not be wasted,

1n order t
1llustrate substantive aspects of the academic-pzactitioner
gap, I describe, as briefly as possible, differences in the
use of the terms "market segmentatioa,” "positioning,"” and

Yproduct,” by academics and practitioners and I offer some

speculative analysis of the discrepan¢ies in usage. In the
second part, I discuss more genersl issues germaue %O the 1
latlonship between science and practice in markerlng: Schol
arly neglect of toplcs central to the practice of marketing
the help practitioners need from marketing sclencs, and th:
challenges and cpportunitiea tbat the study of marketlng



practice offers to the scholar. I describe marketing's para-~
digm of applied behavioral science, pointing out some of the
respects in which it differs from the prevailing model of ex-
perimental design. In the final part, I discuss the nature
of the help that marketers need from metatheorists in order
to foster academic-~practitioner rapprochement for the future.
TERMS v. CONCEPTS: THREE EXAMPLES

"Concepts are the fundamental units that marketers employ in
their thinking about marketing problems and in their appro-
aches to solving those problems. Examples of frequently us~
ed concepts in marketing include product positioning, market
segmentation, brand loyalty, innovation, retailing, and loss
leaders." (Zaltman et al. 1973, p. 21)

What should be done if marketing academics and marketing
practitioners use the same term to designate different con-
cepts? Should the meaning of one group, academics or prac-
titioners, prevail? If so, on what grounds does one or the
other group claim precedence? Or, if the issue is not to be
4l 1ved on the basis of the priority of scholarship or prac-
., then on what basis?

A case could generally be made that the usage of the market-
ing scholar should prevail because the scholar, being remov-
ed from the pressures of taking marketing action in real time
and specific contexts,may be expected to show the benefits

of depth of thought and breadth of perspective. Scholars may
be able to contribute helpful insights gained from observing
similar activities in different environments e.g., consumer,
industrial, government, and we shall all benefit from this
crogs-fertilization of ideas and experience. However, the
very purpose of reaching for a different perspective is lost
should scholars substitute the.broader perspective for that
of practitioners confronting their own more restricted con-
text. Undoubtedly everytning is uitimately related to every-
thing else but in the world of practical affairs, at any ore
time, some relationships are more important than others.
Practitioners are surely grateful when the scholar strives

to identify the variables that are relevant to their tasks.
The chances of doing so are enhanced by an appreciation of
the task from the practitioner's perspective,

where does metatheory address the question of what scholars
should study or what perspective they should adopt? Phil-
osophers of science typically have not addressed such ques-
tions, being content to discuss requirements for extinding
knowledge in whatever domains the scieantist chooses.” I con-
sider myself a strong supporter of the position that no to-
pic should be disallowed as a subject of sclentific study.
At the same time, I suggest that our metatheory find room to
address the issue of practical relevance even if only as a

ussion of the way relevance to the marketing practition-
%tasks may be achieved by theorists interested in doing
LA

In the passage just quoted from Zaltman et al., positioning
and market segmentation lead the list of frequently used
concepts in marke ing. To the practitioner these terms de-
signate tasks which are central to marketing as a business
activity that identifies, and directs the firm's response to,
consumer wants in a competitive environment. Practitioners
read with dismay the use of these terms in the marketing 1li-~
terature. In my reading of mscketlng litcrature over the
years I have tried to articulate for myself the underlying
differences in perspectives and semsntics that could account
for the instances when 1 find myself stopped by the use of a
term or the implications of an analysis. My conclusion is
that these instances have had something to do with issues
such as -- Is there a useful distinction to be made between:
Market definition and market segmentation? Population seg-
pent and market segment; Product ‘and brand; Product position-
and brand positioning; Positioning and perceived posi-
X ing? Is market segmentation relevant to product position-
ing or to brand positioning? 1s a practitioner more likely
to be interested in product purchase or brand purchase as

dependent variable? Who positions brands:
agement? Consumers? Researchers? These questions, in
turn, may be manifestations of three basic aspects of tha
practitioner's experience that are felt less keenly, if at
all, by marketing academics: (1) Responsibility for a
brand's existence and characteristics, (2) Awareness of the
competition as a presence in every aspect of the marketer's
thinking and planning for consumer want satisfaction and (3)
Dependence on a not-well-understood "consuzer" for closure

in all marketing discussions, plans, and actions. In sum,
the implications of the marketer's task of responding to con~
sumer wants in a competitive environment seem to be less per-
vasively present in the marketing and consumer behavior 1it-
eratures than they are in the practitiomer's consciousness.

Marketing man-

1. Market Definition and Secmentation

In much of the marketing literature, "market segmentation”
or "segmentation" is used to refer to analyses in terms of
any of a wide variety of variables including: demographic,
geographic, life-style, personality, as well as others mcr~
directly descriptive of marketplace behavior (e.g., berafits
sought, rate of product use). For example, many marketing
and consumer behavior texts contain an exhibit that lists
variables such as those mentioned which is titled "Bases

for market segmentation," or "Segmentation variables for con-
sumer markets,” or some equivalent phrase. A stylized ver-
sion of this exhibit is shown in Figure 1.2 The exhibit and
accompanying discussion can be criticized on a number of
counts but essentially for the two related flaws of inadequ-
acy in the treatment of market segmentation and the mislead-
ing nature of what is presented: (1) Probably, the main un~-
derlying problem is failure to distinguish market definition
and market segmentatfion. The term "market segmentation"” im-
plies that marketers are segmenting a market they have pre-~
viously defined. Yet the textbook presentations omit to make
~lear that defining and segmenting markets are logically and
operationally distinct tasks that implicate different wvarj-
ables and they give us no hint of the creative interplay be-
tween _the distinct activities of definition and segmenta-—
tion.” .(2) Variables relevant to market definition are list-
ed as market segmentatfon variables. Specifically, most of
the space in the pages assigned to market segmentation is de-
voted to a discussion of demographic and geographic variables
-~ variables which may be useful in defining markets -- to
the neglect of the purposes, methods, and problems of market
segmentation. We are told that marketers use demographic
and geographic variables to segment their markets. In fact,
this is not the case. Market segmentation has to do with

Figure 1 STYLIZED VERSION OF TEXTBOOK EXHIBIT
SHOWING "'MARKET SEGMENTATION VARIABLES"

MARKET SEGMENTATION VARIABLES

DEMOGRAPHIC
Age, Education, Fanily Life Cycle,
Family Size, Income, Marital Status,
Occupation, Race, Religion, Sex,
Social Class

GEOGRAPHIC

Cicy/SMRA S{ze, Climate., County Size
Density, Region

PSYCHOGRAPHIC

Live-Style, Personality
PRODUCT-RELATED

Use Occasion, Use Rate, User Status,

Benafits Sought, Loyalty Status, Purchase
Readiness



fine-tuming product offerings to customer requirements 1i.e.,
g brands tailored to differing consumer wants. It is

oot to be expected that most members of a demographic/geogra-

phic group want the same version of a product or that knowing

aplmnm' s demographic/geographic group helps a marketer tai-

i‘lbxtahmd to the person's requirements. -

\

The: concept marketing practitioners have in mind when they

%

{ use- the term, market segmentation, is different from that com~

! veyed for the term by many marketing and consumer behavior
, taxts. While formsr students of marketing readily learn the
i new meaning when they begin to work as marketing practi-
d(:1:«::11:.1:&, it is regrettable that the academic-practitioner gap
iis; perpetuated into a new generation who now have experienced
thiss concrete example of irrelevant course content. Should
thie: marketing or consumer behavior course have been taught
by a: merketing practitioner, the same point may already have
been mads in the classroom. Even mors serious is the fact
that. the conceptually and functionally distinct tasks of mar-
ket definition and segmentation, as confronted by practi-
tioners, are not accorded the separate and systematic treat-
mant: thiey deserve in the texts and other literature of mar-
keting, Terms proliferate (e.g., total market, market, sub-
ket, targst market, served market, market segment, subseg-
'z, niche) but ve are left without orientation to their sys-
tamatiiic significance. Although profoundly satisfying to the
peveon: doing it, labeling does not in itself produce order.
Tin serketing we do not need to relive psychology's experi-
ence in this regard. Marketers, for 2azaunple, may vicirious-
1y experience psychologists' embarrasswent over the prolifer-

FIGURE 2 MARKET DEFINITION AND SEGMENTATION:

MATIRT DEFINITION (see Figure 2a)

‘Y. IDENTIFY DOMAIN OF OWN (i.e., Marketer's) EXPERTISE.

2.. SELECT A (CORRESPONDING) DOMAIN OF CONSUMER EXPERIENCE/ACTIVITY

(i.e., the FOCAL BEHAVIORAL DOMAIN).

3. BYALUATE LOCATABILITY OF PERSONS WHO PERFORM FOCAL BEBAVIOR
(e.g., study their media exposure and retail outlet patronage in

Tight of own resources) FOR PURPOSES OF:

- COMMUNICATION FROM THEM -— of information needed to develop

marketing strategy (via marceting ivLscarch)

- COMMUNICATION TO THEM -~ of brand availability and attributes

(via marketing communications)
-~ EXCHANGE WITH THEM — good/servica for money.

.. DEFINE OUTER LIMITS OF CURRENT PROSPECT GROUP (2.8., select a
population segment as analytic frame — US adults, US adult male
blacks, US females age 15-45, US teens residing in west, etc.).

.. SPECIFY COMPETITIVE HARKETERS/TECHNOLOGIES (ACTUAL AND PERCEIVED)

IMPLICATED BY OPTIONS AVAILABLE IN TASKS 1-4.
Q«n‘r SEGMENTATION (see Figure 2b)

Within Market as Defined (i.e., set of options in tasks 1-4),

6. DESCRIBE ELEMENTS .F HETEROGENEOUS DEMAND (e.g., custom information
about activating conditions, desired states, desirer product attributes

for focal behavioral occasions).
7. PORM AND QUANTIFY DEMAND SEGMENTS.

8. ASSESS:
(a) STATE OF WANT-SATISFACTION IN DEMAND SEGMENTS

ation of "instincts" (e.g., Bolles 1967, Cofer and Appley
1964) which, though the issue wvas joined in the 1920s, stil
echoes through the literature up to the present (e.g.,
Bolles 1967, p. 441, footnote). Tha injunction to specify
antecedents was the metatheoretical solution in that in-
stance. More generally, the specification of relationships
removes the ad hoc nature of mere labeling and furthers the
objective of building a coherent system of concepts. The
relationships that need to be specified are those among con
cepts,and among councepts and domains of experience, and I
am suggesting that a rslevant experiential domain is that
of the practising zarketer confroanting real-world tasks. At
this point, let me go beyond mere exhortation by outlining
the coucepts and series of tasks which have been shortchaa-
ged by the textbook presentation of market segmentation. Be
cause authors have confused the tasks of market definition
and segmentation and, alsc, to clarify the role of demogra-
phic/geographic analysis, I shall brlefly discuss carke. d¢
finition as well as market segmentatiom.

Market Definition. The essential difference is that marke
definition refers to the marketer's task of choosing the
arena in vhich to compete for the consumer’s business; mer
ket segmentation refers to aspects of the rarketer's tasx
devising s strategy by vhich to compete in that arena. Fig
ure 2 lists the major components of each task, and the tas
are described schematically in Figures 2a and 2b. This is
not the place to develop the implications of each task com
ponent and I wvant Terely to indicete the difference and
linkage between market definition and segoentation. First,

MAJOR TASK COMPOQNENTS
Figure 2a Dimensioas of Marlet Definitior

4. POPULATION
SEGMENT

2+ FOCAL “BERAVIOZAL: DCHATR — |
[ I
MABEKET

I
3b. FEIA

if
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da. EDIA
|VEHLCLE OUTLET
=XPOSTHEE PATEONAL

5. COMPETITIVE MARKETERS
AND TECENOLOGIES (e.g.,
PRODUCTS, FOEMS, & 3RANDS)

Components of Market
Segmen“__.tatim Ax.gaﬁsi: ;
LS A b i il __ﬂ :

. DESCRIBE DEMAND EI.E'.‘.'II‘..\I”II]

. FORM & QUANTLFY SEGMENTS ][

ASSESS, FO4 SEGMENTS:

(b) POTENTIAL FOR BRAND INROADS IN DEMAND SEGMENTS (e.g., custom dats on?
Form preference; Brand consideration status, general and specific; Brand
awareness, experience, beliefs, knowledge, perceived positionings overall)
(c) RELATIVE WORTH OF DEMAND SEGMENTS.

{a) WANT-SATISFACTION
(b} POTENTIAL FOR INROAD
{c) RELATIVE WORTH

9, ITERATE DEFINITION-
9. REPEAT TASKS 6-8 FOR ALTERNATIVE MARKET DEFINITIONS/SEGMENTATIONS. SECMENTATION
2,  SELECT BRAND POSITIONING {i.e., target segment(s) of demand (one, some, or 10. SELECT ERAXD POSITIONING

all conditions activating prospects to perform focal behavior as defined)
and corresponding brand attributes, tangible and intangibls.
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I shall say a few.words about items #2-#5: (2) Specifying
the focal bebavior is a key aspect of the marketer's task
and ons on which the final decision may not be mada until a
pumber of definition-segmentation cycles have been examined.
Accordingly, at the stage of market definition, a focal be-
‘havioral domain encompassing a range of candidate focal ex-
periences and activities is specified. Assums we are mar-
keting grapefruit. Candidate focal activities could in-
‘cluda: Serving/eating/drinking breakfast; Serving/eating/
'drinking between-meals snacks; Serving/eating fruit/citrus
frult at breakfast/anytims; Serving/drinking fruit/citrus
‘Juice at breakfast/anytime, and many others, varying system

; .atically environmental contexts for each generic activity

;
§
5
!
]
¢

}
H

(cf. "use occasions” e.g., Goldmsn and McDonald 1979; "situ-
ational variables” e.g., Belk 1975). A listing of candidate
‘focal behaviors may or may not specify use of currently a-
vailable products/brands and frequency or heaviness of use.
Typically, the broadest definition likely to be of interest
is chosen to qualify research respondents from whom infor—
mation relative to narrower definitions is obtained, leaving
open numerous possibilities for later analysis. (3) Market-
e-s selact among available options in communications media

retail outlets, for example, mass media and supermarkets
W special interest media and speclalty stores. Information
on incidence of focal behaviors may be available for the
audiences of media vehicles. (4) If it 1s not, demographic/
.geographic analysis may serve as a means of locating, in the
audiences of media vehicles, persons who perfora the focal
behaviors. (5) Decisions regarding dimensions 1-4 of market
‘definition entail a selection of competitive marketers and
‘technologies. A market 1s an arena in which producers com-
pete and consumers choose. Accordingly, the marketer may
want to study the consumer's perception of competitive mar-
'keters and technologies in which case qualified respondents
‘may be asked for their view of the products, forms, and
;brands appropriate to various focal behaviors (cf. Day,
fShocker, and Srivastava 1979, Myers and Tauber 1977, Stefflre
:1979). In sum, in textbook presentations of "variabies for
.market segmentation," demographic, geographic, product use
‘occasions, product use rate,aand product user status may be
:implicated in market definition (see Pigure 3).

Marker Segmentation. Msrket segmentation refers to am an-

;alytical procass through which demnd sepaeats withlo o sai-
'ket as defined are identified and described and their poten-
jtial as market targets assessed. Its purpose is to help to
‘formulate a positioning for the marketer's brand i.e., to -
'help select target segment(s) of demand and the tangible and
/intangible attributes appropriate to the target segment(s).

é)!.Iu'kot: definition carves out en arena in which to compete
-but it gives the marketer no guldance on how to compete with-
‘in that arena. In our grapefruit exarple, for instance, if

: know that a person eats breakfast, or even that the person
6; grapefruit for breakfast, and have all the demographic/

w,graphlc information imaginable thrown in for good measure,
;we still do not know what state the person strives to secure
by means of the behavior. We lack the guidance we need in
.order to develop marketing strategy. What kind of grapefruit
should we produce? What are the various conditions that
iconsumers experience that activate grapefruit eating? We
need to know, if we are to respond to consumer wants. Grape-
fruit is a textbook example used to typify "product homogen-
ieity."™ But products, even agricultural products, are the
icreation of huzeins a=d they voprasent the outcome of choice.
Why produce sweet, i1f consumers want tart, or large, if they
‘want .medium? And, as practitioners know well, consumers as
‘a group want sweet and tart and large and medium. It is not
at all difficult to think of heterogeneous orientations to
eating grapefrult for breakfast. Among demand segments such
‘as the following the marketer will want to decide which |
should be selected as market target(s) with corresponding
implications for brand attribute 'selection: "Bating grape-

a source of intrinsic Interest for a grapefruit buff to whom
texture, skin thickness, color and smell are filled with sig
nificance; it may be viewed as a source of pure sensory
pPleasure; 4t may be any of these and also entail some ele-
ment of unpleasantness such as dislike of pits, bitterness,
sweetness, toughness, size ("too large for me"), etc.; it
may be a source of frustration in that the person's desires
are Dot being satisfied. Orientations such as these (Fennel
1978) are the source of different consumer wants in respecc
to the "same” focal behavior.

Typically, the demand segments are not well described by )
demographic/geographic variables (or indeed by personality .
or lifestyle variables which discriminate better among pro-—
ducts purchased than among brands purchased). Accordingly,
as regards locating segment members in the audience of medi.
vehicles, markaters rely on elements in the marketing com~
mmication nessags — typically elements in the individual
print ad or TV commercial — to locate the target segment
members by means of selective attention(Fennell 1979). Medi
vehicles will 1ikely have been selected whose audience pro—
files match characteristics of persons who perform the focz
behavior(s) as finally defined.

The main variables that may be considered in market segmen-
tation are indicated in Figure 2, items #6-#8. Note that
within market segmentation analysis, different variables ar
relevant t» different cozponents of the overall task. Among
the variables often showvn as "Bases for market segmentatior
benefits sought (#6, #7), brand loyalty (#8b), brand pur—
chase readiness (#8b),and brand user status (#8b) are amon;
the variables used in practice, each in a different aspect
of the task. Io sum, as indicated in Figures 2 and 3, the
variables traditionally grouped together fn textbooks as

" market segmentation variabled' are not used interchangeab
in marketing analyses and some are not used for market seg
wmentation at all. ’

FIGURE 3 " MARRET? SELHENTATION VARIAELES"ASSIGNED TO TASK:
OF MARKET DEFINITION AND SEGMENTATION
- MARKET TASK
DEFI-~ SEGMEN- COMPONENT
VARIABLES NITION TATION (PIGURE 2
DEMOGRAPEIC = £33, #4
GEOGRAPHIC x #3, #
PSYCBOGRAPHIC x #3
PRODUCT-RELATED
Product Use Occasion x #2
Product Use Rate x #2
Product User Status x #2
Benefits Sought x #6, #7
Braad Loyalty Status x #8b
Brand Purchase Readiness - x #8b
Brand User Status x #8b

Even this brief outline indficates that the practitiomer’:
tasks of market definition and segmentation comprise the
quance of stepz involved in respouding to consumer wants
the marketing concept requires i.e., developing brand st;
tegy in am compeiiiive _nvisoauent. D4fferent variables ¢
implicated for different task components in a systematic
mamer. Listing these variables indiscriminately as "Ma
segmentation variables" in the texts that introduce mar]
ing and consumer behavior to future marketers does a dis.
Vvice to the discipline. The practice of marketing is co
derably more systematic and intellectually satisfying' ¢
its presentation in textbooks suggests.(see Pigure 5).

t" may be & means of overcoming lethargy, thirst, hunger, '

trient depletion; it may have symbolic significance and
implicate responsible habits, or being good to oneself; it
may be performed mindlessly out of pure routine; it may be

Uaderlying Reasons: Some Speculations. Oue way to inter
what has happened here 1s to suggest that marketing scho
focused on the tern "market segmentation” and, omitting




s it

" found speaking of "segmentation" correlates.

enquire into the marketing practitioner's concept of market
segmentation, relied on their own primary associations to
guide their further thoughts and work on the subject. Onme
primary association for segmentation is undoubtedly the dic-
‘tionary meaning of segment namely, division. Bence, market
segmentation is equated with subdividing. To the marketing
practitiooer, the act of subdividing is incidental to the
main task of responding to heterogeneous demand within a de-
‘¢4ned market and the practitioner’'s task, in fact, involves
‘aggregating individual wants to form homogeneous segments of
demand. Accordingly, there is a close assoclation in the

ractitioner's mind between "segmentation” and the activi-
ties of identifying and describing consumer wants in sub-
'stantive terms that cannot conceivably be extracted from
‘demographic/geographic analysis.:

‘Another facet to the problem is, of course, the sense in
which "market" is used. In this context, textbook authors
may be equating "market" with "industry” or "business,” so
‘that a marketing effort directed to anything less than a

a1l industry is viewed as an instance of "market segmenta-

." They may then regard the practitioner's defining en
arena in which to compete as a case of segmenting some lar-
ger entity. Unfortunately, there is more to the problem
‘than the mere misalignment of terms and levels of analysis.
Migsing from the "market segmentation variables” exhibit is
the notion of the nesting of one set of tasks (market seg-
‘mentation) within another (market definition) and the cor-
responding distinction between the groups of varlables ap-
‘propriate to each set of tasks. To the extent, however,
ithat levels of analysis is a contributing factor I am hope-
iful that work which addresses the distinction among the cor-
porate, business, and program levels (e.g., Abell 1980) may
sensitize authors to this potential source of confusion.
Abell (1980) associates market segmentation and brand posi-
tioning with the program level but, regrettably in my opin-
fon, does not restrict his use of the term "segoent” to the
program level and uses it there to refer to population seg-
ments (e.g., male/female, upper income/lower income, p. 187).
‘With other terms available, for example, sector or group, it
lwould be unfortunate to lose the systematically significant
‘agsociation of the term "segment” with the task of identify-
ing and describing heterogeneous demand within a competitive
arena. Another possible solution ia to take care to use
"oopulation segment” or "submarket” or "special market" L
{e.g.,the black/teen/brides/retiress markat) when referring
to the practitioner’s:task of dtfining an.avrena in which to
tonpete. aad "market segment” or "demand segment” when refer-

,

iring to the task of developing strategy for competing within

ithe arena as defined.

Failure to appreciate the practitioner's perspective on mar-
ket segmeatation is also manifest in the fact that some mar-
-ing scholars have linked the term segmentation to the per-
{ve scilentific endeavor of searching for pattern or regu-
larity, specifically in this case, to the use of correla~ |
tional analysis. Where other disciplines speak of finding
correlates of some dependent variable, marketers may be
Now, "segmen-
tation correlate" could serve a useful purpose 1f an author
were searching for correlates of brand choice as the depen-=
dent variable. Although a case can be made that demand seg-
ments should not be expected to discriminate well among :
brands (because marketers may position a brand to address
more than one segmeni, becauvrs
.ings variously, etc.), referring to the quest for correlates
‘of brand choice as a search for a "segmentation” correlate
conveys, at least, an intramarket focus of interest. Corre+
'lates of product choice, however, are in the realm of intex-
market interest and belong in a discussion of market defini-
tion not market segmentation. . .
Studies published in the marketing literaturc have investi-
ted income and social class as correlates of product uaei
d frequency of product use. The authors characterize -
their work as searching for segmentation correlates. vari-|

ables that correlate with product use/frequency of use may:

"tial buyers in the audience of media vehicles.

censumers nerceive positions, *

have a role. to play in defining a markat. Specifically,
they may assist the marketer in the task of locating poten-:
They are nof.
relevant to the task of market segmentation. They do not
cast light on the nature of demand within & product category
i.e., serve as a basis for distinguishing different consun—i
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2. Product versus Brand
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ction between market definition and segmentation withou-

also distinguishing the product and brand realms of discour-
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ferences between marketing scholars and practitioners in re-
gard to usage of the terms "product” and “brand." At the
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satisfied. The importamnt distinctions are, first, that ,
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! . .

"Results of the evaluation and preference analysis can be
used (For) identificatiou of those attzibutes of a product
Lhich are not perceived by certain categories of decision
_\)articipanta in the ways desired by mmagement, so that cor:
rective action can be taken in a product communication stra:
kegy within the firm" (1978, p. 29, italics added). !

,Is "product” or "brand" intended? Typically, mAnagement ac:
!cepr.s customer desires relative to product attributes and
jodifies brand attributes accordingly, often by recourse Lo
‘formulation or design changes. However, the authors do not
continue with the further discussion cue would expect 1if
management is truly being qdvised to attempt to change cua-



ask in Figure 2). Given its status as the quintessential
.arketing act, the task of positioning has been accorded
ess tban its due amount of scholarly attention.

SCIENCE AND PRACTICE 1IN MARKETING

:t is clear, I trust, that I am not pointing merely to aca-
jemic-practitioner differences in the terms used to describe
-he same concepts or activities. Difference in academic-
yractitioner usage is an element in each of the three issues
I have discussed so far but it is of significance because it
has been associated with scholarly neglect of concepts and
activities that are important in marketing practice. Given
that the concepts and activities touch the very definition
>f marketing itself, they are important io marketing
scholars as well.

When substantive examples are confronted, the "academic-prac-

titioner gap"” may be seen as a separation of marketing scho-
larship from its own roots, raising the question: Can there
bege marketing science divorced from marketing as an activi-
l!Gi.ven the ferment in the literature of the past decade
tive to the definition, scope and scientific status of
marketing, the obvious answer may by now be regarded as
quaint, if not revolutiomary: Whatever else marketing sci-
ence may do, today or in the future, 1its primary task is to
use scientific method to study questions raised in the prac-
tice of marketing. If not marketing, then which discipline
is going to bring scientific method to bear in studying such
questions? Granted, there is disagreement among scholars
about marketing's focus and legitimate subject matter (e.g.,
0'Shauglnessy and Ryan 1979, p. 580).
paralyze marketing scholarship to the extent that the most
fundamental notions of marketing as an activity are not em-
braced, explored, and developed? Where are marketing's the-
ories of want-satisfaction in a competitive environment?
Where are marketing's models of human motivation?”? Above
all, where are marketing's models of heterogeneous demand?
And for contrarians, where is the theorizing/research rela-
tive to alternatives to want-satisfaction as a means of
influencing marketplace choice and resource allocation?
Whatever the eventual consensus on how to conceptualize mar-

ging intellectually. Except for the interest of management
science and organizational psychology in the subject of job
satisfaction, marketing has no competitors for hegemony in
the study of human satisfaction. Practitioners dream of
finding an uncontested niche in the marketplace and would
oot relinquish it without a struggle. If marketing acade-~
mics need the fillip of competition in order properly tu ap-
preciate this domain of scholarship that is theirs for the
taking other disciplines may oblige. There are some indica~
tions that economists may abandon their traditional reluc-
tance to discuss substantive issues of human wants or satis-
factions and as Lane (1978) has shown, the availability of
empirical data on life satisfactions (e.g., Andrews and Wi-
they 1974, Campbell, Converse, and Rodgers 1976) permits
scholars, with more specificity than has been custorary
within economics, to raise questions about the market's ca-
pacity to satisfy human wants.

In the following sections I discuss the reciprocal relation-
ship between science and practice in marketing including the
nature of the help for which the practitioner looks to mar-
keting science and the challenges and opportunities that mar-
keting scholars may find in addressing themselves to the
requirements of marketfag practice. But first, I should be
remiss were I tc lgnore the explicit disparagement by some
marketing scholars of marketing as an activity, a subject to
which I now turn.

Do Marketing Academics Disparage Marketing as an Activity?

The academic-practitioner gap is not only implicit and unin-

Must this disagreement tentional as, I belleve, is the case with the examples men-

tioned so far. There are instances of quite explicit rejec-

tion by marketing academics of the practitioner's perspective
and of marketing as am institution. Here are two:

"Viewed critically, a first possible limitation of the mar-
“ating concept is that it is mainly an inside-out, techno-~
logical statement of marketing, centering on a set of tech-
niques applicable to a certain set of problems. Such a mic-
ro perspective cannot help conceptualizing marketing as a
one—way control process, in which sellers act and buyers re-

keting's domain, is there any doubt that topics such as those act. . . . The new broadened marketing or social marketing

just mentioned occupy a central place in marketing as a dis-
cipline? Because of their relevance to market segmentation
and brand positioning, they are implicated pervasively in
marketing practice.

Marketing practitioners know only too well the difficulty of
wnderstanding what consumers want. Two questions arise: (1)
Are the practical and formal difficulties posed by the task
of responding to consumer wants sufficient reason to abandon
the attemt? (2) Is there a theory of marketing that does
not implicate want-satisfaction? No, is my answer to the
‘t question. Because the conceptualization of consumer

s has been somewhat neglected, it would be premature to

abandon the eaterprise. As regards my own approach to com-

ceptualizing motivation and identifying consumer wants (Fen- keting, an author comments on

nell 1975, 1978, 1980a,b) I think that we have scarcely be-
gua to address the task and I see continuing possibilities
for further improvement (e.g., Fennell 1981a).
the second question: Even 1if we had substantial reason to be
discouraged and, I repeat, we do not, it is not going to be
easy to conceptualize marketing in a way that does not im~
plicate consumer satisfaction in some manner. Certainly, re-
cent reformulations of markeilng that expbigsize the transac-
tion (Kotler 1972) or exchange (Bagozzi 1979) may have moved
want-satisfaction from center stage but they have not bani-
shed 1t. According to Kotler: "The marketer's problem is to
create attractive values. Value is completely subjective and
exists in the eves of the beholding market" (1972, p. 50),
and the actors in Bagozzli's exchange are presumed to maxi-
nize joint "subjective satisfaction” (1979, p. 442). It
seems we cannot avold confronting want-satisfaction.
to avoid it? Because the task 1is too difficult?

‘ing, we are doubly fortunate: Our discipline assigns us
a topic that 18 maximally worthwhile and maximally challen-

But why del building from marketing academics.
In mar- stances, it 1s somewhat insensitive and, given the state of

concept, however, was more than a bootstrapping phenomenon,
as its chief architects were marketing academics. This in
itself ie a healthy development." (1980, pp. 391-392).

Marketing's "set of techniques” includes all those which are
used in marketing research to obtain an understanding of the
consumer's perspective initially apd later to assess the ef-
fect of, and further tailor, marketing action. To say that
"a micro perspective cannot help conceptualizing marketing
as a one-way control process’ is simply wrong; the state-
ment reflects neither the facts of marketing practice, nor
the meaning of the marketing concept itself. A second examp-
le follows: In the context of raising some questions about
the "broadening" (Kotler and Levy 1969, Kotler 1972) of mar-
"successful educational me-
thods"such as open cli.ssrooms and says: "The critical fea-
ture of such education lies in the acceptaunce of the student

Regarding the as a speclal person who must not be marketed into doi. = what

the organization wants" (1974, p. 33). I doubt that ome mar-
keting practitioner is to be found who believes that he or
she or their firm, can make anyone do anything the person
does not want to do. Marketing practitioners grapple daily
with the task of understanding the consumer's perspective.

In the absence oi conceptu:lizatizas of heterogeneous demand
and, in particular, of the structure and components of the
consumer's perspective, practitioners have developed empiri--
cal procedures, specifically the two- (or more) phase, quali-

. tative-quantitative format of segmentation research (Fennell

1978). 1In this wost central of marketing activities, prac-
titioners have had little help in conceptualization and mo-
Under the circum—

the art, unrealistic as well for marketing scholars publicd-
1y to portray matketing as imposing its will on helpless
consumers.
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Correctly used, tae terx "parketing” is nct a synonyw for
“hign pressure tactics,” "being influenced against your
will," or siwmilar ideas. To the contrary, the meaning of
the term "marketing" is embodied in the marketing concept:
Don't sell what you happen to make; make what the consumer
wants to buy. Why should respected and well-established
marketing scholars, who may be expected to know better, use
"parketing” incorrectly, and melign our discipline in the
process? By all means, let us speak out against abuses
when we find them and let us identify pressure tactics as
viclations of marketing thought.

The Practitioner's Need for Marketing Science

Marketing management's essential question is: What should
ve do to ensure that our brand is selected over competition
sufficiently often to give us a return on our investment?
There are, perhaps, three distinguishable approaches to ans-
wering the question. One can reach for rules of thumb, one
cap use trial and error including sophisticated, small-scale
galation, or pretesting of selected options, and one can
on the classic scientific method of discovering pattem
tegularity anc, specifically, the antecedents of the de-~
sired effect. In day to day practice, time pressures dic-
tate use of the first two. Even if marketing science were
nuch more highly developed than it is today, the transla-
tion of its understanding into the terms appropriate to spe-
cific action would still mecessitate the use of rules of
thumb and trial and error. In the absence of the comprehen-
sive frameworks which scientific understanding might gene-
rate, rules of thumb and ewpirically-based trial and error
are unsatisfactory -- and anxiety-provoking for the user —
because of the constant risk of omitting some crucial ele-
ment or perspective that may make itself known only after
the fact. Marketing academics can. help. practitioners mainly
in two ways: (1) Practitioners look to science in marketing
to draw on, adapt, and develop general scientific knowledge
80 as to create improved tools for small-scale simulatiom
and the pretesting of strategic options. (2) For the longer
haul, practitioners tum to marketing science to identify
the antecedents of marketplace choice and thus to help them
structure their tasks and choose appropriately among the
vany variables which they confront. They look to marketing
science to articulate the framework and essential structure
of what they are doing.

The manager's normative-sounding question: How should I posi-
tion my brand? is, in fact, asking for a descriptive answer.
The manager is saying: Tell me the antecedents of repeated
brand choice in a cowpetitive environment. Proceeding to an-
swer that question 1s something that marketing scholars,
trained in scientific method, know how to do. So why should
there be the evident disharmoany and friction between acade-
cs and practitioners? The marketing academic may suggest
‘te: it derives, on the one hand, from the proprietary na-
. of business data and, on the other, from the scholer's
desire not to be perceived as the handmaiden of industry.6
I can but accept the validity as perceptions of views such
as these while suggesting that they are inadeqate, singly
or jointly, to explain the chasm that exist~. in the first
place, it would be the exception rather than the rule for
scientists to make the development of a discipline contin-
gent upon the avajlability of data generated by persons
other than the scientists themselves. Secondly, when mar-
keting scholurs generate their own independent data and
conrentary relative to decisisas the gpraciliticaer
ray winirize the likelihood of being viewed as serving only
busiress interests. More fundamental sources must be sought
for the tension and failure of communication between market-
ing academics and practitioners and I turm next to discuss
the following three 1ssues as contributors to the academic-
practitioner divide: The possibility that motivation -- the
aspect of behaviur so importart to the marketer's goal of
want-satisfaction —- may be the source of a discontinuity
mRtveen the subject matters of behavioral and physical sci-
e nmaking the methods developed for the study of physical

<<lence inappropriate to the study of human behavior; the
failure. todate, to articulate marketing's paradigm of
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If there is any merit in the issues I raise as possible .2a-
sons for the academic-practitioner gap, marketing scholars
may fiad that their discipline offers unexpucted challer ges
and accompanying opportunities for ground-breaking work.
Viewed in this light, breakdowns in commmmication between
academics and practitioners may be welcomed as signaling not
only the need for making hidden assumptions explicit but a
possible occasion for creating new ways to represent reality.

Motivation: Significant Variation Withim and Among the Enti-
ties Studied. It is clear, I believe, that the market seg-
mentation Smith (1956) spoke of is not the obvious and, to
a marketer, uninteresting fact that the consumer, or indus-
trial, or US, market consists of multiple markets. It 1s
also clear that the heterogeneous demand Smith spoke of does
not refer to the obvious and, to a marketer, uninteresting
fact that the consumer, or industrial, or US markets comprise
demand for a variety of products. It is abundantly clear
that Smith (1956) 1s refering to the practitioner's concept
of heterogeneity within a product market, to the strategic
option of tailoring a brand to tlie wants of one or more seg-
ments of the total product demand, and to the dependence of
this strategy on an intimate understanding of the varied na-~
ture of demand for a product. So what went wrong? Market-
ing would have been spared much travail and the academic-
practitioner gap would not have opened to the extent it has,
had Smith's (1956) paper been followed by a paper elucida-
ting the antecedents of heterogeneous demand. No suitable
formulation was to be found in any of the behavioral sci-
ences and marketing embarked on a quarter century of effort
to make sense out of available analytic categories, the data
they generated, and existing and new amalytic techniques.
What was needed was a basic rethinking of the kinds of con-
cepts that would adequately represent behavioral phenomena
for the marketer.

A case can be made that what chiefly characterizes marketing
as an activity is 1its dedication to the notion that influen-
ce in the marketplace depends on understanding. Elsewhere
(Fennell 1980c¢), I have argued that the marketing concept is
in fact a hypothesis about influence that fmplicates a parti-
cular theory of behavior. Marketing uses this theory to
harness the energles in one part of society (i.e., the for-
ces activating consumer behavior outside the marketplace) to
influence the allocation of society's rescurces and direct
its productive enterprise. However, hamessing human energy
does not work in exactly the same way as hamnessing the wind
or falling water. The direction of the energies of wind

and water 1s readily ascertainable and appropriate technology
can be designed accordingly. The alleocation of human energy
is studied under the heading of motivation, ae aspect of be-
havior that, so far, has proved to be among tne most resis-
tant to scientific study.

In éonéfaé;iﬁgwfhe sclenti ic status of marketing we nsed to

grapple with the larger question of the extent to which the
models of inquiry developed for the physical scilences are
appropriate for the study of human behavior and experience.
In behavioral science, the individual entities studied dif.
fer over occasions and from each other in ways relevant to
the scientific goals of explanation, prediction, and control
The differences that matter are not likely to be found in
the readily observable characteristics of humans but are to
be sought among the determinants of the significance indivi-

duals assign to elements in their current environment. Sig-~
nificant variation within and among the entities studied;-




and in ways not readily observable, makes the behavioral
scientist's task different from that of the physical scien-~
tist, possibly to the extent of requiring modification in
the methods of inquiry developed for the physical sciences.
Marketers, perforce, address just this sort of significant
variation by virtue of taking to themselves the task of re-
sponding to consumer wants. If the marketer's business is
want-satisfaction it is unavoidably also the satisfaction of
heterogeneous wants among people whose wants are not to be
detected as readily as their skin color, age, or geographi-
cal location (Fennell 1981b).. I venture to suggest that
gaining formal understamding of the marketer's task of want-
satisfaction is as difficult an assignment as scientists
confront in any domain of knowledge.

Marketing's Paradigm of Applied Behavioral Science. By de-
finition, the marketing scholar is not intimately involved
in the practice of marketing and the very real question ari-
ses as to the means by which the scholar becomes exposed to
marketing practice. Certainly it is not sntirely desirable

~ the familiarization process be left to the luck of the
,/ in consulting assignments especially since consulting

ortunities may arise in organizations whose marketing
operations are small or nonexistent. Ways must be found to
represent marketing practice more faithfully in the market-
ing literature. As one effort in that direction I offer the
following attempt to articulate marketing's implicit para-
digm of applied behavioral scilence.

In their lucid review of concepts and contributors relative
to marketing’'s status as science and technology, O'Shaugh-
nessy and Ryan (1979) report the widely held belief that mar-
xeting lacks paradigms at this time. A good case can be
made, I believe, that one paradigm is already in existence

in marketing practice, 1f by paradigm we mean a framework
that interconnects important aspects of the domain. That

the framework has hitherto been invisible is not unusual for
paradigms and does not detract from the reality of its exis-
tence. The paradigm to which I refer comprises marketing's
research and strategic operations along with its {implicit be-
havioral model. What has been visible are (1) the much used
research and analytic tools of marketing research practice,
and (2) the much discussed domains of strategic choice (the
"4 Ps"). What has not been articulated is the model of beha-
vior which these two sets of observables presuppose although
it could be argued that a first approximation to that behavi-
oral model has been articulated in the six steps of the so-
called "hierarchy of effectg" model of advertising effects
(Lavidge and Steiner 1961).7 Given the information in Figure
4, how is the marketer's implicit behavioral model to be
described? '

In Figure 5, the marketer's domains of strategic choice (B),
major categories of information obtained through market-
research (C), are shown coordinated to the corresponding

tures of a model (A) of consumer brand choice (Fennell

Let me make just a few points that are relevant in the pre-
sent context: (1) Without getting into differences as re-
gards the models' commwn domain, note only that the hierarchy
of effects model does not represent consumer motivation or
post-purchase evaluation and learning. From a marketing
point of view, the model is seriously deficient in failing
to represent consumer motivation as the origin of market-
place behavior. In the model of consumer brand choice shown
here, heterogeneous demand is represented in terms of seven
qualitatively different activating conditions, discussed
elsewhere (Fennell 1978): Current Problem, Potential Prob-
lem, Normal Depletion, Interest Opportunity, Sensory Plea-
sure Opportunity, Product-related Problem, Satisfaction Fiu-
stration. Activating conditions direct consumers' behavior
by specifying the essential characteristics of desired
states. The behavior of consumers outside the marketpl:c:e
is directed toward securing their desired states and, in the
process, consumers may need to acquire goods and services.
Activating conditions, then, represent the origin of hetero-
geneous demand in the conditions affecting consumers' lives
outside the marketplace. Marketing activity begins by car-
ving out a focal domain of experience/activity, describing
the conditions that activate this behavior and identifying
appropriate attributes for goods and services that are res-
ponsive to consumer wants (Fennell 1980a). (2) Hitherto,
management's exercise of choice in regard to the segment(s)
to address has not been explicitly represented as a strate-
gic "P", although the importance with which management re-
gards the Prospects decision 1s amply in evidence in the
supporting marketing research activity. To remedy this
oversight, I am adding a fifth "P" namely, Prospects i.e.,
locatable persons who perform the focal behavior. (3) The
positioning decision may be expressed here as the marketer's
simultaneous choice among available options in Prospects (de-
mand segments) and Product (attributes) i.e., the marketer's
cholce of attributes appropriate to one, some, or all of the
conditions activating Prospects to perform the focal behz-
vior. As indicated abtove (Figure 2), it is mede in the
light of a broad range of systematically relevant infecrma-
tion.

More generally, as portrayed in Figure 5, marketing practice
may be regarded as an elaborate example of applied behavior-
al science, one that may be better articulated than any
other at this time. Marketing practice appears to he an ex-
ample of Zaltman et al.'s (1974) "second use of control:"

"“The first use (of control) refers to the theory of know-
ledge and considers control as a necessary activity ia ascru-
ing knowledge . . .The second use of control views it as a
goal rather than as a means. Inference about the existence
of a causal relationship 1s not sought but rather assumed

and exploited. 1Instead of controlling for other controlling
conditions, following the principle of redundancy all of the
available manipulable antecedents are brought to bear so as
to maximize the chances of actually controlling the depen-

1980a, b). The six steps of the "hierarchy of effects" mo- dent variables. By doing this, however, causal inference as
del (D) are similarly coordinated to the behavioral model to what actually effected control i1s made difficult. The de-
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*SHOWN KEPE, FOR COMMUNICATIVL PURPOSES, ARE THE MAJOR KINDS OF MARKETING RESEARCH MEASURLCS AND ANALYSES IN CURRENT USE.

DIRECTION FROM MY
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STATUS OF PRODUCT BENEFITS (DESIRED EXTERNAL/INTERNAL STATES) AND PRODUCT ATTRIBUTES (DESIRED ATTRIBUTES).



FIGURE S MARKETING'S PARADIGM OF APPLIED BEBAVIORAL SCIENCE AND THE “HIERARCHY OF EFFECTS"
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sire for valid inference, however, ought not to stifls action”
(pp. 175-176).

In marketing's case it did not stifle action and with uncan-
ny intuition marketers identified the (assumed) antecedents
of brand choice making them the focal points for strategic
action aimed at securing repeat purchase of the marketer's
brand.

Marketing's paradigm of applied behavioral science is an ex-
emple of control through understanding in a form that 1is not
a simple stimulus-response model by any means. It accepts
influence as well as attempting to influence. Most strik-
ingly, reflecting the essential marketing concept (Make what
the consumer wants to buy), the motivational antecedents are
not manipulated and marketing strategy is restricted to se-
lecting among the Prospect and Product (attributes) options
which research identifies. In the Product domain, influence
{s mutual to the extent that available technology places ’
‘m constraint on the manner in which consumers may go about
itisfying thelr wants. As regards each of the remaining
strategic domains, marketing control is a process of mutual
influence 1in which marketing action 1s guided on an ofigoing
basis by informa.?on about consumers' perspectives that is
obtained both before (diagnostic), and after (eval-ative),
action 1s teken. It is, perhaps, in regard to the aspect of
accepting influence that marketing scholars who are trained
to think in terms of an experimental design model fail to
make contact, fully, with the practitioner’s perspective. Ac-~
cordingly, this particular feature of marketing's paradigm

warzante a few words of corment,
e [

SHPMTS———  —— ————

State-Description in the Application of Science. Much mar-
keting research is purely descriptive. In this it reflects
the fact that practitioners operate in the real world where
many occurrences that are relevant to management's goals are
beyond their control. Managers need information on the cur-
rent state of relevant variables and this information speci-
fies the options for strategic action that are available at

- z2en described again and again.

the vital importance to managers of obtaining information
that is "merely" descriptive and the indispensibility of
state-descriptive information to the manager. The scientist
i3 accustomed to carving out a domain of interest and arran-~
ging for the presence and absence of certain conditions in
order to test hypotheses. Practitioners may not operate in
this manner. Even though they may end up addressing one seg-
ment of demand, they must begin by acquainting themselves
with the current state of want-satisfaction in the market(s)
of interest. It 1s not the function of theory to predict the
initial state of a system and what practitioners need at thi:
point 18 not speci!fic hypotheses but conceptual products to
aid in their task of state-description. In our texts and
courses we may not have been as clear as is warranted about
the distinction between obtaining data for purposes of hy-
pothesis-testing and state-description. When we urge aspi-~
ring practitioners to formulate hypotheses in advance of 2.
ducting research we give them advice that is hard to recon-
cile with the meaning of the marketimg concept whose ipple-
mentation requires an initial phase of state-description.

Help -fox the Practitioner from Marketing Science. Let me 1«
turn, as promised, to discuss some aspects of the help mar-
keting practitioners need from marketing sclence. For thei-
state-descriptive task practitioners need help in at least
two respects: (1) Typically, the state-descriptive task be-
gins with an attempt to report consumers' orientations to
the behavior of interest i.e., the focal behavioral domain.
By now, doing the laundry, feeding the dog, having a head-
ache, brushing one's teeth, washing onme's hair, shaving one
beard, and many other domains of experience/activity have
Individual marketers condi
their own proprietary ¢xploratery inmvesiigations without
much guidance as to the significant structural components ¢
the domain whose current state they need to knmow. Lacking

. conceptualizations, practitioners have used qualitative re

search, and especially "focus groups," to generate the to-
pics on which subsequent quantification surveys are based.
From all of this qualitative work what have we learned? Wh

any one time. Marketing academics, who are scientists rather g, we know about the requirements for good state-descrip-

.than practitioners may not, at times, fully .appreciate

tion? When 1is a state-description excellent? What kinds



elements should it include in order to qualify as minimally
adequate? My current answer to this question is reflected
in the sets of topics indicated inm Figure 2, in the vertical
and horizontal dimensions of the situation as perceived (Fi-
gure 5), and elsevhere (Fennell 198la, b). The relevant 1i-
terature has, by and large, ignored the role individual ’
depth and focused group research have played as de facto
substitutes for the conceptual frameworks practitioners
could otherwise use to generate the topics needing descrip-
tion. A goal for marketing science is to develop conceptual
frameworks so well articulated as to replace the topic-gen-
erating function currently carried by qualitative research.
(2) In common with other behavioral sciences, marketing has
not invested much effort in taxomomic activity, possibly be-
cause it has not been entirely clear which entities should
be classified. By their countless "focus group" explora-
tions of focal behavioral domains such as "doing the laund~
ry" and the others just mentioned, marketing practitioners
have resoundingly indicated what one taxonomy should address.
Accordingly, consumers' orientations to each of the hundreds
of focal behavioral domains served by the major goods and
services constitute. one component of marketing's descriptive
agenda. Because we live in a changing world it is not to be
wpected that marketing's descriptive task can be accompli-

ed once and for all. Nevertheless, consumer orientations
relative to the focal behavioral domains likely change less
rapidly than does the corresponding brand array so that de-
scriptions of perceived activating conditions, desired exter-
nal and internal states, and desired attributes may be expec-
ted to have a reasonable span of useful life and serve as a
base for modification as required.

Finally, if we are going to take the marketing concept seri-
ously (Make what the consumer wants to buy), research con-
ducted to develop understanding relevant to the marketer's
tasks should prescreen subjects to ascertain their orienta-
tion to the focal behavioral domain under study. As I have
noted elsewhere, explicit acknowledgement of the origin of
marketing activity in the wants of prospective users is vir-
tually absent in the published research on the use of fear
appeals in marketing (Fennell 1979, p. 28), on the marketing
application of the Fishbein approach to attitude (Fennell
1980a, b), and on consumer information processing (Fennell
1979, p. 32). Regarding the last-mentioned, for example,
humans use their information processing apparatus in the ser-
vice of their individual objectives. 1In developing basic
understanding of human information processing for use in
marketing, what the person is trying to achieve must be
taken into account.

REPRISE AND PROSPECT: -
I have discussed three instances where marketing academics
and practitioners use key marketing terms to designate dif-
ferent concepts: Market segmentation, Positioning, and Pro-
ct. My speculative analysis of underlying reasons includes
‘1 possibility that academics may have reached for readily
®,ailable meanings of terms e.g., segment and market, and
readily available data analys;is operations e.g., correlate
search, and perceptual mapping, thus effactively blockiag -
their further attempt to appreciate the ramifications of the
tasks practitioners confront. Insufficient attention to the
important distinction between the product and brand realms
of discourse in American marketing scholarship also seems to
be a contributing factor.

'CAN METATHEORY HELP?

The upshot has been that marketing theory 1s underdeveloped
in areas réleviint to farketi~g's central activity of satis-
fying consumer wants in a competitive environment. At the
same time, marketing theorists appear to be interested im
finding other lands to conquer, and the decade of the seven-
ties . saw a "broadening" of marketing's range to embrace non-
business applications such as nonprofit, government, and so-
cial cause contexts. A few years into marketing's "broaden-
ing" phase, Enis (1973) suggested that marketing was in
need of "deepening." In referring to the desirability of

of relating "abstract ideas to real marketing situations”
(p. 60), Enis was calling, I believe, for marketing theory
that is more relevant to the practice of marketing. For the
most part, Enis' call appears to have gone unheeded.

My own further analysis suggests that marketing theorists,
trained in the prevailing experimental model, confront a
number of related difficulties in their attempt to develop
marketing science. In their daily concern with the pheno-
menon of human motivation, and their dependence on state-
description as the starting point for strategic action, pra-
ctitioners inhabit a world that is literally beyond the ken
of one trained in traditional scientific method. Further-
more, the absence of representations of the practitioner's
task in abstract terms has denied the marketing scientist
access to the practitioner's world. The failure to appre-
clate the role of state-description.in marketing practice
and the practitioner’'s need for conceptual frameworks to
guide the state-descriptive task may be viewed as a simple
oversight regarding the different assignments of the basic
and applied scientist yet there is more to it than this.
Because of marketing's concemm with want-satisfaction, the
state the practitioner i1s particularly interested in des-
cribing (i.e., the direction in which human energy is being
allocated) implicates the point at which the problems of
behavioral science differ most significantly from those of
the mainstream scientific tradition. If this analysis is
correct, then marketing academics and practitioners find
themselves confronting the fascinating question of the ex-
tent to which science’s classic method of inquiry is appro-
priate to the study of human affairs or may need to be wodi~
fied. The issue is not unique to marketing, of course. It
appears frequently in the psychological literature (e.g.,
Bickman 1981, Petrinovich 1979) where one summary of
recurring themes 1s as follows:

"There has been concern expressed recently regarding the abi-
lity of the sclence of psychology to deal with significant
behavioral issues at an adequate level of complexity. This
concern has taken the form of questioning the adequacy of
traditional experimental research procedures for yielding
generalizations beyond the particular experimental paradigm

« « «y of arguing for the inclusion of ecological variables
in the behavioral equation . . ., and of doubting that tradi
tional behavioral science can deal with meaningful problems
without losing the essence of human existence . . ." (Pet-
rinovich 1979, p. 373).

The tension that has existed between academics and practi-
tioners in marketing may be a manifestation of an underlying
paradigm clash -- between the formal and explicit paradigm
of experimental method in a laboratory setting in which many
marketing academics are trained and marketing's implicitr
paradigm of action in the real world of humen behavior.Under
the circumstances, marketers may need help from metatheory
in at least two respects: Firstly, in exploring ways to a-
chieve the goals of scientific inquiry, such as order and
publicly shared knowledge, in a context that explicitly ac-
knowledges the special problems of behavioral science. Secon
dly, in effecting translation between marketing's two com-
munities of academics and practitioners, each of whom may bte
operating within different paradigms or, minimally, approach
ing the subject with different tacit understandings. One
uses the term, paradigm, with caution. In the postscript tc
the second edition, Kuhn (1970) notes that a commentator
found twenty-two different ways in which he had used “para-
dign" in the first edition. He discusses two "very diffe-~
rent usages" (p. 182) which he proposes to call, respective-
ly, disciplinaxy =matrix, lar. 2y whateve:
name, one of the values of Kuhn's work has been his emphasis
on the importance of tacit or implicit understanding in af-
fecting our way of seeing as scientists no less than as

lay people.: It seems to me that tacit understanding may be
acquired implicitly or explicitly -- implicitly as the re-
sult of exposure to shared exemplars in the course of one's
studies in a particular discipline, in which case, neither
student nor, presumably, teacher is aware of the tacitly
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d way of seeing; explicitly when, as a result ol
t=aining and then professional work, ways of seeing that
were originally explicit and were the object of deliberate
study become implicit. Whether acquired implicitly or ex-
plicitly, tacit understanding may be a prime reason for
cormunicative failure with persons outside one's own dis-
cipline, perhaps more remediably so, when explicitly acqui-
red. The practitioner's "exemplars" are the on-the-job
tasks and problems of marketing practice and, particularly
relevant in the present instance, the numerous marketing
and media research projects planned and discussed. More
than the data that these projects generate, it is important
that the academic have access to the nature of the marketing
decisions that give rise to the research. To the extent that
the practitioner's exemplars are not available to the market-
fog scholar, academics and practitioners do not share the
same discipline of marketing. Planned attention to transla-
tion across the divide is needed at least until the practi-
tioner's perspective is incorporated into the literature of
marketing where it can become the substance of the training
exemplars of future generations of marketing scholars.

FOOTNOTES
-
Yhe question of the irresponsible pursuit of knowledge has
been raised in recent discussions regarding recombinant DNA.

2The usages to which I refer are so widespread in the mar-
keting literature that it would be impossible to cite them
ell. Accordingly, in my discussion of market segmentatiom,
poeitioning, and product versus brand, I do not cite
t.:rs. Specific references are in my files.

3confusion between the activities of defining and segmenting
markets 1s not restricted to textbooks.  Consider the follow-
i{ng sentence which opens a journal article: Market segmen-
tation has been accepted as a strateglc marketing tool to
define markets and thereby allocate resources' (1976, p. 67).

41n comparison with this country, some marketing writing pub-
lished in Britain is more rigorous and sharply focused by
virtue of closer observance of the product/brand distinction.

SHanna (1980) has addressed needs specifically for a market-

ing application without, however, confronting the basic ques-
tion whether a person construct such as "need" ic appropriate
for the marketer's task (Fennell 1975, 1978, 1980b, 1981b).

61 owe these two points to a reviewer's comments.

71 use the "hierarchy of effects" model in preference to the
comprehensive consumer behavior models (e.g., Engel et al.,
1968, Howard and Sheth 1969) for many reasons but principal-
ly because it is earlier and 1is known and used pervasively
in marketing practice. My model of consumer brand choice
differs in a number of respects from other models of consu-
rer behavior including: its treatment of motivation, its in-
clusion of a vertical dimension representing heterogeneous
demand, and its explicitly situational focus.
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