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PREFACE

Cynical observers claim that science in the traditional sense is already cor-
rupted, spoiled, and lost. However, realism is a philosophy which encourages
us to fight for science, for its methods and ethics. If anything, this is a good
social reason for keeping up the high spirit of critical realism about science.

—Ilkka Niiniluoto

The first version of this work was entitled Marketing Theory: Conceptual Foundations
of Research in Marketing (Hunt 1976a). Often referred to as the “little green book,” its
purpose was to explore philosophical issues in marketing and provide a “tool kit,” based
on the philosophy of science, for developing and analyzing marketing theory. The slender,
150-page monograph was not to be on the philosophy of science, or about it, but rather
to apply the philosophy of science to issues in marketing theory. The second edition,
often referred to as the “big red book,” was entitled Marketing Theory: The Philosophy
of Marketing Science (Hunt 1983b). Although much larger than the little green book, it
continued to use the philosophy of science to explore and explicate the nature of such
concepts as “explanation,” “laws,” and “theories” in marketing theory and research.

The third version was entitled Modern Marketing Theory: Critical Issues in the Phi-
losophy of Marketing Science (Hunt 1991a). The “blue book™ differed markedly from
its predecessors. Part I of the “blue book™ continued the applications orientation of its
forerunners, which focused on the traditional topics in the philosophy of marketing sci-
ence. However, Part I addressed the philosophy debates that were emerging in marketing.
Stated briefly, many marketing scholars in these debates (1) questioned whether there
can possibly be genuine progress in the development of knowledge in any science, (2)
argued for relativism as a philosophical foundation for marketing, and (3) argued against
epistemic values such as truth and objectivity in marketing theory and research.

By the late 1980s, it was clear that the philosophy debates were becoming increas-
ingly unproductive: discussions of ideas were shifting toward ad hominem discourse,
epistemology was morphing into “epistobabble” (Coyne 1982), honest mischaracteriza-
tions were becoming “nastiness and purposeful distortions” (Hirschman 1989a, p. 209),
and a concern for civility was being replaced with “ridicule” (Pechmann 1990, p. 7).
Furthermore, by then the nihilistic implications of relativism were evident. Because a
major factor contributing to the muddled status of the philosophy debates was a lack of

XV
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understanding of the various “isms” in the philosophy of science (e.g., logical positivism
and logical empiricism), Part II of Hunt (1991a) included four new chapters in a section
entitled “Philosophy of Science: Historical Perspectives and Current Status.” Its aim was
to use a historical approach to raise the level of debate to a more informed level.

The structure of the fourth version of Marketing Theory resulted from discussions I had
with instructors who used the blue book. It seemed that some instructors wanted a book
that focused exclusively on the traditional marketing theory topics, as did the green and
red books. Others seemed more interested in the philosophy debates and wished to focus
exclusively on them, as did Part II of the blue book. And still others wanted text mate-
rial that would cover both the traditional topics and the philosophy debates. Accordingly,
Foundations of Marketing Theory: Toward a General Theory of Marketing (Hunt 2002a)
addressed the interests of the first group. A companion volume, Controversy in Marketing
Theory: For Reason, Realism, Truth, and Objectivity (Hunt 2003a), addressed the interests
of the second group. Instructors in the third group could use the two books together.

The structure of this fifth version of Marketing Theory results from recommendations
of instructors who have used Foundations (2002a) and Controversy (2003a). Four have
been prominent. First, instructors have suggested that the next version should include
both the traditional topics of philosophy of marketing science and the issues involving
the philosophy debates (as did the “blue” book). Second, they suggested that the histori-
cal material in Chapters 1 through 5 of Controversy, though interesting, was probably
more than their students needed in order to understand marketing’s philosophy debates.
Therefore, they suggested that the next version should shorten Controversy’s Chapters
1 through 5. Third, since its first publication in Hunt and Morgan (1995) and its brief
discussion in Chapter 9 of Foundations (2002a), an extraordinary interest in resource-
advantage (R-A) theory has developed among marketers and other academics. Therefore,
instructors suggested that more attention be given to the view that R-A theory is toward
a general theory of marketing. Fourth, modern marketing, both practice and theory, has
taken a sharp turn toward strategic issues. Instructors suggested that increased attention
be given to how R-A theory provides a theoretical foundation for marketing strategy.

Accordingly, this fifth version of Marketing Theory has four parts. Part 1, The Nature
of Marketing and Science, uses the Three Dichotomies Model to explore key issues con-
cerning the conceptual domain of marketing and the key characteristics of science. Part
2, The Foundations of Marketing Theory, uses the “toolkit” of philosophy of science to
explore the morphology of scientific explanation, scientific laws, and theoretical construc-
tions. Part 3, Controversy in Marketing Theory, focuses on the philosophy debates in
marketing, with particular attention devoted to scientific realism, the science/nonscience
controversy, qualitative methods, truth, and objectivity. Part 4, Toward a General Theory
of Marketing, develops arguments for viewing the resource-advantage (R-A) theory of
competition as being toward a general theory of marketing. Specifically, this section (1)
overviews R-A theory, (2) details why R-A theory is a general theory of competition,
(3) shows how R-A theory extends Wroe Alderson’s theory of market processes, and
(4) explicates how R-A theory provides a theoretical foundation for research in, and the
teaching of, business and marketing strategy.
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PART 1

THE NATURE OF
MARKETING AND SCIENCE

This introductory section explores the nature of marketing and science. Chapter 1 examines
the following questions: (1) Is marketing a science? (2) Should marketing be broadened to
include nonprofit organizations? (3) What is the proper conceptual domain of the construct
labeled “marketing”? (4) What is science? (5) Do the various sciences require different
scientific methods? The chapter addresses these questions using a model of the scope of
marketing that has come to be known as the Three Dichotomies Model, which was first
proposed in an article entitled “The Nature and Scope of Marketing” (Hunt 1976b).

Chapter 2 continues the introductory material, first by exploring the nature of the
marketing discipline using a perspective that has come to be known as the “responsibili-
ties framework™ (Hunt 2007b). Second, it will examine the controversy concerning the
definition of marketing and conclude that the definition that the American Marketing
Association (AMA) adopted in 2007 has much to recommend it, especially for any mar-
keting practitioner or academic who views (1) marketing practice as a profession and
(2) marketing academe as a professional discipline. Third, using the Three Dichotomies
Model developed in Chapter 1 as an analytical tool, the chapter explores the controversy
related to the AMA definition of marketing research.
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INTRODUCTION

Question: Prove to me I should study logic!
Answer: How would you know that it was a good proof?
—Epictetus

Marketing research books usually contain sections on issues such as experimental research
designs, data collection procedures, the availability and desirability of secondary data,
sampling methods, data analysis, and the writing of research reports. Because this mono-
graph discusses none of these topics, how can it claim to be about marketing research?
Most books on advanced research topics in marketing discuss items such as factor analy-
sis, multiple discriminant analysis, cluster analysis, multiple regression, dummy variable
regression, canonical correlation, and structural equation modeling. Because there are
few equations in this monograph, why have graduate students referred to this work as
advanced issues in marketing research? Finally, students often describe contemporary
works on marketing theory as “impractical,” with no relevance to the real world. How
can this monograph concern marketing theory and further assert that the study of theory
is the most practical intellectual pursuit of anyone interested seriously in marketing re-
search? Is this entire monograph an inherent contradiction in terms? Let’s examine these
contradictions and determine whether they are real or only apparent.

1.1 THREE CONTRADICTIONS?

Few students of marketing would deny that much marketing research attempts to explain,
predict, and understand marketing phenomena. Thus, much research is directed at ex-
plaining why some products have failed and attempting to predict which new products
will succeed; explaining why certain retail institutions have declined and predicting
which retail institutions will emerge; explaining why some promotional programs have
succeeded and predicting the characteristics of successful future programs; and explain-
ing why consumers have allocated their expenditures according to certain patterns and
predicting how consumers will purchase in the future. Thus, explanation, prediction, and
understanding are fundamental to marketing research.

Care should be taken to distinguish between marketing research and market research.
Marketing research (or, alternatively, scholarly research in marketing) always seeks to

3



4 INTRODUCTION

expand the total knowledge base of marketing. In general, market research attempts to
solve a particular company’s marketing problem. To evaluate a particular department
store’s image would be a market research problem. To explore whether department stores
have images at all is a marketing (scholarly) research problem. To attempt to determine
the best location for a particular warehouse is a market research problem. To attempt to
develop a model for locating warehouses in general is a marketing research problem.
The following question can serve as a litmus test for differentiating market research from
marketing research: “After conducting this research project, what will we then know about
marketing in general that we do not know now?” In short, “What will be the contribu-
tion of this research to knowledge about marketing?”” Unfortunately, many dissertation
research proposals and even some completed dissertations fail this test. Although the
line differentiating marketing research from market research may sometimes be fine, the
distinction is useful and conceptually important.

Myers, Massy, and Greyser (1980) have drawn similar distinctions among basic re-
search, problem-solving research, and what they refer to as “problem-oriented” research.
They suggest that problem-oriented research lies between basic research and problem-
solving research and “may be fundamental or highly applied, but its driving force is the
desire to make a contribution to the solution of an important practical problem” (1980, p.
157). Does problem-oriented research “lie between” basic research and problem-solving
research? If “basic” research is considered to be roughly synonymous with “marketing”
research and “problem-solving” research is considered to be roughly synonymous with
“market” research, then problem-oriented research is not “between” the two. Problem-
oriented research is a subclass of marketing research because it is research directed at
general classes of marketing problems and because it is generalizable across different
firms. Problem-oriented research is, simply, a kind of basic research in marketing that
is normative-driven rather than positive-driven (see section 1.3.1). It seeks answers to
normative questions such as “How should retail establishments price their merchandise?”
rather than answers to positive questions such as “How do retail establishments price their
merchandise?” Both questions are appropriate for “basic” or “marketing” research.

The first apparent contradiction dissolves if we note that this monograph is substantially
concerned with exploring the basic methodological issues attendant on the explanation,
prediction, and understanding of marketing phenomena. These basic methodological
issues are customarily given only cursory treatment, at best, in most marketing research
texts. Such texts focus primarily (and probably justifiably, given their target markets)
on the conventional topics previously mentioned (data collection, sampling, etc.). For-
tunately for the present endeavor, many of the basic methodological issues in research
and scientific inquiry have been extensively developed in the philosophy of science and
are applicable to marketing research. A major purpose of Parts 1, 2, and 3 of this mono-
graph will be to draw upon the vast storehouse of analytical methods in the philosophy
of science in order to systematically explore the basic methodological issues underlying
marketing research. The philosophical orientation of this monograph, sometimes referred
to as “contemporary empiricism’ or “modern empiricism,” may be described as a com-
bination of critical pluralism and scientific realism." Critical pluralism is the view that,



THREE CONTRADICTIONS? 5

because both dogmatism and relativism are antithetical to science, we should both (1)
adopt a tolerant, open posture toward new theories and methods and (2) subject all such
theories and methods to critical scrutiny—nothing is, or can be, exempt (Hunt 1991b).
Claims of “incommensurability” represent neither a state of nature to be accommodated
nor a problem to be addressed—they are a convenient catchall for squelching debate or
avoiding critical scrutiny.

Scientific realism, following Hunt (1990b), is the view that:

* the world exists independently of its being perceived (classical realism);

* the job of science is to develop genuine knowledge about the world, even though
such knowledge will never be known with certainty (fallibilistic realism);

* all knowledge claims must be critically evaluated and tested to determine the extent
to which they do, or do not, truly represent, correspond, or accord with the world
(critical realism); and

* the long-term success of any scientific theory provides reason to believe that
something like the entities and structure postulated by that theory actually exists
(inductive realism).

Note that a philosophy encompassing critical pluralism and scientific realism is open,
without being anarchistic; it is critical, without being nihilistic; it is tolerant, without be-
ing relativistic; it is fallible, without being subjectivistic; it is absolutist, without being
ABSOLUTIST.

As used here, to be “absolutist” is to maintain that there exist trustworthy criteria
for evaluating the merit of competing knowledge claims. To be “ABSOLUTIST” is to
maintain that one knows with certainty that one’s criteria will guarantee the production
of true knowledge claims. Thus, “ABSOLUTISM” equates with Siegel’s (1987) “vulgar
absolutism.”

The second apparent contradiction is (a) that “advanced” topics in marketing re-
search universally seem to be quantitatively sophisticated and (b) that quantitative
techniques are conspicuous by their absence in this monograph, yet (c) students who
have used this work generally consider it advanced. The contradiction is illusory.
Quantitative techniques represent a tool kit for conducting research. Many mathemati-
cal and statistical models are difficult to understand and, hence, advanced. Similarly,
the philosophy of science is a tool kit that students may perceive as being relatively
advanced. Students may find the tool kit to be of moderate difficulty for two reasons.
First, few students have been formally exposed to the philosophy of science, and the
first exposure to new material is always the most difficult. The reader not only must
comprehend the substance of the tool kit but also must learn the vocabulary. Every
effort has been made to “dejargonize” the presentation. Nevertheless, just as students
must understand terms such as differentiation and integration to learn the role of cal-
culus in marketing research, so must they understand terms such as retrodiction and
deductive-nomological explanation to appreciate the usefulness of the philosophy of
science tool kit in marketing research.
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Some marketing commentators have charged that the history of marketing (not unlike
the history of other social sciences) can be interpreted as a history of marketing fads.
Every few years a new tool kit appears that promises to be the key to marketing prob-
lems. Thus, marketing has been blessed with motivation research, operations research,
Markov processes, systems analysis, the behavioral sciences, mathematical models,
multidimensional scaling, psychographics, conjoint analysis, structural equation models,
and multiattribute models. Although each tool kit has value in conducting research in
marketing, advocates of the various tool kits often tend to oversell and overpromise.
Therefore, a caveat concerning the philosophy of science seems appropriate. Just as
marketing research problems are not solved by restating our ignorance in mathemati-
cal symbols, so, too, the present philosophy-of-science tool kit provides no panaceas,
no magic formulas.

The second reason some students may find this presentation moderately difficult is
that we shall attempt to analyze rigorously a topic (often referred to as “the scientific
method”) about which students have some notoriously nonrigorous (though often firmly
held) notions. Unfortunately, rigor and difficulty often travel in tandem. If the analysis is
both complete and clear (rigorous), this will maximize the opportunity for others to point
out errors. When analyses are incomplete and ambiguous, the temptation is often strong
for authors to dismiss their errors as misinterpretations. Because ambiguity should never
be confused with profundity, I plead guilty to the charge of attempted rigor.

The last apparent contradiction is (a) students believe that theory is impractical, yet
(b) this book concerns theory, while (c) claiming to be devoted to a practical intellectual
pursuit. The fallacy lies in the false dichotomy of theoretical-practical. Almost all market-
ing practitioners, most marketing academicians, and, sadly, too many marketing research-
ers perceive theoretical and practical as being at the opposite ends of a continuum. This
perception leads to the conclusion that as any analysis becomes more theoretical, it must
become less practical. To puncture this misperception, one need only note that a theory
is a systematically related set of statements, including some lawlike generalizations,
that is empirically testable. The purpose of theory is to increase scientific understanding
through a systematized structure capable of both explaining and predicting phenomena.
Thus, any structure that purports to be theoretical must be capable of explaining and
predicting phenomena. Any structure that has neither explanatory nor predictive power
is not a theory. Because the explanation and prediction of marketing phenomena are
eminently practical concerns, the study and generation of marketing theory are practical
pursuits of the first order.

The theoretical-practical issue is not the only false dichotomy in marketing. Consider
the behavioral-quantitative classification. Incredibly, some marketing educators still
inquire of prospective faculty whether they are quantitative or behavioral. This false
dichotomy automatically presumes that no one can be both behaviorally oriented and
at the same time be well-grounded in quantitative methodology. The presumption is, of
course, unfounded. Likewise, the rigor-relevance dichotomy has been shown to be false
on the grounds that it wrongly assumes that research cannot be both rigorous and relevant
(Kassarjian 1989; Hunt 1989a).
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1.2 OBJECTIVES OF MONOGRAPH

The primary objective here will be to explore systematically some of the basic method-
ological issues underlying marketing research. As discussed earlier, the analytical methods
to be developed and employed will be drawn from the tool kit of critical pluralism and
scientific realism, with insights from logical empiricism, critical rationalism (falsification-
ism), and pragmatism, where appropriate. Numerous other tool kits exist in the philosophy
of science: classical empiricism, phenomenalism, rationalism, instrumentalism, logical
positivism, conventionalism, relativism, constructivism, and “Weltanschauungen-ism.”
The differentiating characteristics of these various “isms” need not detain us, because
this work, unlike Hunt (2003a), is not on the philosophy of science, but, rather, attempts
to use the philosophy of science. This is not a philosophy of science book disguised
in the trappings of marketing research. Much of the philosophy of science is not even
mentioned, let alone developed, in this work. Philosophy of science issues and methods
are introduced and discussed only when they are deemed useful for explicating some
particular methodological issue in marketing research.

One way to clarify the purpose of this work, especially Parts 1 and 2, is to give some
examples of the basic methodological issues that will be explored. Although certainly not
exhaustive, the following list should prove reasonably representative of these issues:

1. How does one scientifically explain marketing phenomena?
2. Is it possible to be able to explain marketing phenomena without being able to
predict them?
Is functionalism a different method of explaining phenomena?
How does explanation differ from causation?
Can one understand marketing phenomena without being able to explain or predict
them?
What is the role of laws and lawlike generalizations in marketing research?
How do empirical generalizations differ from laws?
Are the axioms in a theory “assumed to be true”?
9. How do universal laws differ from statistical laws?
10. What is theory, and what is its role in marketing research?
11. How can formalization help in analyzing marketing theory?
12. Why must theories contain lawlike generalizations?
13. Why must theories be empirically testable?
14. How can marketing phenomena best be classified?

vk W
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Before analyzing these questions, some preliminary matters require attention. These
preliminary issues can be best examined in the context of the “Is marketing a science?”
controversy. The controversy was sparked by an early Journal of Marketing article written
by Converse (1945), entitled “The Development of a Science of Marketing.” Prominent
writers who then entered the debate included Bartels (1951), Hutchinson (1952), Baumol
(1957), Buzzell (1963), Taylor (1965), and Halbert (1965). After raging throughout most
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of the 1950s and 1960s, the controversy has since waned. The waning may be more ap-
parent than real because many of the substantive issues underlying the marketing science
controversy overlap with the 1970s “broadening the concept of marketing” debate and
the 1980s—1990s “positivism-relativism” controversy. Fundamental to these controversies
are some radically different perspectives on the essential characteristics of both market-
ing and science. An exploration of the basic nature of both these notions will provide a
frame of reference for the rest of this monograph.

1.3 THE NATURE OF MARKETING

What is marketing? What kinds of phenomena are appropriately termed marketing
phenomena? How do marketing activities differ from nonmarketing activities? What is
a marketing system? How can the marketing process be distinguished from other social
processes? Which institutions should one refer to as marketing institutions? In short, what
is the proper conceptual domain of the construct labeled “marketing”?

Prior to the definition of marketing formulated in 1985, the American Marketing
Association (AMA) defined marketing as “the performance of business activities that
direct[s] the flow of goods and services from producer to consumer or user.” This position
came under attack from various quarters as being too restrictive. Specifically, a position
paper by the Marketing Staff of the Ohio State University (1965, p. 43) suggested that
marketing be considered “the process in a society by which the demand structure for
economic goods and services is anticipated or enlarged and satisfied through the concep-
tion, promotion, exchange, and physical distribution of goods and services.” Note the
conspicuous absence of the notion that marketing consists of a set of business activities
(as in the AMA definition). Rather, marketing is viewed as a societal process.

Next to plunge into the semantic battle were Philip Kotler and Sidney Levy. Although
they did not specifically propose a new definition of marketing, Kotler and Levy (1969a)
suggested that the concept of marketing be broadened to include nonbusiness organiza-
tions. They observed that nonbusiness organizations, including churches, police depart-
ments, and public schools, have products and customers and use the normal tools of the
marketing mix. Therefore, Kotler and Levy concluded that these organizations perform
marketing activities, or at least marketing-like activities. Thus, “the choice facing those
who manage nonbusiness organizations is not whether to market or not to market, for no
organization can avoid marketing. The choice is whether to do it well or poorly, and on
this necessity the case for organizational marketing is basically founded” (1969a, p. 15).
In the same issue of the Journal of Marketing, William Lazer discussed the changing
boundaries of marketing. He pleaded that “what is required is a broader perception and
definition of marketing than has hitherto been the case—one that recognizes marketing’s
societal dimensions and perceives of marketing as more than just a technology of the
firm” (1969, p. 9). Thus, Kotler and Levy desired to broaden the notion of marketing by
including not-for-profit organizations, and Lazer called for a definition of marketing that
recognized marketing’s expanding societal dimensions.

David Luck (1969, p. 54) took sharp issue with Kotler and Levy by insisting that
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marketing be limited to those business processes and activities that ultimately result
in a market transaction. Luck noted that even thus bounded, marketing would still be a
field of enormous scope and that marketing specialists could still render their services to
nonmarketing causes. Kotler and Levy (1969b, p. 57) then accused Luck of a new form
of myopia and suggested that “the crux of marketing lies in a general idea of exchange
rather than the narrower thesis of market transactions.” They further contended that defin-
ing marketing “too narrowly” would prevent students of marketing from applying their
expertise to some of the most rapidly growing sectors of the society.

Other marketing commentators began to espouse the dual theses that (1) marketing
be broadened to include nonbusiness organizations and that (2) marketing’s societal di-
mensions deserve scrutiny. Thus, Robert Ferber (1970) prophesied that marketing would
diversify into the social and public policy fields. And Robert Lavidge sounded a similar
call to arms by admonishing marketers to cease evaluating new products solely on the
basis of whether they could be sold. Rather, he suggested that they evaluate new products
from a societal perspective, that is, should the products be sold?

The areas in which marketing people can, and must, be of service to society have
broadened. In addition, marketing’s functions have been broadened. Marketing no
longer can be defined adequately in terms of the activities involved in buying, sell-
ing, and transporting goods and services. (Lavidge 1970, p. 27)

The movement to expand the concept of marketing probably became irreversible when
the Journal of Marketing devoted an entire issue in 1971 to marketing’s changing social/
environmental role. At that time, Kotler and Zaltman coined the term social marketing,
which they defined as “the design, implementation, and control of programs calculated to
influence the acceptability of social ideas and involving considerations of product planning,
pricing, communication, distribution, and marketing research” (1971, p. 5). In the same
issue, marketing technology was applied to fund-raising for the March of Dimes (Mindak
and Bybee 1971), health services (Zaltman and Vertinsky 1971), population problems
(Farley and Leavitt 1971), and the recycling of solid waste (Zikmund and Stanton 1971).
Further, Dawson chastised marketers for ignoring many fundamental issues pertaining
to the social relevance of marketing activities:

Surely, in these troubled times, an appraisal of marketing’s actual and potential role
in relation to such [societal] problems is at least of equal importance to the techni-
cal aspects of the field. Yet, the emphasis upon practical problem-solving within
the discipline far outweighs the attention paid to social ramifications of marketing
activity. (Dawson 1971, p. 71)

Kotler then expanded his earlier position concerning broadening the concept of mar-
keting and articulated a “generic” concept of marketing. He proposed that the essence
of marketing is the transaction, defined as the exchange of values between two parties.
Kotler’s generic concept of marketing states, “Marketing is specifically concerned with



10 INTRODUCTION

how transactions are created, stimulated, facilitated, and valued” (1972b, p. 49). By the
mid-1970s empirical evidence indicated that, at least among marketing educators, the
broadened concept of marketing represented a fait accompli. A study by Nickels (1974)
showed that 95 percent of marketing educators believed that the scope of marketing
should be broadened to include nonbusiness organizations. Similarly, 93 percent agreed
that marketing goes beyond just economic goods and services, and 83 percent favored
including in the domain of marketing many activities whose ultimate result is not a market
transaction. Also by the mid-1970s, the American Marketing Association was calling for
areevaluation and modification of its formal definition of marketing. Today it is noncon-
troversial that marketing has an important role to play in nonbusiness organizations.

Three questions are central to understanding the definition (broadening the concept)
of marketing controversy. First, what kinds of phenomena and issues do the various
marketing writers perceive to be included in the scope of marketing? Second, what kinds
of phenomena and issues should be included in the scope of marketing? Third, how can
marketing be defined both to encompass systematically all of the phenomena and issues
that should be included and, at the same time, to exclude systematically all other phenom-
ena and issues? That is, a good definition of marketing must be both properly inclusive
and exclusive. All three questions cry out for rigorous analysis. However, because a
complete explication of questions 2 and 3 depends in part on a satisfactory exposition of
question 1, the present analysis will begin by examining the various kinds of phenomena
and issues that marketing writers often seem to put within the confines of marketing. In
short, what is the scope of marketing?

1.3.1 The Scope of Marketing

The scope of marketing is unquestionably broad. Often included are diverse subject areas
such as consumer behavior, pricing, purchasing, sales management, product management,
marketing communications, comparative marketing, social marketing, the efficiency/
productivity of marketing systems, marketing ethics, the role of marketing in economic
development, packaging, channels of distribution, relationship marketing, marketing
research, societal issues in marketing, retailing, wholesaling, the social responsibility of
marketing, international marketing, brand equity, commodity marketing, and physical
distribution. Though lengthy, this list of topics does not exhaust the possibilities. Not all
writers would include all of the topics under the general rubric of marketing. However,
the point deserving emphasis here is that different commentators on marketing would
disagree as to which topics should be excluded. The disagreement stems from funda-
mentally different perspectives and can be best analyzed by developing some common
ground for classifying the diverse topics and issues in marketing.

During a presentation at the 1972 fall conference of the American Marketing As-
sociation, Philip Kotler made some observations concerning how to classify marketing
phenomena using the concepts micro, macro, normative, and positive.” These observations
spurred the development of the classificatory schema detailed in Table 1.1. The schema
proposes that all marketing phenomena, topics, and issues can be categorized using the
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three categorical dichotomies of (1) profit sector/nonprofit sector, (2) micro/macro, and
(3) positive/normative. The three categorical dichotomies yield 2 x 2 x 2 = 8 classes or
cells in the schema. Thus, the first cell includes all marketing topics that are micro-positive
and in the profit sector. Similarly, the second cell includes all marketing activities that are
micro-normative and in the profit sector, and so on throughout the table. This model of
the scope of marketing was first proposed in an article entitled “The Nature and Scope of
Marketing” (Hunt 1976b). The model has come to be known as the Three Dichotomies
Model (Hunt 1978).

Some definitions are required to interpret properly the schema presented in Table 1.1.
Profit sector includes the study of organizations or other entities whose stated objectives
include the realization of profit. Also included are studies that adopt the perspective of
profit-oriented organizations. Conversely, nonprofit sector includes the study and perspec-
tive of all organizations and entities whose stated objectives do not include the realization
of profit. Positive marketing adopts the perspective of attempting to describe, explain,
predict, and understand the marketing activities and phenomena that actually exist. This
perspective examines what is. In contrast, normative marketing adopts the perspective of
attempting to prescribe what marketing organizations and individuals ought to do or what
kinds of marketing systems a society ought to have. That is, this perspective examines
what ought to be and what organizations and individuals ought to do. The grounds for
the “ought” may be ethical/moral or instrumental/rational (see section 8.2).

Of the three dichotomies proposed to organize the total scope of marketing, the micro-
macro dichotomy is probably the most ambiguous. Drawing upon the distinction between
microeconomics and macroeconomics, the original paper distinguished between micro-
marketing and macromarketing on the basis of aggregation: micro referred to the marketing
activities of individual units (firms and consumers or households), while macro referred to
a higher level of aggregation, either marketing systems or groups of consumers. However,
as was pointed out, topics such as “Does marketing have special social responsibilities?”
would not fit the macro label on the basis of a level of aggregation criterion. Given that
most marketers desire to classify topics similar to the “social responsibilities” issue as
macro, how should the specification of macro be modified?

Some marketers suggested an “internalities versus externalities” classification. That
is, micromarketing focuses on the internal marketing interests of firms; whereas macro-
marketing focuses on the interests of society with regard to marketing activities. Speci-
fied in this way, macromarketing would include topics such as “social responsibilities,”
efficiency, and productivity. And this is all to the good. However, the specification would
not encompass topics such as the legal aspects of marketing, comparative marketing,
and relationships in channels of distribution. None of these topics necessarily focuses
on the “interests of society,” yet many marketers would like to include them under the
macro rubric because the topics are very different from micro topics such as “How do (or
should) firms determine their advertising budgets?” Therefore, an “interests of society”
criterion is not sufficient.

Thus, it would appear that macromarketing is a multidimensional construct. There-
fore, I argue, a complete specification of macromarketing would (should) include the
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following criteria: Macromarketing refers to the study of (1) marketing systems, (2)
the impact of marketing systems on society, and (3) the impact of society on market-
ing systems. Criterion (1) is a level of aggregation criterion that allows the inclusion
of topics such as comparative marketing, the institutional structure of marketing, and
relationships in channels of distribution. Criterion (2) is a generalized “interests of
society” criterion that brings in topics such as “social responsibilities” and the role
of marketing in economic development. Criterion (3) recognizes that society impacts
on marketing and would include such topics as the legal aspects of marketing and
the consequences for marketing of different political and social value systems. This
multidimensional perspective has been adopted by the Journal of Macromarketing
(Fisk 1982, p. 3).

An examination of Table 1.1 reveals that most of the early (circa 1920) approaches
to the study of marketing reside in cell 3, profit sector/macro/positive. The institutional,
commodity, and functional approaches analyzed existing (positive) business activities
(profit sector) from a marketing systems (macro) perspective. However, not all of the
early marketing studies were solely profit/macro/positive. L.D.H. Weld’s (1920) classic,
The Marketing of Farm Products, not only examined existing distribution systems for
farm commodities but also attempted to evaluate normative issues such as “Are there too
many middlemen in food marketing?*® Thus, Weld’s signally important work was both
profit/macro/positive and profit/macro/normative. Similarly, the Twentieth Century Fund
study, Does Distribution Cost Too Much? (Stewart, Dewhurst, and Field 1939), took an
essentially profit/macro/normative perspective. Other important works that combined
the profit/macro/positive and the profit/macro/normative perspectives include those of
Harold Barger (1955), Reavis Cox (1965), and Neil Borden (1942).

Although the profit/micro/normative (cell 2) orientation to marketing can be traced at
least back to the 1920s and notable works such as Reed (1930) and White and Hayward
(1924), the movement reached full bloom in the early 1960s with proponents of the
managerial approach to marketing such as McCarthy (1960). The managerial approach
adopts the perspective of the marketing manager. Often the marketing manager is posi-
tioned within a manufacturing corporation, though the approach is not (and should not
be) restricted to manufacturers. Therefore, the emphasis is micro and in the profit sector.
The basic question underlying the managerial approach are questions such as: “What is
the optimal marketing mix?” “What segments should be targeted?” and “How should
customer relationships be managed?” Consequently, the approach is unquestionably
normative.

During the mid-1960s, writers such as Lazer and Kelley (1962), Adler (1967),
and Fisk (1967) began advocating a systems approach to marketing. Sometimes the
systems approach used a profit/micro/normative perspective and applied to marketing
certain sophisticated optimizing models (such as linear and dynamic programming)
developed by the operations researchers. Other writers used the systems approach in
a profit/macro/positive fashion to analyze the complex interactions among marketing
institutions. Finally, some used the systems approach to include the profit/macro/
normative:
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The method used in this book is called the general systems approach. In this approach
the goals, organization, inputs, and outputs of marketing are examined to determine
how efficient and how effective marketing is. Constraints, including competition
and government, are also studied because they affect both the level of efficiency
and the kinds of effects obtained. (Fisk 1967, p. 3)

During the late 1960s, the environmental approach to marketing was promulgated
by writers such as Holloway and Hancock (1964, 1968) and Scott and Marks (1968).
This approach emphasized an analysis of the environmental constraints on marketing
activities. These constraints included consumer behavior, culture, competition, the legal
framework, technology, and the institutional framework. Consequently, this approach
may be classified as profit/macro/positive.

Two trends surfaced in the 1970s. The first was the trend toward social marketing as
proposed by Kotler (1972b), Kotler and Levy (1969a), and Kotler and Zaltman (1971)
and as promulgated by others.* Social marketing, with its emphasis on the marketing
problems of nonprofit organizations, is nonprofit/micro/normative. The second can be
termed the societal issues trend. It concerns topics as diverse as consumerism, ethics,
marketing and ecology, the desirability of political advertising, social responsibility, and
whether the demand for public goods should be stimulated.’ All of these works share the
common element of evaluation. They attempt to evaluate the desirability or propriety of
certain marketing activities or systems, and, therefore, should be viewed as either profit/
macro/normative or nonprofit/macro/normative.

In 1985, two decades after the Ohio State University position paper, the debate
within the American Marketing Association resulted in its appointing a committee,
chaired by O.C. Ferrell, to evaluate how marketing should be defined. The committee
recommended and the AMA Board approved the following definition: “Marketing is
the process of planning and executing the conception, pricing, promotion, and dis-
tribution of ideas, goods, and services to create exchanges that satisfy individual and
organizational objectives” (Bennett 1988, p. 115). The definition did not completely
satisfy all those who participated in the debate. For example, I believe that the words
“in organizations and society” should be inserted after “the process.” Nonetheless,
most agreed that it was a substantial improvement over its predecessor. We should
note in particular the emphasis on exchange and the “broadening” of marketing to
include “ideas.” Thus, suitably interpreted, the definition accommodated all eight cells
of the Three Dichotomies Model. (The American Marketing Association returned to
the issue of how to define marketing in 2004 and 2007. We will revisit the subject of
defining marketing in Chapter 2.)

Vargo and Lusch (2004) identify seven research streams that emerged in the 1980s
and continue through the 2000s that view marketing as a social and economic process.
These research streams are (1) market orientation (e.g., Kohli and Jaworski 1990; Narver
and Slater 1990), (2) services marketing (e.g., Gronroos 1994; Zeithaml, Parasuraman,
and Berry 1985), (3) relationship marketing (e.g., Berry 1983; Gummesson 1994, 2002a,
2002b; Morgan and Hunt 1994; Sheth and Parvatiyar 2000), (4) quality management
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(e.g., Hauser and Clausing 1988; Parasuraman, Zeithaml, and Berry 1988), (5) value
and supply-chain management (e.g., Normann and Ramirez 1993; Srivastava, Shervani,
and Fahey 1999), (6) resource management (e.g., Constantin and Lusch 1994; Day 1994;
Hunt 2000b; Hunt and Morgan 1995), and (7) network analysis (e.g., Achrol 1991; Achrol
and Kotler 1999; Webster 1992). These seven research streams are merging toward what
Vargo and Lusch (2004) call a “service-dominant logic.”

For Vargo and Lusch (2004, p. 6), marketing should shift toward a service-dominant
logic, in which “value is defined by and co-created in concert with the consumer.”
This customer-centric, market-driven, services-centered view (1) focuses on special-
ized skills and knowledge as operant resources that provide competitive advantage,
(2) strives to maximize consumers’ involvement in developing customized offerings,
and (3) seeks to be “the predominant organizational philosophy . . . [that] leads in
initiating and coordinating a market-driven perspective for all core competences”
(p. 13). Furthermore, marketing scholars should “lead industry toward a services-
centered model of exchange,” teach principles courses that “subordinate goods to
service provision,” and teach marketing strategy courses that “center on resource-
advantage theory” (p. 14).

The service-dominant (S-D) logic, as modified and detailed in Vargo and Lusch
(2008, p. 7), has ten foundational premises. These are (1) service is the fundamental
basis of exchange; (2) indirect exchange masks the fundamental basis of exchange;
(3) goods are a distribution mechanism for service provision; (4) operant resources
are the fundamental source of competitive advantage; (5) all economies are service
economies; (6) the customer is always a co-creator of value; (7) the enterprise cannot
deliver value, but only offer value propositions; (8) a service-centered view is inher-
ently customer oriented and relational; (9) all social and economic actors are resource
integrators; and (10) value is always uniquely and phenomenologically determined by
the beneficiary.

With respect to the relationship between S-D logic and the Three Dichotomies Model,
readers should note that specific research projects guided by S-D logic, depending on the
particular context of the project, can fit into any of the eight cells in the Three Dichotomies
Model. This is because the foundational premises of S-D logic provide an undergirding
for various forms of marketing research. Indeed, Lusch and Vargo (2006, p. 406) argue
that the S-D logic “may be able to serve as a foundation for the development of a general
theory of marketing.”

In conclusion, it is possible to classify all the approaches to the study of marketing
and all the topics usually considered within the scope of marketing by using the three
categorical dichotomies of profit sector/nonprofit sector, positive/normative, and micro/
macro. This does not imply that reasonable people cannot disagree as to which topics
should fall within the scope of marketing. Nor does it even imply that reasonable people
cannot disagree as to which cell in Table 1.1 is most appropriate for each topic. (For
example, the study of the efficiency of marketing systems may have both positive and
normative aspects.) Rather, Table 1.1 provides a useful analytical framework, as shall be
demonstrated in the next section.
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1.3.2 Is Marketing a Science?

The previous discussion on the scope of marketing enables us to clarify some of the is-
sues with respect to the definition (broadening the concept) of marketing controversy and
the “Is marketing a science?” debate. Most marketing practitioners and some marketing
academicians perceive the entire scope of marketing to be profit/micro/normative (cell
2 of Table 1.1). That is, practitioners often perceive the entire domain of marketing to
be the analysis and improvement of the decision-making processes of marketers. Most
marketing academicians—but assuredly not all—would chafe at delimiting the proper
subject matter of marketing to simply the profit/micro/normative dimensions. Most would,
at the very least, include all the phenomena, topics, and issues in the top half of Table 1.1
(i.e., cells 1 through 4). As a result of the “broadening the concept of marketing” debate,
including in the definition of marketing all eight cells in Table 1.1 has probably become
the majority position in marketing academe.

Now, returning to the “Is marketing a science?” controversy, the preceding analysis
suggests that a primary factor explaining the nature of the controversy is the widely
disparate notions of marketing held by the participants. The common element shared by
those who hold that marketing is not (and cannot be) a science is the belief that the entire
conceptual domain of marketing is cell 2—profit/micro/normative. Hutchinson clearly
exemplifies this position:

There is a real reason, however, why the field of marketing has been slow to de-
velop a unique body of theory. It is a simple one: marketing is not a science. It is
rather an art or a practice, and as such much more closely resembles engineering,
medicine, and architecture than it does physics, chemistry, or biology. The medical
profession sets us an excellent example, if we would but follow it; its members are
called “practitioners” and not scientists. It is the work of physicians, as it is of any
practitioner, to apply the findings of many sciences to the solution of problems. . . .
It is the drollest travesty to relate the scientist’s search for knowledge to the market
research man’s seeking after customers. (Hutchinson 1952, p. 287)

Note first that Hutchinson confuses problem-solving or market research (seeking after
customers) with problem-oriented, basic or marketing research (expanding the knowledge
base of marketing). And no one would deny that the “seeking after customers” is not
science. Second, if, as Hutchinson implies, the entire conceptual domain of marketing is
profit/micro/normative, then marketing is not and (more important) probably cannot be
a science. However, if the conceptual domain of marketing is expanded to include both
micro/positive and macro/positive phenomena, then marketing could be a science. That
is, if phenomena such as consumer behavior and systems of distribution are included in
the conceptual domain of marketing, there is no reason why the study of these phenomena
could not be deserving of the designation ‘““science.”

Other disciplines, including economics, psychology, sociology, and philosophy, have
experienced similar discipline-definitional controversies. It is not at all uncommon for
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an economist to review a colleague’s work and proclaim, “This isn’t really econom-
ics.” Several decades ago, a definitional debate raged in philosophy. Some philosophers
preferred a narrow approach, confining the philosophy of science to the method of
investigating ordinary language systems. Other philosophers, including Karl R. Popper
(1959, p. 19), rebelled at such an emasculation of philosophy of science. Popper noted
that all definitions of disciplines are largely arbitrary in content. That is, they primarily
represent an agreement to focus attention on some problems, issues, and phenomena to
the exclusion of others. Popper believed that to so define philosophy of science would
almost, by definition, preclude philosophy from making substantive contributions to the
total body of scientific knowledge.

A major problem with narrowly circumscribing the appropriate subject matter of a
discipline is that it can seriously trammel research and other scientific inquiry. Kaplan
(1964, p. 70) refers to the problem as “premature closure.” When some marketers
confine their conceptualization of the total scope of marketing to its micro-normative
dimensions, they prematurely close their thinking and the thinking of others over
which they have influence. This may be a particularly pernicious process for market-
ing because, it may be argued, studies that attempt to describe, classify, explain, and
predict the micro-positive and macro-positive aspects of marketing may do more for
the micro-normative dimension of marketing in the long run than will studies that
are specifically restricted to micro-normative marketing. As Kaplan has observed,
“Tolerance of ambiguity is as important for creativity in science as it is anywhere
else” (1964, p. 71).

Is marketing a science? Differing perceptions of the scope of marketing have been
shown to be a primary factor in the controversy over this question. The second factor
contributing to the controversy has been the differing perceptions concerning the basic
nature of science, a subject to which we now turn.

14 THE NATURE OF SCIENCE

The question of whether marketing is a science cannot be adequately answered without a
clear understanding of the basic nature of science. So what is a science? Some relativist
writers claim that there is nothing that distinguishes science from any form of inquiry:
“[S]cience is whatever society chooses to call science” (Anderson 1983, p. 26). An evalu-
ation of the relativist view is deferred to section 10.1. Most marketing writers adopt the
nonrelativist position that there are certain characteristics that distinguish the sciences.
Many marketers cite the perspective first proposed by Robert Buzzell, which maintains
that a science is:

* aclassified and systematized body of knowledge,

* organized around one or more central theories and a number of general principles,

* usually expressed in quantitative terms,

* knowledge which permits the prediction and, under some circumstances, the control
of future events. (Buzzell, 1963, p. 37)
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Buzzell then proceeded to note that marketing lacked the requisite theory and principles
to be termed a science.

Although the Buzzell perspective on science has much to recommend it, the requirement
“organized around one or more central theories” seems overly restrictive. This requirement
confuses the successful culmination of scientific efforts with science itself. Was the study
of chemistry not a science before discoveries such as the periodic table of elements? The
major purpose of science is to develop laws and theories to explain, predict, understand,
and control phenomena. Withholding the label “science” until a discipline has “central
theories” would not seem reasonable.

The previous comments notwithstanding, requiring a science to be organized around
one or more central theories is not completely without merit. There are strong honorific
overtones in labeling a discipline a science. The label often signifies that the discipline
has “arrived” in the eyes of other scientists. In large part, the label “science” is conferred
upon a discipline only when the discipline has matured enough that it contains several
“central theories.” Thus, physics achieved the status of a science before psychology, and
psychology achieved it before sociology. However, the total conceptual content of the
term “science” is decidedly not just honorific. Marketing does not, and should not, have
to wait to be knighted by others to be a science. How, then, do sciences differ from other
disciplines, if not by virtue of having central theories?

Consider the discipline of chemistry—unquestionably a science. Chemistry can be
defined as “the science of substances—their structure, their properties, and the reactions
that change them into other substances” (Pauling 1956, p. 15). Using chemistry as an il-
lustration, three observations will enable us to clarify the distinguishing characteristics of
sciences. First, a distinct science must have a distinct subject matter, a set of phenomena
that serves as a focal point for investigation. The subject matter of chemistry is substances,
and chemistry attempts to understand, explain, predict, and control phenomena related to
substances. Other disciplines, such as physics, are also interested in substances. However,
chemistry can meaningfully lay claim to being a separate science because physics does
not focus on the reactions of substances.

What is the basic subject matter of marketing? Most marketers now perceive the ul-
timate subject matter of marketing to be the transaction. Harking back to the chemistry
analogue, marketing might then be viewed as the science of transactions—their structure,
their properties, and their reactions with other phenomena. Given this perspective, the
subject matter of marketing would certainly overlap with that of other disciplines, notably
economics, psychology, and sociology. The analysis of transactions is considered in each
of these disciplines. Yet, only in marketing is the transaction the focal point. For example,
transactions remain a tangential issue in economics, where the primary focus is on the
allocation of scarce resources (Leftwich 1966, p. 2). Therefore, the first distinguishing
characteristic is that any science must have a distinct subject matter. To the extent that
transactions—whether they be single transactions or repeated transactions, transactions
among anonymous parties or parties that have long-term relationships—are the basic
subject matter of marketing, marketing would seem to fulfill this requirement.

A distinct subject matter alone is not sufficient to distinguish sciences from other



20 INTRODUCTION

disciplines because all disciplines have a subject matter (some less distinct than others).
The previously cited perspective of chemistry provides additional insight into the basic
nature of science. Note the phrase “their structure, their properties, and [their] reactions.”
Thus, the second distinguishing characteristic is that every science seeks to describe and
classify the structure and properties of its basic subject matter. Likewise, the term reac-
tions suggests that the basic subject matter of chemistry is presumed to be systematically
interrelated. Thus, the third distinguishing characteristic: Every science presupposes the
existence of underlying uniformities, regularities, and causal structures among the phe-
nomena that comprise its subject matter.’ The discovery of these underlying uniformities
vields empirical regularities, lawlike generalizations, laws, principles, and theories.

The basic question for marketing is not whether there now exist several central theories
that serve to unify, explain, and predict marketing phenomena. Rather, the following should
be asked: “Are there underlying uniformities, regularities, and causal structures among
the phenomena that constitute the subject matter of marketing?” This question can be
answered affirmatively on two grounds—one a priori and one empirical. Marketing is a
discipline investigating human behavior. Insofar as numerous uniformities and regularities
have been observed in other behavioral sciences, there is no a priori reason for believing
that the subject matter of marketing is devoid of uniformities and regularities. The second
ground for believing that the uniformities exist is empirical. In the past five decades, the
quantity of scholarly research conducted on marketing phenomena probably exceeds the
total of all prior research in marketing. Efforts in the consumer behavior dimension of
marketing have been particularly prolific. Who can deny that some progress has been made
or that some uniformities have been identified? In short, who can deny that there exist
uniformities and regularities in the subject matter of marketing? I, for one, cannot.

The task of delineating the basic nature of science is not yet complete. Up to this point,
we have utilized chemistry to illustrate that all sciences involve (1) a distinct subject mat-
ter, (2) the description and classification of the subject matter, and (3) the presumption
that underlying the subject matter are uniformities, regularities, and causal structures that
science seeks to discover. The chemistry example provides a final observation. Note that
“chemistry is the science of . . .” This suggests that sciences can be differentiated from
other disciplines (and pseudo-sciences) by the method of analysis. At the risk of being
somewhat tautologous, sciences employ a set of procedures that are commonly referred
to as the scientific method. The historical significance of the development and acceptance
of the method of science cannot be overstated. The scientific method has been called “the
most significant intellectual contribution of western civilization” (Morris 1955, p. 63). Is
the method of science applicable to marketing?

One way of interpreting this monograph is to view it as an articulation of the application
of the scientific method to marketing. Therefore, comments here on the scientific method
should be viewed as strictly introductory in nature. One immediate observation is that there
is no reason to presume that the scientific method of analysis is any less appropriate to mar-
keting than it is to other disciplines. Similarly, scholarly researchers in marketing, though
often holding rather distorted notions concerning topics such as the role of laws and theories
in research, seem to be at least as technically proficient as researchers in other areas.
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The second observation concerning the scientific method involves the “unity of sci-
entific method controversy.” Three questions frame this issue: Is there a single scientific
method? Do different sciences require different methods? Are several scientific methods
appropriate for the same science? Zaltman, Pinson, and Angelmar (1973, p. 93) state that
the scientific method is a myth. Conversely, Bergmann (1957, p. 164) states that “there is
one and only one scientific method.” Similarly, whole volumes have been written on the
unity of the scientific method (Neurath, Carnap, and Morris 1955; Jeffrey 1966; Kaiser
1993; Snyder 1978). The unity of scientific method controversy has far-reaching implica-
tions for marketing. In fact, a basic understanding of the foundations of this controversy
is a precondition to comprehending fully the rest of this monograph. Consequently, the
next section will be devoted to an exposition of this issue. The analysis will draw heavily
from the works of Gustav Bergmann, Carl Hempel, Harvey Kyburg, Richard Rudner,
and Wesley Salmon.’

1.5 THE UNITY OF SCIENTIFIC METHOD

The claim is sometimes made that marketing and other social sciences require a scientific
method that differs somewhat from the method of the physical sciences. Do the vari-
ous sciences require different scientific methods? Are there several equally appropriate
methods for any particular science? Those who respond affirmatively to these questions
support the Multi-Scientific-Method (MSM) thesis. Those who respond negatively sup-
port the Single-Scientific-Method (SSM) thesis. Such is the substance of the unity of
science issue. Analyzing it requires an appreciation for (1) the differences between the
methodology of a discipline and the techniques of a discipline and (2) the importance
of carefully distinguishing between issues in the context of discovery versus issues in
the context of justification. (The context of justification is sometimes referred to as the
context of validation.)

The techniques of a discipline are the specific tools and apparatus, both conceptual
and physical, that researchers in a discipline have found useful in the conduct of inquiry.
Marketing uses devices such as consumer panels, questionnaires, pupilometers, Likert
scales, multiple regression, multidimensional scaling, surveys, random sampling, and
multiple classification analysis. Some of these tools are conceptual, and some are physical.
The tools used encompass the fechniques of marketing research. Chemistry employs test
tubes, thermocouples, spectrometers, and cyclotrons. Some techniques, such as strictly
experimental research designs, are much more common in the physical sciences than in
marketing or most of the social sciences. Unfortunately, many advocates of the MSM
thesis point to these differences in techniques to support their position. However, the
scientific method is not restricted to certain kinds of hardware (test tubes, cyclotrons,
pupilometers), to techniques of gathering data (experiments, surveys), to techniques of
measuring phenomena (thermometers, Likert scales), or, most certainly, to techniques of
analyzing data (regression, structural equation modeling, multiple classification analysis,
canonical correlation). Astronomy is unquestionably a science, and yet its techniques
are in some respects closer to those of marketing than to those of physics (note the con-
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spicuous lack of laboratory experimentation in astronomy). To the extent that advocates
of the MSM thesis rely on these differences in techniques for evidential support, their
position becomes either (a) trivial or (b) untenable: trivial, because different sciences
obviously use different techniques in research; untenable, because the techniques of a
science should not be confused with the methodology of a science. What, then, is the
methodology of science?

Philosophers of science agree that the methodology of science is its logic of justification.
That is, the scientific method consists of the rules and procedures on which a science bases
its acceptance or rejection of its body of knowledge, including hypotheses, laws, and theo-
ries.® To the extent that advocates of the MSM thesis are not simply referring to different
techniques, they are really claiming that different sciences have (or should have?) different
bases on which to assess the truth content of their disciplines. This, indeed, is a radical claim
and one that has been discredited (Rudner 1966, p. 4). As Hempel has observed:

The thesis of the methodological unity of science states, first of all, that, notwith-
standing many differences in their techniques of investigation, all branches of
empirical science test and support their statements in basically the same manner,
namely by deriving from them implications that can be checked intersubjectively and
by performing for those implications the appropriate experimental or observational
tests. This, the unity of method thesis holds, is true also of psychology and the social
and historical disciplines. In response to the claim that the scholar in these fields, in
contrast to the natural scientists, often must rely on empathy to establish his asser-
tions, logical-empiricist writers stressed that imaginative identification with a given
person often may prove a useful heuristic aid to the investigator who seeks to guess
at a hypothesis about that person’s beliefs, hopes, fears, and goals. But whether or
not a hypothesis thus arrived at is factually sound must be determined by reference
to objective evidence: the investigator’s empathic experience is logically irrelevant
to it. (Hempel 1969, p. 191)

As Siegel (1985) argues, the methodological criteria of science that collectively consti-
tute the scientific method (SM) can best be expressed as a “‘commitment to evidence,” as
exemplified by “a concern for explanatory adequacy, however that adequacy is conceived;
and insistence on testing, however testing is thought to be best done; and a commitment
to inductive support, however inductive inference is thought to be best made” (p. 528).
Thus, “science’s commitment to evidence, by way of SM, is what justifies its claim to
respect—science is to be taken seriously precisely because of its commitment to evidence”
(p- 530). However, the preceding conclusions by Siegel about scientific method do not
imply that he claims that science is the only domain in which the epistemic worthiness
of beliefs, hypotheses, or claims may be putatively established on the basis of evidence.
Rather, “SM extends far beyond the realm of science proper. But this is only to say that
SM can be utilized widely. It is still properly labeled scientific method” (p. 530).

Therefore, the unity of science stems from the common acceptance by the sciences of a
methodology for the justification (confirmation, validation, corroboration) of knowledge.
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One of the primary objectives of this monograph will be to explore systematically this
logic of justification as applied to marketing. That is, we shall explore the basic nature
of the scientific understanding, explaining, and predicting of marketing phenomena. In
the process, the unique roles of hypotheses, laws, lawlike generalizations, empirical
generalizations, and theories will be developed.

This section began by delineating two rival theses: the Multi-Scientific-Method thesis
and the Single-Scientific-Method thesis. Supporters of the MSM thesis often have been
shown to confuse the techniques of a science with its methodology. A second shortcoming
of the MSM thesis is even more important: advocates of the MSM thesis often confuse
the context of discovery with the context of justification.

1.5.1 Discovery Versus Justification

How does one go about discovering scientific hypotheses, laws, and theories? What kinds
of tools and procedures will assist the researcher in uncovering them? Are some procedures
better than others? Are some procedures correct and others incorrect? Is there a single
procedure that is guaranteed to produce results? Should a theory or law be evaluated
on the basis of how that theory or law was generated? What was the genesis of Reilly’s
Law? How did John Howard and Jagdish Sheth create their theory of buyer behavior?
All these issues and questions should be considered in the context of discovery. If there
existed a set of systematic rules and procedures that were optimal for the discovery of
hypotheses, laws, and theories, this set of rules and procedures would constitute a logic
of discovery.

How does one scientifically explain marketing phenomena? Can one explain marketing
phenomena without being able to predict them? What are the roles of laws and theories
in explaining and predicting phenomena? Must theories be empirically testable? Are the
axioms of a theory assumed to be true? Must theories contain lawlike generalizations?
These issues and questions belong in the context of justification. As previously noted, the
set of rules and procedures that delineate the criteria for accepting or rejecting knowledge
(hypotheses, laws, and theories) in science constitutes its logic of justification.

Salmon has observed that treating issues that appropriately belong in the context of
discovery as if they belong in the context of justification often leads one to commit the
“genetic fallacy.” He offers the following statement as an extreme illustration of the genetic
fallacy: “The Nazis condemned the theory of relativity because Einstein, its originator,
was a Jew” (1963, p. 12). Obviously, in this extreme example, the fact that Einstein was
a Jew should have been ignored in assessing the validity of the theory of relativity. Un-
fortunately, in the literature of science, dividing issues into discovery and justification is
frequently much more difficult, and, thus, a trap is laid for the unsuspecting researcher.

Bergmann (1957, p. 51) has noted that many philosophers of science, including Hegel
and John Dewey, have confused the discovery of scientific knowledge with its justification.
The confusion of discovery with justification seems widespread in all the sciences, and
marketing is no exception. This writer (1971) has previously observed that Robert Bartels’s
(1968) “The General Theory of Marketing” should perhaps be evaluated in the context of
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discovery, rather than justification. Similarly, Bartels (1970) has offered a metatheory of
marketing comprising seven axioms. To what extent are these seven axioms proposed as
rules for discovering marketing theory, and to what extent are they to be used to evaluate
marketing theory? Likewise, William Lazer (1962) believes that there are two approaches
for developing models and theories in marketing—abstraction and realization. Abstrac-
tion begins with “perceptions of marketing situations,” whereas realization begins with
“theoretical and abstract statements about marketing.” Which aspects of these approaches
belong in the context of discovery, and which in the context of justification? Similarly, in
discussing the scientific method, Zaltman, Pinson, and Angelmar (1973, p. 12) propose
a model of the research process composed of the following nine states:

Assessment of relevant existing knowledge
Concept formation and specification of hypotheses
Acquisition of meaningful data

Organizing and analyzing data in relevant ways
Evaluation of and learning from results
Dissemination of research information

Providing explanations

Making predictions

Engaging in necessary control activities

WX W=

The reader should attempt to determine which of these stages should be evaluated in
the context of discovery, and which in the context of justification. It is hoped that the
chart in Figure 1.1 will be of some assistance.

Figure 1.1 attempts to provide guidance as to which issues are in the context of dis-
covery and which are in the context of justification. The top half of the chart shows five
procedures for generating (discovering) empirical generalizations, laws, and theories.
These procedures are simply illustrative and by no means exhaust the possibilities.
The bottom half details a variety of issues in justification, and, again, the issues by no
means exhaust the subject. Because the entire remainder of this monograph will be
devoted to exploring the issues in the bottom half of Figure 1.1, our attention here will
be directed to the top half, that is, the alternative routes to the discovery of scientific
knowledge.

One route in Figure 1.1 shows that dreams sometimes play an important role in scientific
discovery. Hempel relates the story of how the chemist Kekulé discovered the structure
of the benzene molecule:

He had long been trying unsuccessfully to devise a structural formula for the benzene
molecule when, one evening in 1865, he found a solution to his problem while he
was dozing in front of his fireplace. Gazing into the flames, he seemed to see atoms
dancing in snakelike arrays. Suddenly, one of the snakes formed a ring by seizing
hold of its own tail and then whirled mockingly before him. Kekulé awoke in a flash:
he had hit upon the now famous and familiar idea of representing the molecular
structure of benzene by a hexagonal ring. (Hempel 1966, p. 16)
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Figure 1.1 Discovery Versus Justification
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Similarly, it is claimed that the goddess of Namakkal visited the great Indian math-
ematician Ramanujan (1887-1920) and revealed mathematical formulas to him (Salmon
1963, p. 10). Thus, sometimes a dream can prompt a scientific discovery.

A second path to discovery, the eureka route, can be illustrated by Archimedes’ (287-212
B.C.) principle. Supposedly, Archimedes noticed that his bathwater rose in height when he
immersed himself. Shouting “Eureka!” he proclaimed that any body immersed in a fluid
would be “buoyed up” with a force equal to the weight of the displaced fluid. Likewise,
schoolchildren are told the story of how Newton discovered the universal law of gravitation
when an apple dropped on his head. The point of these examples (fables?) concerning the
dream and eureka routes is that serendipity plays a prominent role in scientific discovery.
Many, if not most, major scientific discoveries are flashes of perceptual insight and are
not the result of following some rigorously prescribed procedure.

A third path to discovery is metaphor recognition, followed by a subsequent metaphoric
transfer.” A metaphor is a literally false, declarative assertion of existential equivalence
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that compares two concepts or things, where one concept, called the primary concept, is
claimed to be another, the secondary concept. For example, in the metaphor “strategic
alliances are marriages,” strategic alliances constitute the primary concept and marriages
constitute the secondary. It is crucial to keep in mind that all metaphors are denotatively
false, though—at least potentially—connotatively true. Indeed, the creative power of
metaphors to foster theory development springs from, paradoxically, the very falseness
of metaphors.

The denotative, literal meanings of words in all natural languages (e.g., English) change
through time by adding new meanings and, at times, deleting old ones. Therefore, in ad-
dition to “live” metaphors, we have “extinct” and “dormant” ones (Boyd 1979). Whereas
live metaphors are readily recognized and acknowledged by all members of a common
language community, an extinct metaphor is an expression whose metaphorical origins
are so deeply buried in the history of a particular language that current speakers would
not recognize it as a metaphor without professional etymological help. For example,
few now recognize that the English “muscle” comes from the Latin “musculus,” and its
metaphorical meaning of “little mouse.” Dormant metaphors, though not yet extinct, are
not customarily recognized until the metaphorical aspect is pointed out by the metaphor’s
author, usually by use of quotation marks, e.g., “channels” of distribution and “live”
metaphors.

When researchers in a discipline recognize that a metaphor from another discipline
may prompt theory development, the researchers in the borrowing discipline effect a
metaphoric transfer. In such a transfer, researchers in the adopting discipline are invited
to borrow theoretical structures from the source or “parent” discipline (Mirowski 1989).
The borrowing may be in the form of ontology, concepts, lawlike generalizations, theo-
ries, and values. For example, from the marriage literature, the “strategic alliances are
marriages” metaphor invites researchers of strategic alliances to consider theorizing
about strategic alliances using (1) the marital ontology of spouses, family, children, and
relatives, (2) the concepts of relationship, partners, divorce, reproduction, extramarital
affairs, and child support, and (3) the values of commitment, trust, harmony, financial
security, and procreation. The “marketing is war” metaphor invites marketers to use (1)
the ontology of armies, allies, combatants, and divisions, (2) the concepts of intelligence,
deployment, espionage, and strategy, and (3) the values of honor, defense, victory, and
conquest. Therefore, a third path to discovery is a metaphoric transfer. Some metaphoric
transfers are fruitful; others are barren (or should I say “barren”?).

Consider, now, the fourth route in Figure 1.1, which starts with observation, and the
fifth route, which starts with speculation. The fourth route is a variant of the generalized
inductivist route, and the fifth is a form of the generalized deductivist route. The deductiv-
ist route plays a prominent role in much economic theory, while marketing theoreticians
have historically advocated an inductivist route. Thus, McGarry (1936), in the very first
volume of the Journal of Marketing, maintained that the “scientific method” in market-
ing involves the four steps of (1) selecting facts, (2) registering these facts, (3) rearrang-
ing the facts so as to bring order out of chaos, and (4) finding a formula or conclusion.
Similarly, three decades later, Schwartz (1963, p. 135) argues that “there appears to be
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no way of avoiding the laborious empirical method in discovering marketing theory.”
Conversely, Fisk (1971, p.10) notes that “the first step in applying the scientific method
is to think of an hypothesis.” Both “grounded theory” (e.g., Glaser and Strauss 1967;
Strauss and Corbin 1998) and “data mining” (e.g., Piatetsky-Shapiro, Fayyad, and Smith
1996; Piatetsky-Shapiro and Frawley 1991) are associated with the inductivist approach.
Is the strict inductivist route the preferred procedure for marketing, as many marketing
theorists and others suggest? To answer this question, we must examine more carefully
the basic nature of this route.

Let us suppose that a marketing theorist desires to explore phenomena relating to
consumer purchase behavior. In particular, let us suppose that the theorist has decided to
focus on the phenomenon of brand loyalty as the “dependent” variable. The inductivist
route suggests that the first steps for the theorist would be observation and the recording
of data. What would the theorist observe? “Everything,” the strict inductivist might reply.
Yet, we might then point out that observing and recording everything would be impossible
because the number of potential phenomena that could be observed and recorded at any
point in time is virtually infinite (phase of the moon, height of the tides, temperatures,
etc.). The inductivist would probably then become somewhat defensive, chastise us for
taking his statement “too literally,” and respond, “Of course, you should not observe and
record all phenomena! Just observe and record all data relevant to the problem of brand
loyalty.” Readers should attempt to place themselves in the role of the bewildered research
assistant who has just been instructed to observe and record all data relevant to the problem
of brand loyalty and ignore all phenomena irrelevant to brand loyalty. By what criterion
is the research assistant to separate relevant phenomena from the irrelevant variety? The
strict inductivist will finally admit that the charge to the research assistant must be first
to think of some a priori hypotheses concerning which phenomena might be systemati-
cally related to brand loyalty and then to make observations and record data relevant to
those hypotheses. That is, data are never a priori relevant or irrelevant to a problem such
as brand loyalty. Rather, data can only be a priori relevant or irrelevant to hypotheses
(however crude or tentative) concerning certain phenomena and brand loyalty.

After observation and the recording of data comes the classification stage in the in-
ductivist route. By now the reader should recognize that the appropriate question is, “On
what basis should the data be classified?” Again, because the number of ways a set of data
can be classified is virtually unlimited, the data must be classified on some basis that is
likely to be useful for exploring a priori hypotheses. In conclusion, the strict inductivist
approach to theory building is untenable, because speculation and the creation of a priori
hypotheses are absolutely essential parts of any systematic procedure of theory discovery
and creation. Actual research does not proceed according to the stages suggested by the
strict inductivists, and the inductivist route certainly cannot be defended as the preferred
procedure.

Given the previous analysis of the strict inductivist route for generating theory, why
do so many marketing theorists tout its virtues? Perhaps many marketing theorists have
reacted (overreacted?) to certain perceived deficiencies in mainstream, neoclassical,
economic theory. Neoclassical economic theory is perceived to be deductive in nature.
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It is also often thought to be unrealistic and divorced from the real world. As Alderson
(1965, p. 18) once noted, “economists have shown a notable preference for elegance over
relevance.” Nevertheless, it is erroneous to believe that the deficiencies of neoclassical
economic theory are to be found in the context of discovery. That is, to the extent that
economic theory is deficient, the cause lies not in the economists’ deductive procedures for
generating theory. Rather, the truth of economic theory must be analyzed and evaluated in
the context of justification. To what extent has neoclassical economic theory been tested
and found to depict the real world accurately? These and other questions are appropriate
to ask, but have to do with the context of justification, not discovery.

This section began by proposing that advocates of the Multi-Scientific-Method thesis
often confuse issues and procedures in the context of discovery with issues and pro-
cedures in the context of justification. Proponents of MSM point out the wide variety
of “methods” for the discovery of laws and theories in science. We must grant their
premise, but not their conclusion. Granted, there exists no single set of procedures that
is guaranteed to lead to the discovery of laws and theories. Also, there exists no single
set of procedures that can be defended as optimal. Therefore, there is no single logic
of discovery. Nevertheless, the conclusion that many scientific methods exist does not
necessarily follow, because the scientific method concerns the context of justification,
not discovery, and there does exist a single logic of justification that is common to all
science. The reader should clearly recognize the difference between discovery and
Jjustification because we shall be referring to it on numerous occasions throughout this
monograph.

1.6 CONCLUSIONS ON MARKETING SCIENCE

The purpose of these introductory sections has been to detail the objectives of this mono-
graph and to discuss some preliminary issues. The primary objective has been stated to
be the utilization of the tool kit of the philosophy of science for systematically exploring
some of the basic methodological issues underlying marketing research. The preliminary
issues explored have been in the context of the “Is marketing a science?” controversy.
In attempting to explore this controversy, we have found it necessary to delve into the
basic nature of both marketing and science and to distinguish between methodology
and techniques and between discovery and justification. The analysis suggests several
conclusions.

The scope of the area called marketing has been shown to be exceptionally broad.
Marketing has micro/macro dimensions, profit sector/nonprofit sector dimensions, and
positive/normative dimensions. Reasonable people can disagree as to which combination
of these dimensions (refer to the eight cells in Table 1.1) represents the appropriate total
scope of marketing. If marketing were restricted to the profit/micro/normative dimension
(as many practitioners, as well as some academics, would do), then marketing would not
be a science and could not become one. Sciences involve the explanation, prediction,
and understanding of phenomena, and, therefore, any discipline that is purely evalua-
tive (normative) is not a science. At least for marketing academe, restricting the scope
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of marketing to its profit/micro/normative dimension is unrealistic, unnecessary, and,
without question, undesirable.

Once the appropriate scope of marketing has been expanded to include at least some
positive dimensions (cells 1, 3, 5, and 7 in Table 1.1), then the explanation, prediction, and
understanding of these phenomena could be a science. The question then becomes whether
the study of the positive dimensions of marketing has the requisite characteristics of a
science. Aside from the strictly honorific overtones of nonmarketers accepting marketing
as a science, the substantive characteristics differentiating sciences from other disciplines
have been shown to be (1) a distinct subject matter, (2) the description and classification of
the subject matter, (3) the presumption of underlying uniformities, regularities, and causal
structures in the subject matter, and (4) the adoption of the method of science for studying
the subject matter. The positive dimensions of marketing have been shown to have a sub-
ject matter properly distinct from that of other sciences. The marketing literature is replete
with description and classification. There have been discoveries (however tentative) of
uniformities, regularities, and causal structures in marketing phenomena. Finally, though it
was once fashionable for researchers such as Longman (1971, p. 10) to deplore “the rather
remarkable lack of scientific method employed by scientists of marketing,” I suggest that
marketing researchers are at least as committed to the method of science as are researchers
in other disciplines. Therefore, we can conclude that the study of the positive dimensions
of marketing can be appropriately referred to as marketing science.

1.7 THE THREE DICHOTOMIES MODEL: AN EVALUATION

Since its first publication in 1976, the “Three Dichotomies Model of Marketing” has
evoked substantial interest and significant controversy. For an early review and analysis
of the controversy, see Arndt (1981a). Many marketing academicians have expressed
views such as “I basically agree with the model except for the following characteristic . . .”
This section will address the major “except fors” that have been proposed. Although the
positive/normative dichotomy has sparked the most spirited comments, it is fair to say
that all aspects of the model have been questioned. And this is as it should be, because
models in general are not (a positive observation) and should not be (a normative obser-
vation) immutably inscribed in stone.

Although numerous colleagues have volunteered their observations on the Three
Dichotomies Model, the “except fors” discussed here have come primarily from (1) the
participants at various conferences, especially the Macromarketing Conferences, the first
of which was held at the University of Colorado in 1976 (Slater 1977), (2) letters to the
editor of the Journal of Marketing by Donald P. Robin (1977, 1978) and Michael Etgar
(1977), and (3) an article by Michael R. Hyman, Robert Skipper, and Richard Tansey
(1991). These writers have charged that the positive/normative dichotomy is (1) false,
(2) dangerous, (3) unnecessary, (4) meaningless, and (5) useless. It is further claimed that
(6) all of marketing thought is normative. Each charge will be discussed, in turn. First,
however, it will be useful to provide a brief review of the positive/normative dichotomy
in the philosophy of science.
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1.7.1 The Positive/Normative Dichotomy in Philosophy of Science

David Hume (1711-1776) is generally given credit for being the first philosopher to point
out that statements concerning the verb “is” are different in kind from statements containing
the verb “ought.” In particular, Hume observed that no set of statements containing only
descriptive terms and no copula except “is” can logically yield a conclusion containing an
“ought.” The positive/normative dichotomy is the version of Hume’s “is/ought” dichotomy
discussed in John Neville Keynes’s (1891) classic work, The Scope and Method of Political
Economy. There he defined a positive science as “a body of systematized knowledge con-
cerning what is” and a normative science as “a body of systematized knowledge discussing
criteria of what ought to be” (pp. 34—-35). Keynes pointed out that “confusion between them
is common and has been the source of many mischievous errors” (p. 46). The Dictionary
of Philosophy clarifies the view in philosophy about the is/ought dichotomy:

Is/Ought Dichotomy. Also, fact/value dichotomy. Statements containing the verb
is are related to descriptive or factual claims and are of a different order from those
containing the verb ought (should), which are related to judgments, evaluations, or
commands. It is impossible (logically, formally, conceptually) to derive an “ought”
(or “should”) statement from an “is” (factual) statement, a normative statement from
a statement of facts; it is impossible to have a valid deductive argument in which the
premises state descriptions and the conclusion states prescriptions or imperatives.
(Angeles 1981, p. 138)

The “is/ought fallacy” is one of the most widely accepted ideas in philosophy and is
related to the “naturalistic fallacy” in the area of ethics, which is: “The fallacy of deriving
(deducing) ethical statements from nonethical statements” (Angeles 1981, p. 186). Indeed,
the is/ought fallacy and the naturalistic fallacy are two of only four fallacies that are given
special attention under the heading of “Philosophical Fallacies™ in The Encyclopedia of
Philosophy (Edwards 1972, p. 178).

So, the is/ought (i.e., positive/normative) dichotomy forms the foundation for one of the
most important classes of fallacies in all of philosophy. It is a dichotomy that has proved
its usefulness in many disciplines for several centuries. Yet, critics contend that when the
dichotomy is applied to the marketing discipline, it is, among other things, so ambiguous
as to render it useless. On prima facie grounds such a conclusion is implausible. Specific
analyses of specific criticisms provide other grounds.

1.7.2 Is the Positive/Normative Dichotomy False?

Some writers have suggested that the positive/normative dichotomy is a false dichotomy
because we cannot escape from our own value systems. This premise is probably true: we
probably cannot escape from our value systems. Nevertheless, the premise does not imply that
the positive/normative dichotomy is false; to accede to this conclusion would be to capitulate
to despair and to commit the “philosophers’ fallacy of high redefinition” (see section 11.5).
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There is an analogous problem in other disciplines. Consider journalism. It stresses
objectivity in reporting: journalists attempt to keep their personal value systems out of their
news writing. All knowledgeable people recognize the impossibility of keeping the news
columns completely free of editorializing. Nevertheless, the goal of separating news from
opinion remains one of the ethical pillars of journalism. It does so because the credibility
of journalists would be irreparably damaged if they abandoned the goal of objectivity
simply because they found its complete achievement to be unattainable. Furthermore,
holding the goal of objectivity in high regard is itself a value—and, for many, a highly
important value. (Alas, for some “journalists” it is quite unimportant.)

So it is in marketing. Granted, marketing research cannot be value-free. But this does
not imply that we should not attempt to separate the positive issue of whether market-
ers perceive themselves as having “social responsibilities” from the normative issue of
whether marketers should have social responsibilities. Nor does it imply that we should
not attempt clearly to separate the issue of whether the poor do in fact “pay more” from
the issue of whether it is wrong for them to pay more. Nor, finally, does it imply that
we should not attempt to separate how managers do in fact make marketing decisions
from how they should make those decisions. The importance of the positive/normative
dichotomy as a goal for clear thinking and analysis is in no way impaired because that
goal is, in principle, not completely attainable.

1.7.3 Is the Positive/Normative Dichotomy Dangerous?

A few colleagues have proposed that the positive/normative dichotomy is dangerous
because it may lead people to downgrade the importance of micro/normative marketing.
However, the model does not imply that micro/normative marketing is unimportant or
unworthy of attention. On the contrary, the study of how marketing decisions should
be made is extremely important. To believe otherwise is to grossly misinterpret the
model. Some marketers, upon reviewing the taxonomic schema shown in Figure 1.1,
may perhaps choose to deemphasize micro/normative marketing. Furthermore, this
deemphasis may have some unfortunate consequences. Nevertheless, many marketers
still consider the entire scope of marketing to be its micro-normative dimension, and
this has had demonstrably unfortunate consequences, as pointed out by Wilkie and
Moore (2003).

The positive/normative dichotomy puts micro/normative marketing “in its place.” It
does not imply that its “place” is unimportant. The potential advantages of awakening
marketing practitioners and academics to the fact that there are dimensions to marketing
beyond the micro/normative dimension greatly outweigh any possible dangers of down-
grading the importance of micro/normative marketing.

1.7.4 Is the Positive/Normative Dichotomy Unnecessary?

Robin charges that the positive/normative dichotomy is “unnecessary” for considering the
“Is marketing a science?” controversy because “using scientific explanation in marketing
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simply requires that the normative statements be used as antecedent conditions” (1977,
p- 136). To illustrate his point, he offers the following “explanation” as an example:

Antecedent Conditions

C, = Long-run profit maximization is the primary objective of the organization.

C, = One or more competitors of approximately equal economic strength exist in the
market.

C; = The organization has the opportunity of offering several different variations of
a new product, at varying prices, with different promotional possibilities, and
through a variety of channels.

C, = The products of the firm are such that buyers can adequately determine their
value (functional and/or psychological).

Generally Accepted Propositions

L, = Strong competitors can and will produce products desired by buyers if a large
enough number desire them.

L, = Buyers purchase goods in a manner that they perceive to be in their best interest
at the time of the purchase.

Thus: Given C|, C,, C3, C4, L, and L,, the firm must organize the controllable variables
available to it (i.e., the marketing mix) so as to develop and maintain a satisfied group
of buyers. (Robin 1977, pp. 137-38)

Robin concludes, “It should be noted that the antecedent condition C, represents an as-
sumed organizational objective that is, as previously explained, a normative judgment”
(Robin 1977, p. 138).

Is the positive/normative dichotomy unnecessary? Do normative statements play a
role in scientific explanation? To evaluate these questions, we must refer to the meaning
of positive statements versus normative statements. Recall that the positive/normative
dichotomy provides categories based on whether the focus of the analysis is primarily
descriptive or prescriptive. Positive marketing adopts the perspective of attempting to
describe, explain, predict, and understand the marketing activities, processes, and phe-
nomena that actually exist. This perspective examines what is. In contrast, normative
marketing adopts the perspective of attempting to prescribe what marketing organiza-
tions and individuals ought to do or what kinds of marketing systems a society ought to
have. That is, this perspective examines what ought to be and what organizations and
individuals ought to do. Thus, one signal (but not the only one) of a normative statement
is the existence of an ought or should or some similar term.

Returning to Robin’s “explanation,” are there any normative statements? In particular,
is C;normative, as Robin indicates? Clearly, it is a positive statement, not a normative one.
C, states that “long-run profit maximization is the primary objective of the organization.”
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If C, were normative, it would state, “Long-run profit maximization ought to be the pri-
mary objective of the organization.” As a matter of fact, there are no normative statements
in Robin’s “explanation.” Note that C, states that “competitors of approximately equal
economic strength exist,” not that they “ought to exist.” Further, C; and C, state that “the
organization has” and that “products of the firm are”—both are positive statements.

There are no normative statements in Robin’s “explanation” precisely because (as
Robin himself points out) in scientific explanation “the explanandum [the statement to
be explained] must be logically derivable from the explanans [the statements doing the
explaining].” And any statement with an “ought” cannot be an antecedent condition in
a logically valid scientific explanation. Thus, far from showing that the positive/norma-
tive dichotomy is unnecessary, Robin’s “explanation” gives powerful justification for
considering the dichotomy to be necessary. Robin’s later analysis agreed:

In my simple model, C, (antecedent condition No. 1) was given: “Long-run profit
maximization is the primary objective of the organization.” Professor Hunt states,
“Clearly it (C,) is a positive statement not a normative one.” He further states that
there are no normative statements in Robin’s ‘explanation.’” I completely agree on
both accounts. (1978, p. 6; italics added)

1.7.5 Is the Positive/Normative Dichotomy Meaningless?

Robin also suggests that the positive/normative dichotomy is “meaningless” because the
information derived from a positive “study is of little interest unless it is given prescriptive
overtones. . . . That is, the positive issues are barren except where they have prescriptive
implications” (1977, p. 136). We can begin our analysis of this comment by asking: To
whom are positive studies “of little interest” unless there are prescriptive implications?
Is it to the marketing manager? Are all positive studies “barren” unless they provide
immediate guidance as to how the marketing manager can make better decisions? This
seems to be the “meaningfulness” criterion that Robin is proposing.

No one would dispute that many of the positive studies in marketing have managerial
implications. There is no doubt that the explanations and predictions from positive studies
frequently serve as useful guides for developing normative decision rules and normative
models. However, the view that all positive studies are “meaningless” unless they assist
the marketing manager is exactly the kind of narrow perception of the scope of market-
ing that has long caused so much mischief in our discipline. The discipline of marketing
does not exist solely and exclusively to serve the needs of the marketing manager, just
as the discipline of psychology does not exist solely to serve the needs of the clinical
psychologist. Research in marketing has many aims. Fortunately, the American Marketing
Association (AMA) now specifically acknowledges that there are numerous “constituen-
cies” for marketing research. The AMA Task Force on the Development of Marketing
Thought identified five such groups: academicians (including students), managers, public
policy members, special interest groups, and consumers (Monroe et al. 1988).

The prime directive for scholarly research is the same for marketing as for all sciences:
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to seek knowledge. The knowledge must be intersubjectively certifiable and capable of
describing, explaining, and predicting phenomena. At some times, the knowledge may
assist marketing managers in making decisions. At other times, the knowledge may
guide legislators in drafting laws to regulate marketing activities. At still other times,
the knowledge may assist the general public in understanding the functions that market-
ing activities perform for society. Finally, the knowledge may simply assist marketing
scholars in knowing, a not inconsequential objective.

1.7.6 Is the Positive/Normative Dichotomy Useless?

In a restatement of his position, Robin (1978, p. 6) agrees that “normative statements are
not part of scientific explanatory models.” Nevertheless, he still concludes that “any at-
tempt to classify marketing phenomena on the basis of a positive/normative dichotomy will
lead either to confusion or a useless set of relationships.” His conclusion is based in part
on the observation that the positive and normative “parts of our world are so inseparably
intermingled.” Robin in this case seems to be echoing Etgar’s observation that “Hunt’s
classification fails to pass a major test by which categorical schemes should [readers please
note: this is a normative statement] be judged: namely, self-exclusivity—the principle that
under a specific classificatory scheme, such as normative/positive, a given phenomenon
should be classified as falling into one category only” (Etgar 1977, p. 146).

Is lack of self-exclusivity a fatal flaw? I think not. First of all, it is unnecessary to con-
cede the positive issue of whether the positive/normative dichotomy is completely lacking
in self-exclusivity. Many studies in marketing are either overwhelmingly positive (such
as descriptive analyses of the channels of distribution for farm products) or overwhelm-
ingly normative (such as models for the optimal allocation of media expenditures). Thus,
it is clear that the classification in the model of many, if not most, marketing studies and
phenomena is not in doubt; and this is all that is required for a taxonomic schema to be
viable (Van Fraassen 1980, p. 16).

Second, it is unnecessary to concede the normative issue of whether lack of self-
exclusivity would render the positive/normative dichotomy “useless.” Though the exclu-
sivity of classificational schemata is indeed desirable (see section 8.1.3), it is false that
a lack of self-exclusivity is, by itself, a fatal flaw. Indeed, many useful classificational
schemata lack self-exclusivity. For example, most universities evaluate their faculties on
the dimensions of teaching, research, and service. Please note that these dimensions are
closely related; some would even believe them to be “inseparably intermingled.” Research
activities often carry over into teaching and service activities. Likewise, teaching activi-
ties impact on research and service. Is this a “fatal flaw” of the teaching/research/service
trichotomy, making it “useless”? As a second example, because normative economics
is not independent of positive economics, should all economic thought be lumped into
one side? Certainly, economists think not (Friedman 1953). So it is with the positive/
normative dichotomy in marketing. The positive dimensions impact on the normative
dimensions. The normative dimensions impact on the positive dimensions. The results
are synergistic and thus useful to the discipline of marketing.
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1.7.7 Is All of Marketing Thought Normative?

Hyman, Skipper, and Tansey (hereafter “HST”) (1991) evaluate the positive/normative
dichotomy as flawed because the meanings of “ought” and “should,” (my rule of thumb
for separating normative from positive) depend on their context. They then offer the fol-
lowing as their own rule of thumb for “normative”: “All normative sentences and only
normative sentences offer a reason for action” (p. 420; italics in original). Using their
criterion, they conclude: “[A]lmost all marketing phenomena are normative phenom-
ena, almost all marketing issues are normative issues, almost all marketing theories are
normative theories, and almost all marketing answers are normative answers” (p. 420).
They base their conclusion on their analyses of the concepts “ownership,” “obligation,”
“rights,” “values,” and “needs.” These terms, as well as “exchange,” “price,” “purchas-
ing,” “advertising,” “promotion,” “product,” “power,” and “conflict” (among many
others), “are so blatantly normative that little argument is needed” (p. 420). Therefore,
“marketing language is so saturated with value-laden terms and marketing theories are
so thoroughly imbued with normative claims that no translation into positive language is
conceivable” (p. 420). The implications for HST of finding the positive half of the posi-
tive/normative dichotomy to be an empty set in marketing are: “[M]ost of our empirical
studies in marketing have been conducted on empirically untestable positions” and “the
only way to make marketing positive is to start anew” (p. 421).

Itis worth noting that HST’s position—if true—would have implications beyond their
claim that marketing is overwhelming normative. Consider the discipline of economics.
It unquestionably focuses extensively (obsessively?) on price and its role in exchange
relationships and clearing markets. But if price and exchange are irretrievably normative,
as concluded by HST, then, no doubt, economics is overwhelming normative and no part
of it is a positive science. Likewise, political science relies heavily on the concepts of
power and conflict. Yet, these, too, according to HST, are normative. Thus, no positive
research is possible in contemporary political science. How about social psychology,
sociology, or anthropology? Clearly, according to simple extensions of the logic of HST,
all these areas are overwhelmingly normative and no positive, empirical research is con-
ducted in any of these areas. In short, according to HST’s logic, all the social sciences
are overwhelmingly normative and they all, like marketing, should “start anew.” Have
HST found the Achilles heel of the social sciences? Must we all “start anew”? Is the sky
truly falling on the social sciences?

Although some may warmly applaud and others eagerly embrace the skeptical con-
clusions of HST (most for reasons other than HST’s logic), I do not. Therefore, I will
endeavor, following the analysis in Hunt (1991c), to show that their analysis is problematic
and neither marketing nor other social sciences need discard all the research that has been
conducted in the past few decades—we need not “start anew.”

To examine HST’s conclusion that all of marketing thought is normative, it will be
helpful to work from an example. Consider the case of a marketing researcher running a
marketing panel who reviews the purchase diary of Mary Smith, one of the consumers in
the panel. After reviewing Mary’s purchase diary for a particular day, the researcher notes:
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“Mary Smith now owns one box of ten Hostess Twinkies after exchanging $5.00 with
her local Safeway Supermarket.” Is this statement by the marketing researcher positive
or normative? Most marketing researchers and other social scientists would, no doubt,
put this statement on the positive side of the positive/normative dichotomy. After all, the
statement does not observe that the price of Twinkies was lower at United Supermarket
and prescribe that Mary should have purchased her Twinkies there. It does not judge that
it was wrong for Mary to buy the Twinkies at Safeway based on some criterion, such as
a claim that Safeway treats its employees unfairly. It does not claim that Mary ought to
have purchased the Twinkies at a supermarket evincing proper environmental concern.
Nor does it evaluate Mary and find her to be a bad mother for allowing her children to
eat such nutritionally empty products as Hostess Twinkies. The statement makes none of
these normative claims. Rather, the statement claims that Mary in fact made a particular
purchase at a particular store at a particular price and now owns a particular product.
That is, the intent of the statement is to make the positive assertion that the evidence
supports the fact that Mary made the purchase. However, HST would claim otherwise.
On the basis that “ownership,” “price,” and “exchange” are “blatantly normative,” all
statements containing such terms are normative and, therefore, for HST are “forbidden”
in positive marketing research. We need to explore how HST could reach such an idio-
syncratic view.

What are the criteria for HST’s conclusion that ownership, exchange, and price are
irretrievably normative? They use their rule of thumb that “all normative sentences and
only normative sentences offer a reason for action” in their evaluation of “ownership”:

Ownership is a normative term. Ownership can exist only within a normative
framework—a web of promises and obligations. Only persons can own property,
because only persons have property rights within a value system established by a
set of laws. . . . Our proposed rule classifies sentences about ownership as norma-
tive, because mere ownership is a reason for acting a certain way (not stealing, for
instance). (HST 1991, p. 420; italics added)

Thus, HST would contend that “Mary owns a box of Twinkies” is normative because
“mere ownership is a reason for acting a certain way.” To evaluate their reasoning we
should first note that “Mary owns a box of Twinkies” is not, by itself, “a reason for act-
ing a certain way.” That is, the ownership of Twinkies does not provide a reason for not
stealing—for thieves steal (Twinkies and other items) all the time. Rather, “Mary owns a
box of Twinkies” must be conjoined with the values of the observer (it is right or wrong
to steal) for the statement to be a reason for acting in a certain way (i.e., stealing or not
stealing). In contrast, the normative statement “it is wrong to steal” offers, by itself, a
reason for acting in a certain way.

The reason why “Mary owns a box of Twinkies” is not by itself a reason for acting
is that it is (as previously discussed) a positive statement, not a normative one. The fact
that societies set criteria for “ownership” does not imply that all individuals agree with
the criteria, or that they agree to be bound by the criteria, or even that they are aware of
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such criteria. However, if an individual does evaluate the criteria of ownership as right,
such an individual has a reason for acting.

The situation will be even clearer if we examine a statement that HST themselves
classify as positive: “By tonight it ought to be snowing in Chicago” (p. 418). By con-
joining this statement with “I hate to fly when it snows,” we have “a reason for acting.”
Thus, by HST’s criterion, the positive “snowing statement” suddenly is transformed
into a normative assertion. Indeed, it is difficult to imagine any positive assertion that
could not become “a reason for acting” (on HST’s logic) by someone, somewhere,
somehow.

The point of the preceding analysis is not to emphasize that HST’s criterion for norma-
tivity is even more ambiguous than my original “ought/should” rule of thumb (though it
surely is). Rather, the point is to reemphasize HST’s “context” insight. Recalling HST’s
(correct) conclusion that “ought” and “should” can occur in either positive or normative
statements depending on context, we note that “own,” “exchange,” and “price” may like-
wise appear in either positive or normative assertions. Such terms are not “forbidden” to
marketing science because they do not automatically make a statement normative. Thus,
HST’s idiosyncratic conclusion that almost all marketing thought is normative stems
in part from the inconsistent application of their own “context” insight. I say “in part”
because their highly suspect ontology also contributes to the confusion.

What is the ontology implied by HST’s analysis—what, for them, exists? HST contend
that ownership exists only within a “normative framework,” a “web,” a “value system,”
a “set of laws” (p. 420). HST are certainly correct that ownership, exchange, and price
exist only within a societal context. Furthermore, the denotation of the terms “ownership,”
“exchange,” and “price” is certainly different from “rock,” “Twinkies,” and “Mary.” But
why does this bother HST?

HST do not specifically state their ontology, but they gave clues to it in the draft of
their paper that they (graciously) provided me and which was accepted for presentation.
On page 9 of that draft they state: “Ownership cannot be a positive term because it cannot
be measured by any imaginable tool of science.” On the next page they further amplify
their ontology by claiming that some concepts are normative because they “cannot be
physically detected.”

We now are in a position to better understand the second reason why HST reach their
idiosyncratic conclusion that all marketing thought is normative. For HST, Hostess
Twinkies exist because “Hostess Twinkies” denotes a physical entity that is observable and
can be readily measured by simple counting. Likewise, Mary Smith exists because “Mary
Smith” denotes a physical entity. But the assertion “Mary Smith owns a box of Twinkies
after exchanging $5.00 with Safeway Supermarket” is normative because “ownership,”
“exchange,” and “price” are not tangible, physical entities, but exist only within a societal
system (“only persons own property”). It is easy now to see how HST can review the
vocabulary of marketing (and, by implication, all the social sciences) and can find almost
nothing on the positive half of the positive/normative dichotomy. They have discovered
that the social sciences use many concepts that are intangible and unobservable, that is,
distinctively social—and such concepts violate their physicalist ontology.
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As the philosophy of science learned (or should have learned) with the demise of
logical positivism, a physicalist ontology, especially for the social sciences, results in an
impoverished vocabulary that is simply not capable of serving the needs of science or
society. As argued in section 9.3, the ontology of scientific realism, with its claim that
the long-term success of a scientific theory gives us reason to believe that something like
the entities and structure of that theory actually exists, seems to suit better the needs of
social science (and much natural science). Entities need not be tangible or observable
to exist.

Hyman, Skipper, and Tansey (1991) quite rightly remind us that nothing in science
is beyond critical examination. Lakatos (1978) was fundamentally misguided when he
claimed that scientific progress required research programs to have a “hard core” that was
beyond questioning, beyond critique. Nothing in marketing, nothing in the social sciences,
nothing in the physical sciences is, or ought to be, immune from critical discussion. If the
Three Dichotomies Model is a “truss in the conceptual structure of marketing” (HST 1991,
p. 417), this is all the more reason to subject it periodically to critical examination.

Several conclusions are warranted. First, HST are on firm ground in pointing out
that whether a sentence is positive or normative can often be determined only by care-
fully examining its context. Any rule of thumb, including both theirs and the one that
I offered in my original article, can lead one astray. Moreover, they correctly conclude
that purportedly positive statements may have a “hidden” normative component. This
normative component may be by accident or design. Those who are skilled in rhetoric
have long known that their normative views are often more persuasive when disguised
as declarative, positive assertions.

Second, HST have not presented credible evidence that the positive/normative di-
chotomy is so ambiguous as to be useless. Normative statements can be unambiguously
separated from positive statements by examining whether the statements, taken in context,
make judgments, evaluations, commands, prescriptions, or imperatives. The positive/nor-
mative (is/ought) dichotomy has served well the objective of clear thinking for hundreds
of years. It, likewise, serves marketing well.

Third, HST’s idiosyncratic conclusion that marketing and other social sciences are
overwhelmingly normative and should “start anew” (1) stems from the inconsistent appli-
cation of their own insight that the meanings of words and sentences must be determined
within their context, and (2) is grounded on an impoverished physicalist ontology. Such
a physicalist ontology should be rejected on the grounds that it yields a vocabulary that
would impede, if not thwart entirely, progress in social science.

Finally, the claim that the social sciences are entirely misguided, if not downright
pernicious, has become commonplace over the past few decades. However, such cynical
and nihilistic views usually come from advocates of deconstructionism, postmodernism,
relativism, constructivism, and subjectivism. The positive/normative debate shows that
one need not be mesmerized by any of these “isms” into reaching an extremely skepti-
cal conclusion regarding social science. Although all philosophical roads do not lead to
skepticism and nihilism, many clearly do—some by intent and others, as in this case,
purely by accident.
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1.8 THE THREE DICHOTOMIES MODEL AS A GENERAL
TAXONOMICAL FRAMEWORK FOR MARKETING

All disciplines have taxonomical frameworks. These frameworks represent a loose con-
sensus among the participants in a discipline concerning the discipline’s fundamental
nature. These frameworks—which may be explicit or implicit—customarily include the
discipline’s phenomena to be investigated and general approaches to such investigations.
Among other things, the taxonomical framework of a discipline plays a central role in
guiding the research efforts of scholars.

The Three Dichotomies Model of marketing seems to be a general framework that
helps resolve some of the critical problems in marketing. The framework is (1) properly
inclusive, (2) analytically useful, (3) pedagogically sound, and (4) conceptually robust.
The model is inclusive and healing rather than exclusive and divisive. It succeeds in
including within the scope of marketing a wide range of perceptions. Those who view
marketing with a traditional managerial perspective have a “home” in the profit sector/
micro/normative cell. Those who prefer a “broadened” perspective have the nonprofit
half of the model. Those who wish to have more attention paid to the societal impact
of marketing have the macro-positive and macro-normative cells. Finally, those who
desire to focus their attention on the science of marketing have the micro-positive and
macro-positive cells. As can be noted, the Three Dichotomies Model brings the various
perspectives of marketing together rather than attempting to exclude people by using
pejorative statements such as “What you are interested in is not really marketing.” The
model recognizes that marketers are a diverse group with different perspectives, different
“homes,” and different contributions to make.

The Three Dichotomies Model is analytically useful. It has been used to analyze the
various approaches to the study of marketing: the functional, commodity, institutional,
managerial, systems, and environmental approaches. The model has also been used to
explore the “broadening of the concept of marketing” debate. Finally, it has been instru-
mental in addressing the “Is marketing a science?” controversy.

The Three Dichotomies Model is pedagogically sound: it is useful as a teaching device.
Students can readily understand the model. They are familiar with the micro/macro dichot-
omy from economics, and the profit sector/nonprofit sector dichotomy is straightforward.
Only the positive/normative dichotomy is outside the average business student’s vocabulary
and requires substantial elaboration. It is distressing that many beginning business students,
both at the bachelor’s and master’s levels, perceive marketing to be exclusively advertising
and personal selling. Salutary effects on students’ views of marketing can be generated by
demonstrating the broad scope of marketing with the aid of the model.

Finally, the Three Dichotomies Model is conceptually robust. The preceding sections
have been devoted to analyzing and evaluating various comments and observations
concerning specific aspects of the model. The framework has absorbed the blows with
surprisingly little damage. The ultimate test of both its conceptual robustness and its
desirability as a general taxonomical framework for marketing is time; the model’s per-
formance (over the decades since it was first introduced) warrants optimism.
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1.9 PLAN OF MONOGRAPH

The plan or organization of a monograph is second in importance only to its content.
Chapter 2 continues the introductory section by exploring several issues concerning the
marketing discipline. First, it considers marketing as (1) a university discipline, (2) an
applied discipline, (3) a professional discipline, and (4) a set of responsibilities. Next,
it explores the controversy surrounding the issue of how marketing should be defined.
Specifically, it reviews the definition approved by the AMA board in 2004 and how dis-
satisfaction with the 2004 definition led the AMA to approve the following definition
in 2007: “Marketing is the activity, set of institutions, and processes for creating, com-
municating, delivering, and exchanging offerings that have value for customers, clients,
partners, and society at large.” The chapter concludes with a discussion of the controversy
concerning how marketing research should be defined.

Part 2 of the monograph explores issues concerning the philosophical foundations
of marketing theory. Chapter 3 explores the morphology of scientific explanation.
That is, how does one go about explaining marketing phenomena? Chapter 4 discusses
several issues in explanation, such as the relationships among explanation, prediction,
retrodiction, and causation. Chapter 5 investigates the nature of laws in marketing and
evaluates the four criteria for lawlike generalizations. Chapter 6 delineates the charac-
teristics of the various kinds of laws. Chapter 7 begins by noting some misconceptions
concerning the nature of theory. A perspective on theory is presented, and the three
major criteria for theories are detailed. Chapter 8 examines the role of classification in
theory development, contrasts positive theory with normative theory, explores whether
deterministic theory in marketing is possible, and examines how ‘“general theories”
differ from other theories.

Part 3 of the monograph addresses several of the most prominent controversies
that have been raised in the philosophy debates in marketing. Chapter 9 addresses the
question: which philosophical foundation is most appropriate for grounding marketing
research? Chapter 10 focuses on two questions: (1) Do the sciences differ from non-
sciences in any fundamental ways? (2) Should researchers adopt qualitative methods
because positivism is dead? Chapter 11 explores the question: what role, if any, should
truth play in marketing research? Chapter 12 focuses on the question: can marketing
research be objective?

Part 4 of the monograph develops arguments that a theory of competition developed
by Robert M. Morgan and me, labeled resource-advantage (R-A) theory, provides
the foundations for, that is, it is toward, a general theory of marketing. Chapter 13
begins the section by providing a brief overview of R-A theory, then discussing how
the R-A research program was developed, and—because the foundational premises
of any theory are central to understanding it—reviewing in detail the arguments for
each premise of R-A theory. Chapter 14 develops arguments that constitute the first
and second grounds for maintaining that resource-advantage theory provides the
foundations for a general theory of marketing. Chapter 15 develops arguments that
constitute the third ground.



QUESTIONS FOR ANALYSIS AND DISCUSSION 41

QUESTIONS FOR ANALYSIS AND DISCUSSION

1. Do the social sciences and marketing require a different methodology than the

Model building by abstraction:

physical sciences? If yes, how would it differ? If no, why do so many social sci-
ence researchers claim that their methodology must be different?

. Lazer (1962) suggests that there are two approaches to model building in
marketing—abstraction and realization (see illustration). Are these approaches
two different methodologies? Do they belong in the context of discovery or in
the context of justification? Which is more deductive ? Which is more inductive?
Evaluate the usefulness of models. Which is superior for marketing? Why?

Model adjustment
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of marketing P of existing p| Quantification P mathematical Application
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3. Differentiate between marketing research and market research. Can both result

in possible publications for scholarly journals in marketing? Should they? Would
marketing practitioners enjoy reading a journal that was exclusively devoted to
results of market research studies? Would academicians? Is marketing research
impractical?

. Many of the articles in the Journal of Marketing Research (JMR) can be clas-
sified as very quantitatively sophisticated profit/micro/normative in content. At
the same time, JMR is often criticized as being too scientific. Are the preceding
two statements contradictory? Is the discipline called management science a
science? Could it possibly be a science? Is marketing management a science? Is
accounting a science? Could accounting be a science?

. Table 1.1 purports to be a classificational schema that encompasses the entire scope
of marketing. Examine several issues of the Journal of Marketing and the Journal
of Marketing Research. Determine which articles fall into which categories. Can
some fall into several categories simultaneously? Conduct the same procedure
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for the chapters and major issues in a marketing textbook. Whenever an article,
chapter, or issue cannot be classified satisfactorily, propose a modification of the
schema to accommodate it.

What is the optimal combination of cells and topics in Table 1.1 for a basic course
in marketing? A marketing management course? A marketing research course?
MBA courses? Ph.D. courses? What were your criteria for optimality?

. Why is it important to differentiate the discovery of theories and laws from the

Jjustification of theories and laws? Are the processes of discovery different in
marketing than they are in the physical sciences? Should they be different?
Why is the “is marketing a science?” issue important? Does it have implications
for the kind of research that is done in marketing? For how marketing is taught?
For the standards for acceptance or rejection of manuscripts by the marketing
journals? For marketing practitioners?

Why is the “broadening the concept of marketing” issue important? What are the

implications of this issue for the areas in Question 8?

Grounded theory is described as a field research method by which theory is

derived from data that are systematically gathered and analyzed throughout the

entire research process (Glaser and Strauss 1967; Strauss and Corbin 1998).

That is, the researcher “jointly collects, codes, and analyzes data” (Glaser and

Strauss 1967, p. 45), which allows theory to emerge from the data. Theory gen-

eration involves an iterative process of generating conceptual categories based

on the evidence, comparing those categories to additional data, and circling back
to refine the conceptual categories based on comparisons. Glaser and Strauss

(1967) advise the researcher to enter the field with a perspective, a focus, and

a general question or a problem in mind, but “without any preconceived theory

that dictates, prior to the research, ‘relevancies’ in concepts and hypotheses”

(p- 33). However, researchers are advised to become “sufficiently theoretically

sensitive” by building familiarity with existing theory. Familiarity with relevant

literature before entering the field can serve several purposes, such as enhancing
sensitivity to subtle nuances in the data, assisting in formulating questions that
act as a starting point during initial interviews, and suggesting areas for produc-

tive theoretical sampling. During data analysis, literature can be used again as a

secondary source of data for making comparisons with the emerging conceptual

categories, to stimulate questions during analysis, and to confirm findings.

a. Is grounded theory strictly inductive?

b. What is the difference between being “theoretically sensitive” and approach-
ing a problem with a “preconceived theory”?

c. Consider the claim that “in doing this research I did not approach the problem
with a preconceived theory, even though I admit to being theoretically sensi-
tive.” Given that researchers are also humans, is it possible that the claim is
disingenuous? Is it possible that the claim is an elaborate self-deception?

d. Has the grounded theory approach been fruitful? That is, has it resulted in
significant and well-confirmed theories?
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Bartels (1970) proposes that seven axioms comprise his metatheory:

a. Theory proceeds from a concept of its subject and should be consistent with
it.

b. Theory is built upon basic concepts derived from the concept of the subject
and from related disciplines.

c. By subdivision of basic concepts, their range and qualities may be shown in
intraconcept differences.

d. Concepts in a dependent-independent relationship are the bases of explana-
tion or prediction.

e. Theory based on presumed relationships is valid to the degree that those
relationships have generality.

f. Astheory bears the mark of the marketing theorist, individuality and diversity
are normal characteristics of theory.

g. Alltheories of a discipline, however diverse, should be embraceable, implic-
itly or explicitly, in a general theory, either by grouping or synthesis.

Evaluate this metatheory. Is it a logic of discovery? Should it be evaluated entirely

in the context of discovery? Which of the statements are normative, and which

are positive?

Some marketers believe that marketing is an art, not a science. Others have ob-

served that marketing people have been neither good artists nor good scientists.

Finally, some have pointed out that truly great scientists have also been great

artists, because genius in both science and art emanates from the taking of great

care. Evaluate these positions. Be sure to define carefully what you mean by

“art,” “science,” “artist,” and “scientist.” (Turn to the epigraph at the beginning

of Chapter 6 for another point of view.)

Some writers believe that a necessary condition for scientific progress is that sci-

entists must ask important questions. This position emphasizes the importance of

the logic of discovery because no matter how good our process of validation, if the

question is trivial, nothing can save it. Evaluate this position. How does one separate

“important” questions from ‘“unimportant” questions? Does current research in

consumer behavior ask important questions? Does research in channels of distribu-

tion? Can the answers to “trivial” questions sometimes become important?

“If science is the body of knowledge obtained by methods based on observation,

then painting is a science because it is based on observation.” Evaluate.

Myers, Greyser, and Massy (1979) decry the lack of “problem-oriented” research

in marketing. Examine the past two volumes of the Journal of Marketing and the

Journal of Marketing Research. What percentage of the articles were “problem

oriented”? What are the factors that influence the kinds of research that academi-

cians will pursue? Which of these factors encourage and which discourage the

pursuit of “problem-oriented” research?

“Studying the exchange process is the province of economics, not marketing. That

[the exchange process] is the whole purpose of supply and demand analysis.”

Evaluate.

99 ¢ LT3
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17. In“discovery-oriented” consumer research, Wells (1993) provides five guidelines
for improving consumer research:

(1) “Leave home.” That is, move from brand purchase to more important mar-
keting decisions.
(2) “Forsake mythodology.” That is, abandon the views that:

Students are consumers

Lab represents environment

Statistical significance is substantive significance

Correlation equals causation

e. Limitations mentioned go away

(3) “Reach out.” That is, involve business, government, foundations, and other
academic disciplines in research.

(4) “Start small—stay real.” That is, do not reach for abstract universal theories.
Ask: “So what?” Be relevant.

(5) “Research backward.” That is, start with how research will be implemented
by asking “Who would care if I found X?”

Which of these lie in the context of discovery? Which lie more in the context of

justification? Which of the five do you agree/disagree with? Why?

18. Peter and Olson (1983) titled their article using a metaphorical question: “Is Sci-
ence Marketing?” They then invite readers to accept the metaphorical conclusion:
science is marketing. Consider an alternative title: “Is Science Like Marketing in
Many Respects?” Is the alternative title a metaphorical question? If yes, why? If
not, why not? Would the alternative title have been as effective for the purposes
of the authors? If yes, why? If no, why not?

19. Develop arguments in favor of the following position: “Although most writers