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Mackerelmarketing

by
Robert W. Nason

A.colleague apprgqched me the other day anq said that he had just

learneﬁ_about!gpghgpgrnal of Ha;rqmarkening. "} 've heard of journal
proliferation, but i;n't a‘iquﬁpalzgggcificaj]y‘devgted to the marketing
of macro going iqst a bit too far?, Why not have ;hp'JournaJ@of Squid
marketing or maybe,th; qu;na] of Blowfish marketing?. Lord kaows. .
there are enough ink screens and hot,air in the profession of market-
ing - especially gmongugqholgrs.“

| ;ried to efp]ainlwha;vMapromarkethg was, but he cut me of f. by
assqrjng me Fha; he a]rggdx kggw,;as,he”had readltheflearned journal
in question, f”Maggp_maﬁggting", hgzstaged proudly, 'is the effect of
macro:qp‘the EF?Eﬂst°f~°“ Fhe world, for. that matter; the study of-
macro §XsF?m§1; gghoqls,,spatial swimming patterns, social conduct and
the like; and the effect of the ocean, man and.others on the .macro.

"By gqngrggtﬂ, he con;inued,ar:qgantly, "micro-marketing deals with the
dyadic F[agﬁactipn between each Ininiduai macro and the individual
éreda;or ;“man,.;hark.ang the ]ikg._.Now;thq.micgc-marketer often does
not see or care about the big picture. because he/she deals with the
number of macro caught per t{mﬁ’periqd and worries about such thiogs
as wh?ther to use nets, hqoks,:&peth tgéps and the like. Strategy
is.mos? impor;gqt{anﬂ a lot ofﬂ}ﬁoggﬁg s given to the bait inducements

(given competitor strategies) in combination with push or pull promotional
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My colleague had really gotten himself worked up by this point,
“Marketers perhaps can be excused for such Intellectual excesses,
as everyone knows that they are a'little weak in the head anyway.
But ;hat is the excuse for the economists? A whole branch of economics
devoted to macro? By what divine right do they think that they can
manage the economy of macro such that the marketers can profit and
the macro are not exhausted, all by increasing or decreasing rainfail
or alternatively pulling the plug on the various oceans in some manner
prescribed by Chicago? Others say that all will be just fine If the
micro-marketers are left alone to follow the dictates of their own
ingenulty. By the way, the sharks, at least, have been doing that
anyway except for the increase of takeovers by competitors (men), who
pretty much do what they want to as well. Some of the economists say
that that is fine and others say the macro economy is becoming too
concentrated. The point is that macro economists can't agree and the
macro economy is a mess, that's plain to see. What's more, they have
been at the game for a lot longer than the macro marketers,"

My colleague looked decidedly pleased with himself and proclaimed
that It was all a religion anyway, started by the famous Amos == or

was it Andy-- who pronounced, ''Holy Macro'',
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Note: The authors wish to thank Professor James B. Wilcox of Texas Tech
University for his assistance in this research.
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At least three major, closely related, marketing controversies were
substantially resolved in the last decade: 1) is marketing a science, 2) should
marketing be "broadened” to include public and nonprofit applications, and 3)
should marketing be "broadened” to include the societal consequences of

marketing activities and systems? The controversies were both major and clo-

sely related because each had to do with the fﬁndaﬁentai nature of the marketing
discipline. Often briefly reviewing the three controversies, the pre#ent
article will examine a major issue left unresolved in the debates: whatiis the
nature of the macromarketing/micromarketing dichotomy?

The "is marketing a sciehce?" controversy was explored by writers
such as Converse (1945), Bartels (1951), Hutchinson (1952), Baumol (1957),
Buzzell (1963), Taylor (1965), and Halbert (1965). The debate culminated in
1976 with a model, known as the “"Three Dichotomies Model," which proposed that
all of the problems, issues, theories, and research in marketing can be analyzed
using the three categorical dichotomies of (1) profit sector/nonprofit sector,
(2) micro/mac:o and (3) positive/normative (Hunt 1976). The "is markeCing a
science?"” controversy was then analyzed by demonstratiné that those marketers
who believed that marketing could not be a science were implicitly (and
unnecessarily) restricting the scope of marketing to its profit/micro/normative
(managerial) dimensions. The discussion concluded that "the study of the posi-
tive dimensions of marketing can be appropriately referred to as marketing
science” siﬁce the positive dimensions of marketing have the requisites of
science: (1) a distinct subject matter drawn from the real world which is
described and classified, (2) underlying uniformities and regularities interre-
lating the subject matter, and (3) intersubjectively certifiable procedures for

studying the subject matter (Hunt, 1976, p. 28).
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The tremendous increase in interest in developing marketing theory since
1976 provides significant evidence that the "marketing science” debate has been
resolved in the affirmative. The American Marketing Association has held two
special conferences devoted exclusively to marketing theory and, as of this
writing, 1s planning a third. A careful analysis of the proceedings of these
conferences shows the papers to be devoted to the deveiopment of theoretical
structures which attempt to describe, explain, and predict marketing phenomena--
precisely the province of marketing science (Ferrell, Brown, and Lamb 1979; Lamb
and Dunne 1980).

The second controversy, that marketing be "broadened” to include public and
other nonprofit sector organizations and social causes, was debated by Kotler
and Levy (1969), Luck (1969), Ferber (1970), Kotler and Zaltman (1971), Kotler
(1972), and Luck (1974). 1In a review article on public and nonprofit marketing,
Lovelock and Weilnberg (1978) conclude:

It is evident that nonbusiness marketing has come a
long way in a relatively short period of time. The
subject 1s taken seriously in academia, 1s having a
growing impact on management practice in a diverse
range of applications, and 1is contributing to gen-

. eral advancement of the field of marketing. These
facts, we believe, justify our contention that public
and nonprofit marketing has come of age. They in

no way imply a lack of potential for future growth,
improved judgment, or greater sophistication.

As evidence for their conclusion, Lovelock and Weinberg note that_seven
books or monographs have been published on nonprofit marketing and that a
bibliography by Rothschild (1977) contains more than 600 references relating to
marketing for public and nonprofit organizations. More recent evidence that
nonprofit marketing has "arrived” comes from a study by Delene (1981) which
concludes' that nonprofit marketing courses "have been successfully incorporated

into the curricula of a number of institutions and that enrollments in these
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courses are adequate to warrant their continuation for students in business
programs.”

The third controversy focused not on the nature of marketing, per se, but

rather, on what should be the emphasis of research in marketing. Should

research be directed primarily at the (micro/normative) problems of the
marketing manager? Or, should more attention be paid to the societal con-
sequences of marketing activities? Lazer (1969) pleaded: "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
és more than just a technology of the firm.” Others who sounded a similar theme
were Lavidge (1970), Takas (1974), and Dawson (1971) who deplored the fact that
“the emphasis upon practical problem-solving within the discipline far outweighs
the attention paid to soclal ramifications of marketing activity.”

Research directed at the social consequences of marketing activities has
come to be included in the macromarketing half'of the "macro/micro” dichotomy.
Marketers have responded to the pleas of Lazer, Dawson and others with an out-
pouring of research and publications concerning macromarketing (Furuhashi and
McCarthy 1971; Wish and Gamble 1971; Kéngun 1972; Berenson and Eilbirt 1973;
Grashof and Kelman 1973; Webster 1974; and Moyer and Hutt 1978). There have
also been numerous special conferences on macromarketing in the United States
(Siatef 1§76; White an& Slater 1977; Fisk and Nason 1978; and f?sk and White
1979); Europe (Fisk, Arndt And Gronhaug 1978) and Canada (Thompson, et.al.,
1980). Further evidence that macromarketing has “arrived" is the institutionali-

zation of the concept through the appointment of a section editor for macro-

marketing in the Journal of Marketing and the development of a new journal,_Thé

Journal of Macromarketing.
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The increased emphasis on macromarketing 1ssues has not been without

controversy. There have been vigorous debates on what kinds of marketing

problems, issues, and research should be denoted as "macromarketing.” Smith and .

Konopa (1981) review the debate and conclude:
Our review of the semantic referents of the term
macromarketing indicates the term was infrequently
used until the 1970's. Its advent was unpreten-
tious and without ceremony, and resulted from the
need for a designation. By process of natural
selection, macromarketing survived a number of
lexemic alternatives, and throughout the 1970's
solidified its hold upon the jargan of discipline.
Clearly, there is a lack of concensus as evidenced
by the multiple meanings of macromarketing and its
relationship to theory.

The purpose of the present article 1s (1) to review the "nature of
macromarketing/micromarketing” issue, (2) analyze the controversy by exa-
mining empirically the domain of the concepts "macromarketing," and
"micromarketing,” and (3) attempt to resolve the controversy by proposing a
taxonomical model incorporating both macromarketing and mlcromarketing.
IConsisten; with the perspective adopted by Fisk (1980) this paper approaches th
"nature of macromarketing" controversy from a taxonomical rather than defini-
tional perspective. Althdugh definitional schemata are closely related to taxo
nomical schemata, the latter differ'from the former in that the objective of a
taxonomical schema is to partition some particular universe into its elements.
That' is, a taxonomical perspective on macromarketing attempts f& find classifi-
éational ctitéria such that all marketing phenomena will be either "macro” or

“micro.” On the other hand, with a definitional perspective one could define

macromarketing and micromarketing in ways such that there could be some
marketing phenomena which are neither "macro” nor "micro.” The importance of

good classificational schemata to the development of science is well documen-
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ted. Harvey (1969) suggests that classification 1s often the starting point for
sclentific investigation, Oﬁher philosophers have noted that the inductive

route to scientific inquiry includes (1) observation of facts, (2) classifica-

tion of facts, (3) inductive derivation of generalizations, and (4) further

testing of generalizations (Hempel 1966). The importance of the "nature of
macromarketing” issue has been demonstrated by White (1978), who pointed out
that the explication of the macromarketing/micromarketing dichotomy is necessary
to facllitate communications among marketing researchers and to guide their

research efforts,

THFE, MACROMARKETING/MICROMARKETING ISSUE
Although the term “ﬁacromarketing" is of relatively recent vintage, many of

the early works on marketing would probably be considered by most marketers as

macro 1in nature. For example, Weld's 1920 classic The Marketing of Farm
Products addressed the macro issue: "are there too many middlemen in food
marketing?” Other Qriters whose works weré macro in nature include Stewart
(1939), Borden (1942), Barger (1955), and Cox (1965). Similarly, as has been
polated out by Smith and Konopa (1981), although the term "macromarkeﬁing"
occasionally appeared in the literature prior to the 1976's, it did so in a

casual, undefined and unspecified context. 1t appears that Moyer‘s 1972 book,

Macromarketing: A Social Pgrspective, was the first attempt by ;ﬁy marketing
writer to systehatically delineate the differences between macromarketing and
micromarketing. Moyer suggested that micromarketing is "firm-oriented” and that
macromarketing "studies marketing within the context of the entire ecoﬁomic
system, with special emphasis on its aggregate performance."

Table 1 shows the perspectives of various writers who have participated in
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the controversy concerning specifying the concepts macromarketing and micro-

marketing. Although Table 1 1s not exhaustive of the views of all writers on
the subject, it does give a representétive sampling of the various perspectives.
This paper will not chronologically review the debate. Rather, we shall use
Table 1 as a reference to explore the "process—-product” ambiguity, and then ana-
lyze in detail four key perspectives which are representative of the other

perspectives and provide a conceptual foundation for proposition to be tested.

A review of the perspectives in Table 1 shows that the concept

macromarketing” has a systematic ambiguity often referred to by philosophers

of language as the process-product ambiguity (Rudner 1966). Macromarketing

sometimes is used to refer to a set of activities (process) and sometimes is
used to refer to an area of study (product). Levy (1976) has observed a similar
process-product confusion concerning the domain of "marketing:"

One source of these problems and the struggles with them
lies in the idea of marketing as an activity. It 1s not
surprising that educators are urged to see marketing as
a "doing profession,” when marketing is a doing. When
one is a seller and markets, one is a marketer who does
marketing; and a buyer does marketing; and a buyer goes
marketing. Thus, if educators teach marketing, they
should teach how to do it.

Both Fhe perspectives of Grashof and Kelman (1973) and McCarthy (1978) view
macromarketing as a set of activities culminating in a.system or process. The
remainder of the perspecti;es in Iable,l perceive macromarketing as an area of
study. .This paper will treat macromarketing.as an area of study rather than a
set of activities, since our interest here is iﬁ macromarketing and micro-
marketing as two halves of the discipline of marketing.

The first key perspective 1s that provided by Moyer (1972). Moyer contends
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that whereas micromarketiné 1s firm-oriented, macromarketing studies marketing
within the context of the entire economic system, with special emphasis on its
aggregate performance. Two themes emerge from this perspective: "aggregation”
and "performancef" Moyer suggests that macromarketing 1s something “bigger”
than micromarketing. This is a "level of aggregation" criterion which, in one
manner or another, 1s repeated in many of the other perspectives on macro-
marketing., Secondly, the “performance” criterion suggests that a major function
of macromarketing is to evaluate in a normative sense marketing within our
society. Consistent with this perspective, Moyer's book looks at such issues as
efficiency, productivity, advertising performance, and consumerism.

Relying very heavily on a "level of aggregation” criterion for ﬁacromar—
keting is very consistent with the usage of the term "macro” in other social
science disciplines. For example, Ackley (1961) indicates that macroeconomics
deals with economic affairs "in thé large.” More specifically, macroeconomics
concerns itself with such variables as the aggregate volume of thg output of an
economy. Similarly, Demerath (1976) indicates that the difference between
macrosociolegy and microsociology is “the aistinction beﬁween analyzing social
phenomena from the standpointléf larger social structures and cultural pro-
cesses, on the one hand, and from the standpoint of individuals and their imme-
diate world of interactions and interrelationships on the other hand.” Finally,
Miles (1930)'differentiates macrd—organizational.béhaviof'from micro-
organizational behavior in that tﬁe former studies "structures and processes

within major systems, organizations, and their environments, and the linkages

among them."” Therefore, on a consistency basis, the credibility of using "level
of aggregation” as a criterion for separating macromarketing from micromarketing

is well established within the social sciences. Nevertheless, as we shHall see,
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there are problems with relying exclusively on this single criterion.

A second key perspective is provided by Bagozzi (1977). Bagozzil perceived
micromarketing to be "behavior and characteristics of individual actors and
dyadic rela;ionships between marketing actors.” Macromarketing was considered
to be "networks of relationshipé connecting marketing actors and sociletal pat-

terns or systemic relations among marketing actors.’ Although Bagozzi's speci-
fication of macromarketing 1s more degailed and appears differeat from Moyer's,
the -two perspectives are really quite similar. Bagozzil's usage of the terms
"networks of relationships™ and "socletal patterns” is actually another way' of
stating a "level of aggregation” criterion. What is conspicuously absent from
Bagozzi's perspective is the normative emphasis suggested by Moyer. Bagozzi
does not insist that the purpose of macromarketing studies is to evaluate the
performance of marketing. To Bagozzi, it would appear that the study of the
positive dimensions of "networks of relationships” would be considered as macro-
marketing. The issue éf whethér macromarketing m5§£ be evaluative (normative)
will be addressed later.

The third key perspective 1s provided by Hunt (1977): "macromarketing
refers to the study of (1) markgting systems, (2) the impact and consequences of
marketing systems on soclety, and (3) the impact and consequences of society on
marketing systems.” Miéroﬁarketing refers to the study of "marketing activities
of individual units: organizations, firms,, consumers, or households.” Like
both Moyer (1972) and Bagézzi (1977), the "marketing systems” criterion implies
that the levei of aggregation of the study is important for separating macro
from micro. Unlike Bagozzi, the "consequenceé of marketlng systems on society”

criterion specifically recognizes that it is the function of macromarketing to

study the relationships between marketing systems and the rest of society.
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Recalling that Moyer emphasized the normative evaluation of marketing, the
"consequences on society” criterion implies that the study may be either posi-
tive or normative. Finally, the "consequeﬁces of society on marketing systems”
criterion introduces a completely new element into the specification of macro-
marketing. This criterion suggests that if it 1s "macro” to explore the con-
sequences of different kinds of marketing systems on economic development, 1t
is also "macro" to explore the consequences of different stages of economic
development on the development of marketing systems.

The final perspective is provided by Shawver and Nickels (1979) who
suggest that "macromarketing is the study of exchange activities and exchange
systems from a societal perspective.” Shawver and Nickels indicate that this
was the “concensus perspective” arrived at by the participants at a special
macromarketing conference. Note that the phrase, "exchange systems” 1s used
instead of marketing systems. Shawver and Nickels belleve that since an indivi-
dual firm may be considered a "marketing system,” and since the study of the
marketing activities of an individual firm is micromarketing, the use of
"exchange systems” is preferable to "marketing systems.” However, the Shawver
and Nickels perspective implies that the positive study of exchange systems per
§g is 223 macromarketing. Only the study of exchange systems "from a socletal
perspective” is macromarketing. Unlike Bagozzi (1977) and Hunt (1977); this
"societal perspective” criterion suggésts that macromarketing is exclusively
normative or evaluative in content. And so, this final_perspective appears to
be similar to the original, evaluative, "aggregative performance” criterion ori-
ginally suggested by Moyer.

The preceding discussion, in conjunction with the original specification of

the “Three Dichotomies Model” (Hunt 1976), provides the conceptual foundations
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for the nine propositions examined in thils research:
Proposition 1: Studies of marketing systems are macro (Moyer 1972).

Proposition 2: Studies of networks of exchange relationships are macro
(Bagozzl 1977).

Proposition 3: Studies adopting the perspective of society are macro
(Shawver and Nichols 1979).

Proposition 4: Studies examining the consequences of marketing on socliety
are macro (Hunt 1977).

Proposition 5: Studies examining the consequences of society on marketing
are macro (Hunt 1977).

Proposition 6:  Studies of the marketing activities of individual, profit-
sector organizations are micro (Moyer 1972), as are studies
which adopt the perspective of individual profit-sector
organizations (Shawver and Nichols 1979).

Proposition 7: Studies of the marketing activities of individual,
nonprofit-sector organizations are micro (Hunt 1976).

Proposition 8: Studies adopting the perspective of an individual industry
are micro (Hunt 1976).

Proposition 9: Studies of the marketing activities of consumers are micro
(Hunt 1976).

METHOD
Modern philosophy of language contends that the meaning of a scientific
term is determined by the use of the term (Alston 1964). When a new term 1s
introduced in a discipline, there often are several rival (sometimes
conﬁradictory) meanings assoclated with the term. Through time, there develops
a workable concensus within the discipline to use the term in a consistent
fashion. For é term to be useful in a discipline only a workable not complete
concensus 1s required. With respect to macromarketing, Bartels (1977) agrees:
The coinage of terms is license of authorship; but it is expected
that consistency of use will ultimately prevail. As there is no
formal ultimate authority for the marketing lexicon, usage generally

implies definition, however imprecise it may be. The use of "macro-
marketing” to date has neither been challenged mnor authenticated.
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As an example of a term that has acquired consistency of meaning through
usage, consilder the concept "social marketing.” Kotler and Zaltman (1971) pro-
posed that social marketing was "the explicit use of marketing skills to help
translate presént social action efforts into more effectively designed and com-
municated programs that elicit desired audience response.” However, Lazer and
Kelly (1973) proposed that social marketing included both the use of marketing
tools to promote soclal programs as well as "the social consequences of
marketing policies, decisions, and actions."” Through time, usage of the term by
members of the marketing discipline suggests that the Kotler and Zaltman posi-
tion prevailed. One can hypothesize that the Kotler and Zaltman position "won"
at least in part because thé term. "social marketing” intuitively suggests a set
of behaviors or actibns, rather than.a set of é¢onsequences of behaviors and
actions. In-any respect, the concept of social marketing has acquired meaning
through 1ts usage.

The preceding discussion suggests that the propositions concernlng macro-
marketing and micromarketing can be meaningfully examined by first geénerating a
set of items which span the problems, issues, theories and research conducted
in marketing and then having meumbers of the marketing discipline scale the items
as to their macro and micro content. Note that, although this methodology is
appropriate now that the tefms "macromarketing” and "micromarketing” have been

used extensively for a decade, it would be inappropriate for examining terms in

their first 1-3 ygars of use. The items used in the present research were
generated 1) from the original article on the‘nature and scope of marketing
(Hunt 1976), 2) from the articles previously discuésed in this paper concerning
the macromarketing/micromarketing controversy, and 3) by developing other items

directed specifically at the propositions previously discussed. The first
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iteration of items was pretested on a convenience sample of marketing academi-
cians. . The second set was pretested on a probability sample of 50 academicians
from the American Marketing Association roster. The final set of 50 items i
appears in Table 2.

At the present time both macromarketing and micromarketing are terms which
are used almost exclusively by the academic part of the marketing discipline.
Although through time the concepts will probably "work"” through to the prac-
titioner portion of the discipline, such is not yet the case. Therefore, a
self-administered questionnaire ;as sent to a sample of 1,399 marketing
academicians, representing a systematic sample of three out of every four
marketing academicians listed in the American Marketing Association directory.

A total of 289 usable questionnaireg were returned for a response rate of

20.7%. Response rates in this range are not uncommon when using marketing edu-
cators as a universe. For example, Jolson and Greer (1981) obtained a 20%
response rate with a questionnaire sent to marketing faculty concerning con-
sulting activities. High response rates'witﬁ marketing academicians as subjects
are usually obtained only with extremely short "simple" questionnaires. ' For
example, Browne and Becker (1977) achieved a 647 response rate, but the
que;tionnaire simply listed marketing journals and asked respondents to evaluate
each journal on a four point scale as to "quality level”. During the pretest
stage, the'present authors chose to trade-off a few perceptage poilnts in
response rate in order to have sufficient items to adequately cover all nine
propositions of concern in this study.

Respondents making up the final sample were analyzed according to 1) their
degree of research activity, 2) the nature of their research (micro vs. macro),

3) academic rank, 4) age, 5) public vs. private school, and 6) kind of business
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program (undergraduate, masters, etc.). All the evidence suggests that the
final sample was broadly representative of marketing academe. Concerning
research activity, 59% were "active" or “extremely active"”, whereas 41% were
only “"somewhat active” or "not active at all”. Research interests showed that
14% did "mostly macro" or "almost exclusively macro" research, 29% did
“"relatively equal"” amounts of both macro add_micro research, 50% did "mostly"” or
"almost exclusively micro" research, and 7% did "neither"” macro nor micro
research. The sample had 487% full professots, 34% associates, 147 assistants,
and 4% others. Subjects were asked how many years had lapsed since they had
received their last degree. Fourty nine percent had been "out™ 10 years or
less, 37% had been “"out” 11-20 years, and 15% were in the "over 20" years cate-
gory. Public schools accoéunted for 73% of the sample, whereas 277 taught at
private schools. Finally, 43% taught at universities that had a doctoral
program, 46% had masters:programs, and 10%Z had only undergraduate programs.
~Subjects were asked to scale eacﬁ item hsing the following procedure:

.The terms "macromarketing” and "micromarketing" are becoming

commonplace in the marketing literature. We are interested

in how you perceive the meaning of these terms. For each of

the issues, problems and activities listed below, please check

the box indicating the extent to which you believe a "macro” or

"micro,” perspective 1s indicated. The categories are:

l. Exclusively or almost exclusively "micro”

2. Mostly "micro”

3. Has relatively equal amounts of "macro” and "micro"

4, Mostly "macro”

5. Exclusively or almost exclusively "macro”

6. Neither "macro nor "micro”
7. Don't Know

RESULTS
The results of the study are summarized in Table 2. The items are grouped
according to the modal response. Group "A" items are all items for which the

modal response was "exclusively or almost exclusively macra.” Group "B" items
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are items where the modal response waé "mostly macro.” Group "C" items were
"relatively equal amounts of macro and micro,” and similarly for "D" and "E".
Within each grouping the 1tems.are rank-ordered by mean score with higher num-
bers indicating that the item is more'"macro." ITo assess the reliability of the
items in each grouping, Cronbach's coefficlent alpha was computed (Nunnally 1967).
Alphas for groups A through E, respectively, were:I0.84, 0.62, 0.81, 0.78, aﬁd
0.87. These alpha levels suggest high internal consistency among the items in
each grouping. Table 2 aiso includes the results of the factor analysis
(varimax rotation). Eight factors were generated which were interpretable and
had an eigenvalue greater than "1." The eight factors are interpreted.as: (1)
nonprofit organizations, (2) intermediate marketing systems, (3) total marketing
systems, (4) consequences, (5) sociefy, (6) decision-making techniques, (7)

industry, and (8) perspective of an industry. The eight factors accounted for

60.67% of total variance. (More on the factor analysis later.)

Table 2 About Here

The.nine propositions all address the question: "What are the criteria
. marketers use to categorize items as "macro” or “"micro?" This question presumes
that marketers both can classify the items and that they will do so in 3.522:
sistent fashion. This basic presumption underlies the three dichotomies model
of ma;ketfng and must be addressed before examining the nine propositions.

The basic presumption can be tested by examining the sample variance for
each item. Suppose marketers could not consistently classify an item by means
.of the 5 categories used (the null hypothesis). The random assignment of scores
by each respondent for each item would result in a uniform distribution of °

scores in each category for each item. The resultant variance for each item
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would be 2.0. That isy HO:‘_2=2 for each item. If subjects can consistently
classify each item, the vari;nce should be less than 2.0. That is, Hj: v_’2( 2.0

An examination of Table 2 reveals that the}sample varilances range from a
minimum of 0.28 to a maximum of 1.64 with the variance of most items being
approximately 1.0. Therefore, the question is: 1s a sample variance of 1.0
signifidantly lower than the "random assignment” variance of 2.0? A sample
va?iance of 1.0 indicateé a standard error of the estimate of approximately O0.1l.
Therefore, the sample variance is approximately.l0 standard deviations below the
"random assignment" variance of 2.0 and the null hypothesis is emphatically
rejected.

A second way to "test" the basic presumption that marketers can classify
items by way of the micro/macro dichotomy 1is to examine the extent to which
respondents believed the items were neither macro nor micro. Table 2 shows that
for almost all of the items the percentage that checked "neither” was very
small. In only two cases, items E8 and E12, did the percentage of "neithers"”
exceed 15%. Both of these items dealt with research techniques, i.e., multidi-
mensional scaling and conjoint analysis. Since research techniques, per se, are
not “marketing,” the high percentage of "neithers” on these two items was both
expectéd and affirmatively responsive to the basic'presumption.

A third "test” can be conducted by examining the percentage of "don't
knows.: A high percentage of "don't knows" for the items would be evidence
against the basic presumption. Again, in only a single case di@ the percentage
of "don'f knows" exceed 15%. For .item 32, studies of "highly aggregated
marketing activities,” 19% of the respondents did not know whether it was macro
or micro. We believe that the.reSpondents in this case were unsure of the

meaning of "highly aggregated marketing activities.”
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A fourth "test” would be the number of items 1in category "C,"” designating
that the items have "relatively equal amounts of macro and micro.” A large
number of items 1in category "C" would be evidence against the basic presumption.

|
Table 2 shows that only 207% of the total items reside in category "C." Given
that there will always be borderline cases 1in any classificational schema, the
20% figure seems reasonably small.

A final "test” was conducted by asking respondents in another section of
the questionnaire to indicate the degree of confidence they had in their abili-
ties to categorize the items. A high degree of confidence would be evidence in
favor of the basic presumption. Of the total, 11.8% were "very confident,”

31.9% were "confident," 43.1% were "somewhat confident,” and only 12.5% were "not
confident at all.” Again, the evidence seems to be in favor of the basic
presumption of the research.

Taken in isolation, none of the preceding “"tests" would be conclusive evi-
dence. Nevertheless, when all five tests are considered in toto, they present
very strong evidence that marketers can consistently categorize the.problems,
issues, and research in marketing by way of the macro/micro dichotomy. This
conclusion'becomes even stronger when one considers the extemporaneous comments
that many respondents made on thelr questionnaires. For many fe5pondents most
of .the ambiguity had to do with the meaﬁings of many of the itéms themselves,
rather than the meanings of "macro” and "micro." VFor example, with respect to
item C4 some respondents wished that the item had been furtﬁer specified to
include whether the "characteristics of marketing institutions" were going to be
examined from the perspective of the firm or the perspective of society.

Although pretests of the questionnaire had identified some of these amblguities,

the researchers chose not to resolve these ambiguities in the questionnaire-
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development stage because one of the major purposes of the research was to
determine whether marketers could consistently categorize items without such key
descriptors as "perspective of soéiety" or "perspective of the firm."” .

Therefore, it is appropriate to investigate the nine propositions concerning

criteria for classifying items as “"micro" or "macro.”

PROPOSITION 1

Proposition 1 suggests that the study of marketing systems 1s "macro.” The
results clearly support this proposition. Every single item that has the term
“"marketing systems™ in it_is considered to be macro (items AS,.AG, A9, and A10).1
The factor analysis also provides supportive evidence. Factor 3 indicates that
the "total marketing system" is a key underlying dimension that respondents rely
on in making judgments. As previously discussed, when one uses marketing systems
as a criterion for distingulshing macromarketing from micromarketing, one is
implicitly using a "level of aggregationf kind of cf;terion. Using level of
aggregation comes directly from macroeconomics and macrosocliology. Items Al
and B2 specifically include the term “aggregate” and both items are considered
macro.

Although the study of marketing systeﬁs is clearly macro, the results point
out a significant unresolvéd issue: what 1s the nature of a marketing system?
Are chanhéis of distribﬁtion marketing systems? Is an industry a marketing
system? Are marketing institutions marketing systems? Are groups of wholesa-
lers marketing systems? Tkere is no doubt that mbst marketeré would consider
one or more of the preceding to be examples of marketing systems, and the study
of "marketing systems" is clearly macro. Nevertheless, items c4, €5, C7, C8, C9

and D4 all involve channels of distribution, industries, institutions, and who-
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lesalers. Yet, there remains significant doubt among respondents as to whether
these items are macro or micro. In fact, half of all the items in category "C"
deal with these specific issues. The findings suggest that the study of >
“marketing systems” is conclusively macro only when the marketing system

involved 1s the total marketing system of an economy, not marketing systems that
are intermediate between individual firms and the total marketing system. This

is consistent with Arndt's (1981) position. Arndt suggests that the study of

these intermediate marketing systems should be referred to as "meso"” marketing.

PROPOSITION 2

The second proposition indicates that the study of "networks of exchange
relationships™ 1is macro. Items A8 and C2 both involve networks of exchange
relationships.z' Item A8.is considered clearly macro, yet item C2 is much less
macro. Again, the factor analysis assists us in interpreting the results.
Both items A8 and C2 load heavily on the “"total marketing systems" factor. It
appears that "networks of exchange relationships"” are considered to be macro
only to the extené that they are synonomous with the concept of a marketing
system. Therefore, networks of exchaﬁge relationships "across different

cultures” (A8) is macro, while simply studying_"netwdrks” is much less so.

PROPOSITION 3

Proposition 3 indicates that studies which adopt the perspective of society
are macro. Threé'items (Al, A2, and A4) specifically incorporate the phrase
"perspective of societyf" i Two other items (A5 and A7) use the phrase "social
desirability.” These two concepts are closely related since when one adopts "the

perspective of society,” one 1s attempting to determine what 1is "soclally
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desirable."3 That 1is, both of these concepts have a heavy normative content.

As expected, both of the "social desirability” items are exclusively macro. The
factor analysis also suggests that the term "soclety” is a key underlying dimen-

sion (factor 5).

PROPOSITION 4

The next proposition suggests that studies of the impacts and consequences
of marketing on soclety are macro; Note that one can study the consequences of
a marketing actlion on society without necessarily evaluating those consequences.
That is, one can study the consequences from a positive perspective instead of a
normative perspective. Items A3, BI, and B3 all examine the consequences of
marketing on soclety and all are macro.? Note that when one refers to marketing
"actions and transactions” in general (A3), the item is more macro than the
actions of an industry (Bl), which 1s slightly more macro than the actions of a
particular firm (B3). The factor analysis also indicates that respondents are
keying on the underlying constructs of "impacts" and "consequenées" (factor 4).
Note that the "consequences” factor includes Eg&h_the'consequences of marketing

on society and the consequences of sociéty on marketing (the next propqsition).

PROPOSITION 5

Pr;poéition 5 proposes that studies examining the impact of soclety on
marketing are macro. Item A9, the impact of technology on marketing systems,
provides the cleanest "test" of the proposition and this item 1is exclusively
macro. Nevertheless, studies exploring the impacts of society on particular
firms (items E3 and E4), are exclusively 51552.5 Similarly, studies of the con-

sequences of society on industries (items C5 and C8) are mixtures of micro and
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macro.b Therefore, 1t would appear that there is an underlying level of aggre-
gation criterion at work. The consequences of soclety 1) on marketing in
general are macro, 2) on industries are both macro and micro, and 3) on firms .

are micro.

PROPOSITION 6 !

Proposition 6 proposes that the study of the marketing activities of indi-
vidual, profit-sector organizations 1s micro. Ite@s E3, E4, E6, E7, El5, El6,
and E17 provide overwhelming affirmative.evidence.7 Studies that are positive
(E3, E4, E6, E7, and E16) are micro, as well as the studies that are normative

"(E15 and El17). Similarly, both studies which adopt the "perspective of the
firm" are micro (E7) and studies which exélore the "impact on firms of govern-

ment regulation” (E3 and E4) are micro.

PROPOSITION 7

Proposition 7 suggests that the study of the marketing activities of indi-
vidual, nonprofit—-sector organizations is micro. The results overwhelmingly
support the proposition. Of the eight nonprofit-sector 1ltems, five are exclusi-
vely micro (El, E5, E9, E10, and E13), two are mostly micro (D5 and D6) and only
one (C10) is a mixture 6f macro aﬁd micro.8 Itém ClO, "exploring how nonpro-
fit orgaﬁizations'use marketing,” is-pfobably "more” macro than the other items
because of an implicit "level of aggregation” criterion. That is, respondents
are probably reacting as if the phrase "in general"” appeared at the end of the
item. The factor analysis provides further support that studies of the prac-
tices of nonprofit-sector organizations are micro. All eight of the

nonprofit-sector items load on the first factor. Note that the not—-for-profit
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items include a wide range of organizations: hospitals (ES5), museums (E9),

social agencies (E13), social causes (El and DS5), and governmental agencies (D6

and E10). Some items are positive (D6, El, and E9) and some are normative (E5, -
E10, E13). All the practices, activities and perspectives of all these

nonprofit-sector organlzations are micro.

PROPOSITION 8

Proposition 8 proposes that studies of the marketing practices of specific
industries are micro. A priori, using a "level of aggregation"” criterion, one
would expect that studiles a&opting the perspective of a particular industry
would be micro, but not "quite" as micro as studies adopting the perspective of
a particular firm since industries would be an intermediate marketing system.
‘The results seem to suppbrtxthis view. TFour itemé examined the marketing prac-
tices and perspectives of specific indusﬁries, D3, D7, D9, and E11.9 Only the
final item “studying how the steel industry should segment its market"” is
"exclusively” micro. The others reside in the “mostly” micro category. This 1is
in contrast to the fact that all seven (E3, E4, E6, E7, El5, El6, and E17) of
the items identifying a for-profit organization persbectivé or activities were
classified as "exclusively” micro. Note that both factors 7 and 8 have a strong

"industry" orientation.

PROPOSITION 9

The final proposition suggests that studies of consumer behavior are
micro. Items D2, E2, and El4 examine and support the proposition. Even here an
implicit "level of aggregation” criterion can be observed. Although all three

items are micro, the study of "individual consumers” (El4) appears to be “"more”
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micro than the "role of learning theory" (E2), which appears to be "more"” micro

than "general models of consumer behavior” (D2).
MODEL DEVELOPMENT AND CONCLUSION

How should the universe of marketing phenomena, issues and research be par-
titioned into its macro and micro elements? Since we have explored the posi-
tive 1issue of how marketers distinguish macro;arketing from micromarketing, it
is time to address the normative issue of what criteria should be used to deve-
lop a complete taxonomy of macromarketing vs. micromarketing. Using Sokal and
Sneath's (1963) terminology, the research results clearly indicate that a
monothetic taxonomy will not be sufficient. That is, a taxonomical system
relying on a single (like fperspective,of soclety") criterion for classification
will not provide a complete, unambiguous partitioning of the universe of
marketing phenomena. In large part, many of the problems that have developed
in the marketing literature with respect to distinguishing macromarketing from
micromarketing have developed from ill-guided efforts to find a single classifi-
cational criterion. A polythetic (multiple criteria) taxonomical system will
be required.

Based on the research results reported in this study, the authors propose
the polythetic taxonomical model displayed in Table 3. The model suggests that
three classificational criteria are both necessary and sufficient to specify the
macromarketing/micromarketing dichotomy: (1) "level of aggregation,” (2)
"perspective of," and (3) "consequences on." The first criterion asks the taxo-
nomical question "What is the level of aggregation of the unit of analysis?”

Seven units of analyses are proposed: (1) the total societal system and its non-

marketing societal sub-systems; (2) the total marketing system; (3) intermediate
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marketing systems, such as channels of distribution, retail systems, wholesale
systems, and industries; (4) organizational marketing systems, such as for-profit
firms, not-for-profit organizations, and social causes; (5) the total consump-— s
tion system, that is, the total pattern of consumers' purchases throughout

society; (6) household consumption systems, that is, the buying behaviors and
patterns of behaviors of households; and .(7) individual consumer behavior,

that is, the buying behaviors and patterns of behaviors of individual CONSUMETS .
Note that there are three levels of aggregatlion of both marketing systems and

consumer systems.

The second column of the model classifies each unit of analysis using a
"level of aggregation" criterion. Therefore, the study of the total marketing
system of a soclety is "macro."” The asterisk indicates that the classification
is supported by the results reported in this study. Column 2 also shows that
the study of intermediate marketing systems is a mixture of macro and micro and
that both the study of individual organizations and individual consumers are
micro. Again, the asterisks indicate that these conclusions spring directly
from the results of the study.

The model also incorporates numerous extensions of the underlying logic of
the classificational eriteria. Extending the logic of the "level of
aggregatlon” criterion suggests that studies of the total consumption system are
macro and studies of household consumption systems are micro. Note that house-
hold consumptions systems are roughly analagous to individual-organization
marketing systems and that the total consumption system is analagous to the

total marketing system.
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The second criterion asks "Is the unit of analysis being viewed from the
perspectiwe of society or the perspective of the individual organization?”
Column 3 of the model indicates that whenever any marketing unit of analysis is

investigated from the "perspective of society,” the investigation is macro. For
example, the research results clearly indicate that when one examines the social
desirability of marketing organizations and systems,. the research 1is macro.
Similarly, Column 4 indic;tes’that whenever one examines an issue from the

“perspective of the firm,” the research is micro.

The third criterion inquires "Is the study investigating the consequences
of one unit of analysis (e.g. the total marketing system) on another unit (e.g.
soclety).” The final seven columns of the model employ the “consequences on'"
criterion. For example, the consequences of the total marketing system on
society is macro; the consequences of intermediate marketing systems on the
total marketing system is macro; the consequences of individual-organization
marketing systems on intermediate marketing systems is a mixture of both macro
and micro; and so on, throughout the ;able.

The model is not only completely consistent with how respondents actually
classified the issues, bqt also, it is consistent with the griteria respondents
suggested should be used to distinguish macromarketing from micromarketing.
Respondents were asked to propose their own definitions of macromarketing and
micromarketing. Of the 237 who responded to the question, 40.1% suggested a
“society perspective,” 38.0% suggested "level of aggregation,” 25.3% suggested
"consequences on society,"” 19.8% suggested "marketing systems," and 8.97%
suggested "consequences on marketing."”

The ultimate test of any taxonomical model is not whether phenomena can be

classified, but rather, is it useful to do so? The answer appears to be
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strongly affirmative. First, the macromarketing/micromarketing dichotomy has
been previously used (Hunt 1976) to help resoi;e the "1s marketing a science?”
debate and the “"nature of marketing” controversy. Secondly, as White (1978) has
observed, the development of a taxonomical model to differentiate macromarketing
from micromarketing should fécilitate communications among marketers. Thirdly,
an analysis of the model displayed in Table 3 suggests areas where additlonal
research would be fruitful. For example, over the last two decades almost all
of the research conducted by marketers on consumer behavior has been micro in
nature. Almost all of the research has focused on purchase behavior as the
"ultimate" dependent variable. The model points out that numerous research
areas that concern consumer behavior, are macro in nature, and are worthy of
investigation. The model also includes the concept "total marketing system."
Although the concept is not new to the marketing literature, it 1s the authors'
judgment that the characteristics of a soclety's total marketing system have not
been adequately explored. For example, how does one differentiate the “total

marketing system,” from the "total economic system?"” We believe this issue is
important and worthy of much moré attention than it has received in the past.

In conclusion, marketers can and do categorize marketing phenomena,
issues, and research by way of the macromarketing/micromarketing dichotomy.
Using the three criteria of (1) "level of aggregation,” (2) "perspective of ,"
and (3) "consequences on," a taxonmical model can completely specify the
various kinds of marketing studies. The macromarketing/micromarketing dicho-
tomy has been useful in resolving coﬁtroversies in marketing. The taxonomical

model developed herein facilitates communications among marketing researchers

and points out potentially fruitful areas for further research.
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FOOTNOTES

items

items

items

items

items

items

items

A5, A6, A9, and AlO is .724

A8 and C2 is .810

Al, A2, A4, A5, and A7 is .761
A3, Bl, B3 is .647

E3 and E4 is .680

C5 and C8 is .600

E3, E4, E6, E7, EL5, El6, and E17 is

8Cronbach's coefficent alpha for items Cl0, D5, D6, El, E5, E9, ElO, and E13

is .877

9¢cronbach's coefficient alpha for items D3, D7, D9, and Ell is .647

10cronbach's coefficient alpha for items D2, E2, and El4 is .727
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TABLE 1
Macromarketing/Micromarketing Perspectives

Author

Perspective

A. Moyer (1972)

B. Shapiro (1973)

C. Grashof and Kelman (1973)

D. Spratlen (1975)

E. Hunt (1976)

F. Bagozzi (1977)

G. Bartels and Jenkins (1977)

H. Hunt (1977)

Macromarketing studies marketing within the context of the entire economic system
with special emphasis on its aggregate performance. Micromarketing is firm-oriented.

Marketing from the overall view of the aggregate activity in the economy for meeting
societies objectives of a proper flow of goods and services is macromarketing.

The macromarketing system in the U.S., a mass production-mass consumption mixed-market
directed economy, serves to overcome discrepancies or mismatches between production

and consumption.

Macromarketing pertains to the aggregdtes of market transactions or exchange activities,
institutions, behavior and performance analyzed with respect to such units as industries,
sectors, regions or the marketing system as a whole.

Macromarketing suggests a higher level of aggregation, usually marketing systems or
groups of consumers. Micromarketing refers to individual units, normally individual
organizations (firms) and consumers or households.

Macromarketing studies networks of relationships connecting marketing actors and societal
patterns or systemic relationship among marketing actors. Micromarketing studies the
behavior and characteristics of individual actors or attributes of single marketing
entities and dyadic relationships between marketing actors.

Perhaps most widely, macromarketing has meant marketing in general and the data which
depict marketing in general. It has meant the marketing process in its entirety, and
the aggregate mechanism of institutions performing it. It has meant systems and

groups of micro institutions, such as channels, conglomerates, industries, and associa-
tions, in contrast to their individual component units. More recently, it has meant
the social context of micromarketing, its role in the national economy, and its appli-
cation to the marketing of noneconomic goods. It has also meant the uncontrollable
environment of micro firms.

Macromarketing refers to the study of 1) marketing systems 2) the impact and
consequences of marketing systems on society, and 3) the impact and consequences of
society on marketing systems. Micromarketing refers to individual units: organizations,
firms, consumers or households.
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TABLE 1 continued
Macromarketing/Micromarketing Perspectives

Author

Perspective

I. Nickels and Hill (1978)

J. McCarthy (1978)

K. Slater (1978)

L. White and Emory (1978)

M. Shawver and Nickels (1979)

Macromarketing is the study of intra-national and international exchange systems

rather than particular dyadic exchange relationships, and includes: 1) the structure,
process (flows), and power relationships within systems, 2) the effects of exchange

systems on various subsystems, 3) the effects of various environmental influences

on the total exchange systems, 4) the productivity and equity of various exchange

systems, 5) the interactions between and among domestic and international exchange

mwmnmam. 6) the management of exchange systems rather than particular organizatinns,

7) the effect of the total exchange system on economic development, 8) the complex decision
making processes of buying centers and distribution systems, 9) the activities and
structure of collectives within exchange systems, 10) the public policy implications of

the total exchange system.

Macromarketing is a socioeconomic process which directs an economy's flow of goods
and services from producers to consumers in a way which effectively matches heterogeneous
supply capabilities with heterogeneous demand and accomplishes both the short-run and

long-run objectives of society.
Marketing and distribution from a societal perspective is macromarketing.

Studying the impacts of the transaction upon the broader system, society, or groups is
macromarketing.

Macromarketing is the study of exchange activities and exchange systems from a societal

perspective.
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Table 2 Footnotes

Atems are grouped according to modal response: For example, Group "A" items are
those whose modal response was "5," i.e., "exclusively or almost exclusively macro."*
Group "B" items were "4," i.e., "mostly macro," and so on. Within each group the

items are ranked according to mean score.
bThe percentage that indicated that the jtem was "neither macro nor micro."

“The percentage that indicated that they "didn't know" whether the item was macro

or micro.

YWarimax rotation. Following Nunnally (1967) factor loadings of 0.3 and above are

reported.

€1Social marketing" factor, i.e. how public sector and nonprofit organizations do

and should conduct marketing.

fThe "intermediate marketing systems" factor, i.e., marketing instititions, channels

of distribution, and industries.
9The "total marketing system" of a society factor.

h . - . .
The "consequences" factor, i.e. the consequences of some unit of analysis on another

unit of analysis,
iThe “society" factor.
IThe "decision-making techniques"factor.
k

The "industry" factor.

The "perspective of an industry" factor.
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TABLE 3

: . d
Macromarketing/Micromarketing: The Systems/Perpectives/Consequences Taxonomical Model

|Larged7
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I1. Total marketing system’ A A*I* Ax X AI I Al I
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TABLE 3 footnotes

here "A" designates macromarketing, "I" designates micromarketing, "AI"
designated a mixture of both macro and micro, and "X" means not applicable.
The classification of asterisked items are derived from the research results.
Other classifications are extensions of the research results.

bThe total marketing system of a society.

CMarketing sub-systems such as channels of distribution, retail systems,
wholesale systems and industries.

dIndividua] organizations including, for-profit firms, not-for-profit
organizations and social causes.

“The total pattern of cbnsumer's purchases throughout society.
fThe buying behaviors, and patterns of behaviors of households.

SThe buying behaviors, and patterns of behaviors of individual consumers.

hThe classification in column 2 are based on a "level of aggregation”

criterion. For example, "Studies of the total marketing system are macro,"
and "Studies of individual consumer behavior are micro."

Tcolumns 3 and 4 are, respectively, the "perspective of so¢iety" and the
"perspective of the firm" criteria. For example, studies of "intermediate
marketing systems" from 1) the "perspective of society" are macro, and
2) the "perspective of the firm" are micro.

JClassifications in columns 5 through 11 are based on the consequences
of each unit of analysis in column 1 on each unit of analysis in columns
> through 11. For example, the consequences of the "total marketing system"
on the "total societal system" are macro, and the consequences of "indjvidua]—
organization marketing system" on "individual consumer behavior" are micro.
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. Fouilliv Yacre and Micro
1. s general theory of
; -——3.65 1.04 8.9 5.3 .58 L42
2 ing networks of exchange
: 3.55 1.07 3.5 5.2 .73
3. Tvaluacine general theories of marketing—-3.349 1.06 8.9 3.5 .62 .34
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- d
. ,c Factor Structure
p o Dem't e E : ) i ; P 1
tex Mean S.D. Neither 7% Konow % 1 2 3% 4 5 63 7 3
. Fquallv Macro and Micro continued
. Examining the characteristics of

marketing institutions 3.38 1.13 2.8 B2 .56 .30
5. The impact of consumer activists

the automobile industry 3.20 1.01 0.7 1.1 .34 .52
6. Examining the rcle of Sears Roebuck &

Co. in encouraging economic development

in Mexico : 3.12 1.09 2.5 1.8 .58
7. Studving the evolution of different . z .

kinds of wholesalers 3.10 1.12 2.8 0.0 .47 .55

The consequences of new federal legis-

laticn on an industry 3.00 1.07 1.4 2.1 .54 .38
9. Examining conflict in channels of

distribution 2.69 1.04 1.8 1.4 -68
0. Exploring how nonprofit organizations

use marketing 2.51 1.05 3.2 $2.1 .39 .49
). Mostlv Micro
)1. The consequences on higher education of

universities' engaging in sophisticated

advertising campaigns for new students——-——- 2.86 1.15 4.2 2.5 .41
)2. Evaluating general models of consumer

behavior ~—2.64 1.15 6.3 2.1 .48
)3. Examining restrictions on advertising

from the perspective of the cigarette-

induscry————- 2.56 1.15 2.2 0.7 .32 .45
‘4. “Mapping the channels of distribution

for several commodities 2.51 1.11 1.8 1.1 .31 .63
)5. Examining how the "stop smoking'

campaign should be organized-——-—--——————— 2.47 1.27 6.3 2.1 .61
6. Exploring how various state governments .

advertise for new industry 2.36 1.06 1.8 1.8 .67
)7. Examining product safety requirements

from the perspactive of a single

industry 2.32 1.07 2.8 1.4 A .31 :53
8. Studvingz how the appliance industry

seleccs channels of distribution———-——- ———2.02 .54 0.0 0.4 .33 41
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Macromarketing/Micremarketing Summary of Results
d
Factor Structure
Ttem Mean  S.D. AL L C N 64
N. Mostlv Micro continued
9, Txamining alternative channels of
distribution from the perspective
of a single industry ——-1.93 .82 4 .34
E. Exclusively Micro
Fl. Determining the success of the '"Smokey-
the-Bear" campaign - 2.46 1.28 .72
Z2. The role of learning theory ia buyer
behavior 2.19 1.16 32 .57
3. The impact of the Department of Energy
on the product line of Exxon Corp—————-—-—- 2.10 1.07 .62
E4. The consequences of government regula-
tion on a particular firm 1.97 1.05 -75
E5. Studying how hospitals should price
their services to increase revenue-—-——-———— 1.95 1.03 -61
E6. Examining how firms conduct strategic
rmarketing planning 1.94 1.02 .68
£7. Evaluating government regulations in
the beer industry from the perspective
. of Miller Brewing Company 1.89 .96 .66
ES. How to use multidimensional scaling---—-—- 1.87 1.04 -70
E9. Examing how museums segment their N
markets—--- 1.81 .89 .73
£10. Determining the best theme for United N
Srates Army recruiting posters—-————-———-—- 1.81 -99 -79
£ll. Studving how the steel industry should
segment its market -1.71 .86 .31 .37
12, Yow to use cenjoint analysis in
marketing research-- - 1.70 .90 -72
E13. Determining how United Way should
allocate its media budget 1.65 .95 .68 -32
Ei4. Studies focused on individual con-
sumer's buying practices 1.62 .84 -43
£i5. Examining how firms should make .
pricing decisions to maximize profits---—- 1.60 .84 .31
ElS6. Determining how the Whirlpool Corp.
uses marketing research 1.35 .66 -30 .44 .39
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“Macromarkering/Micromarketing Summary of Results

 LymC MQMn@H wnﬂumnnwmn
o p Dom't e t 2 A 1 :

(tem Mean S.D. "Neither % Know % i 2 3 4 5 [ | 8 % 3 .
E. Exclusively Micro continued
£17. Determining how Proctor & Gamble

should set its advertising budget————-—- 1.30 .60 0.7 0.4 L44 .32

Eigenvalues il.4 5.6 3.3 - 2.9 2.1 2.0

Percent Explained Variaamce 22.9%2 Il.1 6.7 5.8 51 4.0

Coefficient dlpha 0.50 0.87 0.85 0.82 0.78 0.79
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Table 2 Footnotes

tems are grouped according to modal response: For example, Group "A" items are
those whose modal response was "5," i.e., "exclusively or aimost exclusively macro.
Group "B" items were "4," i.e.; "mostly macro," and so on. Within each group the

items are ranked according to mean score.
bThe percentage that indicated that the item was "neither macro nor micro."

“The percentage that indicated that they "didn't know" whether the item was macro

r micro.

dVarimax rotation. Following Nunnally (1967) factor loadings of 0.3 and above are

reported.
€usocial marketing" féttor,'i.e. how public sector and nonprofit organizations do
and should conduct marketing.

fThe "intermediate marketing systems" factor, i.e., marketing instititions, channels
of distribution, and industries.

9The "total marketing system" of a society factor.

h ) , .
The "consequences" factor, i.e. the consequences of some unit of analysis on another

unit of analysis. -
The "society" factor.
IThe "decision-making techniques"factor.

The "industry" factor.

The “"perspective of an industry" factor.
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Toward a Theory of Marketing Competition

Abstract

In the area of public policy, marketing scholars have
borrowed freely from economic theory. While this was necessary
in the early days of the discipline, marketing theory should
presently be offering its own theory of competition to replace
economic models. The present discussion offers arguments which
could form the basis of public policy based on the realities of

marketing competition.
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Introduction

In the areas of pricing and public policy, the marketing
literature depends heavily upon concepts borrowed from economic
theory. Every marketing textbook freely borrows doses of micro-
economic theory; authors 1ift without questioning concepts such
as monopoly, oligopoly, price elasticity and kinked demand func-
tions. This is done at the same time and in contrast to the
general premise that marketing is different than economics. Mar-
keting views itself as a discipline which attempts to understand
how markets work in terms of want satisfaction; yet, marketing
scholars accept the assumptions of economic theory, which, of
course, is aimed at showing how markets should work under the
premise of resource allocation. The present paper discusses
several areas of inquiry which may lead to a more relevant theory
of competition based on marketing principles which can be used in

a more proper evaluation of public policy issues.

Basis of Marketing Competition

What is marketing competition?

The theory of marketing competition is a taxonomic
theory of how firms behave in markets. It describes the way in
which firms perceive the environment and their competitors. It
differs from economic theory in that there is no prescription as
to how firms should behave. More importantly, the theory empha-
sizes that firms use differing sets of“structures to make the
same decisions. The structural elements vary in importance and

in intensity from .firm to firm; they also vary within firms from
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time to time and differ in regard from one space or market to
another space or market. While for some purposes firms might
share in common structural elements, the natural pattern is
characterized by diversity. The central characteristic of mar-
keting competition is achievement of market diversity. Diversity
is the means by which any firm can maximize the spatial and
temporal abilities of buyers to consume. Consumers are buffeted
by this pursuit for diversity as well as their own desire to
maximize a position of diversity. Both participants come to the
market with this goal. This pursuit is known as entrepreneur-

ship.

Basic Axioms.

The general framework for a theory of marketing compe-
tition is based on Carman's serious attempts to deal with this
issue. He suggests several axioms:

1. Marketing systems may be operationally independent
in space, but the firms may be operating in multiple geographic
markets.,

2. Firms may be operating in several markets which are
not part of a single marketing system.

3. A firm may offer a wide product line which includes
complimentary and substitute items.

4, A firm may be selling several brands of the  same
product; these may be substitutes for ége an