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Most examinations of marketing and advertising budgeting concentrate on techniques ranging from ar-
bitrary “rules of thumb” to complex management science models. The author suggests greater insight
is obtained through a focus on the process of marketing budgeting. The processual variables identified
in the article provide a framework for managing marketing budgeting that is much more insightful than
the simple prescription of budgeting techniques. This insight arises from the source of such processual
variables, as they are grounded in the task environment for marketing budgeting. The goal is to develop
a conceptual framework for managing marketing budgeting that goes beyond technique to process and
structure. This framework can be extended toward an organizational model of marketing budgeting. The

argument is illustrated with the findings of a study of U.K. manufacturing firms.

T has been suggested that the literature of marketing

comprises essentially two types of contribution, pre-
scriptive and descriptive (Piercy 1986a). Prescriptive
studies include many attempts to apply models based
on marginal economic analysis, management science,
and marketing research to the establishment and al-
location of marketing budgets. In contrast, descriptive
studies examine the budgetary techniques or “rules of
thumb” that managers purport to use in establishing
marketing budgets.

One significant weakness of both types of studies
is the neglect of the process of marketing budgeting
as both emphasize simply techniques of budget-set-
ting—the administrative systems, organizational
structure, information systems, and form of mana-
gerial decision making involved in budgeting. The goal
of this article is to demonstrate a relationship between
the characteristics of marketing budgeting processes
and budgetary outcomes and to explore the implica-
tions of such a relationship for the management of
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marketing resources. The concepts of organizational
power and politics provide a valuable starting point in
this study.

Process in Budgeting

The general literature of organizational budgeting has
given much more explicit attention to the impact of
process and structure than has the marketing litera-
ture. General approaches have emphasized such pro-
cessual phenomena as incrementalism (e.g., Joiner
and Chapman 1981), simplification in calculation and
the emergence of political strategies (e.g., Wildavsky
1979), and the impact of the task environment
(Bromiley 1981). The implications of such views for
managing budgeting processes are substantial. For ex-
ample, Bromiley (1981) focuses on the task environ-
ment for budgeting (i.e., organizational characteris-
tics and the budgetary process). His model structures
the problem faced by the budgetary decision maker
by (1) defining the major difficulty faced (e.g., the
allocation in comparison with total funds available),
(2) defining what are acceptable solutions to the prob-
lem, (3) defining the starting point for search, (4) de-
fining what information is available, (5) providing
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certain heuristics and priorities to guide search (e.g.,
the chief executive’s directive to make a certain al-
location), and (6) constraining the decision process
(e.g., with deadlines). The first two facets of the task
environment define the feasible region within which
decision outcomes must lie and the other four facets
influence the problem solving that takes place within
that feasible region. The major implication is that if
budgetary innovation—through technique, process re-
vision, or more sophisticated information systems—
amounts to no more than changing the search made
within a given task environment, it will be substan-
tially circumscribed in the effect it can have.

In approaching marketing budgeting, this view is
of interest for several reasons. It suggests that one un-
derlying limitation of the marketing literature is that
it does not even attempt to address the task environ-
ment for marketing budgeting. The implication is that
improving the management of marketing budgeting
necessitates a focus on the task environment, rather
than simply on budgeting techniques. The role of in-
Jformation—and by implication the management of in-
formation—in influencing budget decisions is made
explicit. The need to study the processual aspects of
marketing budgeting—administrative systems, orga-
nizational structure, information systems, and so on—
to provide the context for the heuristics and tech-
niques prescribed in the literature becomes para-
mount.

Process in Marketing Budgeting

Fragmented examples of budgeting process phenom-
ena are noted in the marketing literature. For exam-
ple, writers have described such phenomena as the
impact of precedent on budgeting (Briscoe 1972;
Cravens, Hills, and Woodruff 1980; Kotler 1984) both
implicitly and in such budgeting criteria as “afforda-
bility,” the development of bargaining structures and
negotiation systems to determine marketing budgets
(Hanmer-Lloyd and Kennedy 1981; Wills and Kennedy
1982), the use of simplification mechanisms to cope
with high uncertainty and ambiguity (Lilien et al. 1976),
and the distortion of marketing information to influ-
ence budget allocations (Cunningham and Clarke 1975;
Lowe and Shaw 1968). No attempt has been made,
however, to integrate such notions into the modeling
and management of marketing budgeting.

A prescriptive view of the marketing budgeting
process is exemplified by Guiltinan and Paul (1982),
who suggest a four-stage budgeting process. First, a
“baseline budget” is established, such as the previous
year’s budget, and is adjusted to account for such fac-
tors as maintaining a percentage of sales norm based
on expected sales, maintaining competitive parity,
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pursuing individual product objectives (e.g., on the
basis of portfolio analysis), product profitability con-
siderations, and judgments of productivity. Second,
on the basis of marketing objectives, methods are cho-
sen and costed, for example, design and media costs
in advertising. Third, experiments and tests may be
run to evaluate the proposed program. Fourth, the
budget (or the objectives) may be revised on the basis
of the costs anticipated, the results of tests, and the
impact of other marketing programs being operated by
the company.

To this prototypical prescriptive model may be
added several empirical insights that offer both
parallels and contrasts. First, the ADVISOR study
(Lilien and Little 1976) suggested that marketing bud-
geting (for industrial products) should be seen as a
two-stage process: (1) the total marketing budget is set
(where “marketing” refers primarily to advertising and
personal selling), which may be taken as a fraction of
sales revenue, and (2) a decision is made on what
fraction of that marketing budget is to be allocated to
advertising. The researchers uncovered a conceptual
framework for that budgeting process where:

. . the decision maker has a checklist of product-
market factors that are relevant to the budget decision
(e.g. stage in life cycle, plant capacity, and number
of customers). The values for the factors are known
roughly (High versus Low, for example), and each
is considered separately, increasing or decreasing the
budget score. The result is not a specific budget num-
ber, but a relative budget-size, e.g. a “low-budget”
in comparison to industry norms.

Second, Wills and Kennedy (1982) reported the
results of qualitative research among 17 large U K.
firms. They suggested that, “In the model which op-
erates nowadays, the marketing budget is set at a
number of levels, each successive level becoming more
specific.” Their model of sequential stages involved
four steps: (1) total marketing expenditure is agreed
upon, with minimal detail on how it is to be spent,
(2) after this general agreement, the budget is allo-
cated to product groups, (3) a decision is made on the
split between above- and below-the-line expenditure,
and (4) detailed consideration is given to the precise
mix for each brand. Wills and Kennedy suggested there
has been a recent “structural tightening-up” in what
they refer to as the “negotiating structure” and they
dismissed the significance of the objective and task-
budgeting concept, claiming that either the board of
directors takes the initiative and passes down budget
decisions or (more commonly) “a bottom-up and top-
down negotiation process operates.”

The most interesting implications of this study are
the ones that are made least explicit: (1) in large com-
panies the influence of the marketing department on
budget size appears to be declining, (2) organizational
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structure (e.g., primarily the brand manager structure)
influences budget size, (3) the starting point in putting
total figures on the budget remains uncertain and ob-
scure, and (4) the budgeting process is prone to social
influence attempts and information selectivity and dis-
tortion.

Third, in the U.K., Hanmer-Lloyd and Kennedy
(1981) reported on related qualitative research into
marketing communications budgeting. Their general
conclusions were that budgeting is an “organizational
process” in which (1) there is increasing emphasis on
profitability and cost effectiveness, (2) there is a trend
to centralize corporate decisions, (3) participation in
marketing budgeting decisions is broadening, because
“the inputs of production management and accounting
personnel appear to be playing an increasingly im-
portant role,” (4) trade marketing personnel deal di-
rectly with major retailers, and (5) the current infla-
tion of marketing communications costs is causing
greater scrutiny of those costs by management. On the
basis of this study, Hanmer-Lloyd and Kennedy sug-
gested three basic models of the marketing budgeting
process, as represented by Figure 1: (1) bottom-up
budgeting where the initiative lies with brand man-
agement, (2) bottom-up/top-down budgeting with
greater negotiation between senior management and
marketing and product managers, and (3) top-down/
bottom-up budgeting where the initiative is with se-
nior management personnel and various types of com-
mittees.

In this scheme, bottom-up budgeting is taken as
representative of the approaches of the 1960s and 1970s.
Though the researchers claimed that this model still
operated in some companies, it was not found in their
1981 study, apparently because of the growing need
for a corporate decision-making perspective and the
need for continuity in managing brands as product
managers continue to move on rapidly to new jobs.
Alternatively, bottom-up/top-down budgeting in-
volves much greater negotiation and a more limited
role for the product manager. The tendency identified
by the research was centralization of decision making
and involvement of other, nonmarketing functions
earlier in the process. The top-down/bottom-up model
is essentially similar to the last model, but with greater
control over the budget at the top management level
and a greater trend toward committee-based deci-
sions. In this model, top management receives sales
and profit forecasts and calculates a “given” level of
expenditure with little room for negotiation, espe-
cially when profits are under pressure. Thus, the mar-
keting expenditure is tied closely to sales revenue, lig-
uidity, and profit requirements.

Hanmer-Lloyd and Kennedy noted that in the top-
down/bottom-up approach the tendency was for the

marketing director to take action to obtain a budget
and only then to decide how to use it—suggesting the
exact reverse of the task-oriented budgeting model of
the prescriptive literature:

What it has meant is that budgets are seen initially
as sums of money and not always in terms of what
is needed to carry out certain tasks. Thus, the key
step in the process becomes getting the budget num-
bers agreed.

These researchers believed this last model highlighted
two of the basic trends emerging in their study: (1)
greater involvement of senior management personnel
in initial planning and (2) more links between mar-
keting and other functional departments in the early
planning stages. The essence of this model was the
role of interfunctional committees, to gain coordina-
tion and the dissemination of information, but at the
potential cost of (1) vested interests— “the functional
areas can be criticized for arguing more for their ‘cor-
ner’ than for the company as a whole,” (2) the dom-
inance of production interests and profit data over
marketing goals and information, and (3) the time taken
to act.

For the purposes of this article, these findings are
of note in several respects. First, the role of the mar-
keting department in the process of determining the
marketing budget may be limited in some major com-
panies and may be declining over time for a variety
of reasons. Second, it follows that influences on mar-
keting budget size come from top management and
their advisors and increasingly from nonmarketing
functional departments. Third, in this approach, mar-
keting budgeting is seen as a process of negotiation
at several levels, suggesting a key role for advocacy,
bargaining, and “politicking” at each level. Fourth,
by implication, what is described is an internal com-
petition for resources and for the control of resources,
which may be identified with conflict. Finally, the
control and manipulation of information were found
to be central to such budget negotiations.

The studies cited demonstrate secondary empirical
evidence that marketing budgeting can be viewed val-
idly as not simply the mechanical application of tech-
niques but as an organizational process characterized
by social interaction and negotiation for resources.
Hence, the actual use of decision rules and models
may be more complex than is commonly suggested
by the literature. A reanalysis of marketing budgeting
therefore must focus on process and structure (i.e.,
the task environment) rather than simply budgeting
techniques. The starting point is the proposition that
the two key elements of the task environment for mar-
keting budgeting are organizational structure and the
mode of decision-making process.
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FIGURE 1
Processual Models of Marketing Budgeting
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48 / Journal of Marketing, October 1987

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permissionyzw\w.manaraa.com



An Exploratory Study of the
Marketing Budgeting Process

The preceding discussion of diverse processual phe-
nomena suggests that a large number of variables must
be incorporated into a full organizational model of the
marketing budgeting process—were that model to
recognize both the formal configuration of the process
and the constraining impact of contextual variables.
The study on which the following discussion is based
was a broad work on marketing organization. Its gen-
eral aspects are reported elsewhere (Piercy 1986a) and
the relevant technical details are summarized in the
Appendix.

The marketing budgeting process hypotheses tested
in the survey were:

® marketing budgeting process modes differ be-
tween companies,

® different budgeting process modes are associ-
ated with the use of different budgeting tech-
niques,

o different budgeting process modes are associ-
ated with different patterns of organizational
control and influence, and

® different budgeting process modes are associ-
ated with different budget outcomes.

Results

By the budgeting process classification developed
previously (Hanmer-Lloyd and Kennedy 1981), the
budgetary processes found in the companies were di-
vided as in Table 1. The majority of respondents saw
their marketing budgeting process as bottom-up/top-
down and about 27% saw it as top-down/bottom-up.
Small numbers of respondents saw their companies as
operating a bottom-up decision process and others
suggested that none of the process modes fit their op-
erations. In fact, the latter group described what
amounted to top-down processes whereby budgeting
decisions were made essentially by top management
with little marketing department participation and the
responses were so classified. The process types re-
ported suggested two clusters: bottom-up and bottom-
up/top-down (BU + BUTD) and top-down/bottom-
up and top-down (TDBU + TD). These clusters were
used subsequently to classify the other responses.
Though it is apparent that relatively small numbers of
companies recognize the extremes of bottom-up and
top-down modes of budgeting, some preliminary sup-
port is found for the hypothesis that marketing bud-
geting process modes vary between companies.

Budgeting methods. Table 2 indicates that the top-
down budgeting process mode is more often associ-

TABLE 1
The Marketing Budgeting Process

Budgeting Process Modes %

Bottom-Up Decision Process (BU)

Managers of the subunits in marketing 7
(e.g., product managers, advertising
managers, etc.) work out how much
money they need to achieve their
objectives and these amounts are
combined to establish the total
marketing budget

Bottom-Up/Top-Down Decision Process
{BUTD)

Managers of the subunits in marketing 60
submit budget requests, which are
coordinated by the chief marketing
executive and presented to top
management, who adjust the total
budget size to conform with overall
goals and strategies

Top-Down/Bottom-Up Decision Process
(TDBU)
First, the total size of the marketing 26
budget is established by top
management, then budget is divided
between marketing centers (such as
products and markets)

None of These are Even Approximately 7
Correct (TD)
(N = 141)

ated with the use of affordability and percentage bud-
get-setting techniques. The bottom-up mode is partic-
ularly associated with the objective and task method,
and to a limited extent with the more sophisticated
approaches of competitive analysis and modeling.
Budgeting methods were scored according to “so-
phistication.” The results, shown in Table 3, suggest
bottom-up budgeting is associated significantly with
the use of more sophisticated techniques.

Control of the budgeting process. Table 4 indi-
cates little difference between bottom-up and top-down
budgeting in intervention by top management to ad-
just budget size, but Table 5 suggests the marketing
department has a much greater degree of control with
bottom-up budgeting.

In terms of the influence of other departments over
budget size, the finance department is found to be the
main source of outside influence. As shown in Table
6, its influence tends to be greater with a top-down
budgeting process. The perceived power of the mar-
keting department differs significantly between the
budgeting process modes (Table 7). Bottom-up bud-
geting is associated with high power and growth in
that power; top-down budgeting is associated with lower
marketing department power and low growth in that
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TABLE 2
Advertising Budgeting Methods

Budgeting Process Modes®

BU + BUTD TD + TDBU All
Budgeting Method (%) (%) (%)
Percentage of past sales 3 11 6
Percentage of current sales 4 6 5
Percentage of expected sales 23 23 23
Affordability 25 45 31
Target share of industry expenditure 3 — 2
Objective and task 50 17 39
Agency proposal 4 2 4
Computer model 2 — 1
(N = 94) (N = 47) (N = 141)
*See Table 1 for definition of process modes.
TABLE 3

Budgeting Technique Sophistication

Budgeting Process Modes®

BU + BUTD TD + TDBU All

Sophistication Level® (%) (%) Chi Square Significance (%)

Low 20 40 1.4 .00 26

Medium 27 40 (2d.f) 31

High 53 20 43
(N = 89) (N = 38) (N = 127)

®See Table 1 for definition of process modes.
*The reported techniques were scored in the following way.

Score
Percentage methods, affordability 1
Agency proposal 2
Target share of industry spend 3
Objective and task 4
Modeling 5
TABLE 4
Top Management Intervention in Marketing Budgeting
Budgeting Process Modes®
BU + BUTD TD + TDBU All
Adjustment of Marketing Budget® (%) (%) Chi Square Significance (%)
Increase 25-50% 2 — 6.7 .25 2
Increase 0-25% 2 — (5d.f.) 2
No change 45 52 46
Decreased 0-25% 43 26 39
Decreased 25-50% 7 22 10
Decreased 50-70% 1 1
(N = 84) (N = 23) (N = 107)

*See Table 1 for definition of process modes.
®The amount by which top management normally changes the annual marketing budget measured on a scale.

power. Bottom-up budgeting processes also are per- Budget sizes. Tables 9 and 10 show the relation-
ceived as more political (Table 8). ship between budgeting process mode and absolute and

Though the study was exploratory and the mea- relative budget sizes. Bottom-up processes are asso-
surements relatively crude, some support is found for ciated with larger budgets and top-down processes with
the hypothesis that budgeting process modes are as- smaller budgets. This finding supports the contention
sociated with different patterns of control and influ- that different budgeting process modes are associated
ence—at least in terms of the power and politicization with different budget outcomes.

of budgeting. Table 11 shows bottom-up budgeting to be asso-
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TABLES
Marketing Budgeting Process

Budgeting Process Modes®

Marketing Department Participation BU + BUTD TD + TDBU All
in Budgeting Process® (%) (%) Chi Square Significance (%)
It is a marketing department 10 5 10.2
decision (4d.f.) .04 8
Marketing department responsibility
in consultation 48 24 41
Prior consultation with others 15 7 13
Joint decision with others 14 19 16
Marketing budget is set by top
management 13 45 23
(N = 93) (N = 42) (N = 135)
*See Table 1 for definition of process modes.
®Five-point scale question with the labels shown.
TABLE 6

Finance Department Influence Over Marketing Budget

Budgeting Process Modes®

Influence of Finance Department 8U + BUTD TD + TDBU Al

Over Marketing Budget® (%) {%) Chi Square Significance (%)
Very great deal 5 12 10.2 .04 8
Great deal 16 32 (4 d.f.) 21
Quite a bit 24 12 20
Some 34 17 29
None 21 27 22

(N = 91) = 41) (N = 132)

*See Table 1 for definition of process modes.
Five-point scale question with the labels shown.

ciated with higher profitability and top-down budget-
ing with lower profitability. Bottom-up processes are
common in larger firms whereas in smaller firms top-
down processes are more common (Table 12).

These findings suggest the characteristics of the
marketing budgeting process modes can be broadly
identified as summarized in Figure 2.

Discussion

In the exploratory study, which had primarily a re-
lationship-seeking goal, two reasonably consistent
caricatures of the marketing budgeting processes were
established. They are associated with the use of dif-
ferent budget-setting techniques and with other cor-
porate characteristics. At the very least the findings
suggest some insight into understanding the use of un-
sophisticated techniques can be gained from the study
of the process context in which they are applied and
in particular the way in which they are used.

For instance, though one may argue that top-down
budgeting and its unsophisticated affordability and
percentage of sales budget-setting are associated with
lower relative budgets and with lower profitability, at
least two explanations are possible. In one scenario it
might be argued that unsophisticated, top-down bud-

geting causes lower marketing expenditures and ulti-
mately depresses profitability. Alternatively, when
profitability is low, there may be a tendency to intro-
duce stricter top management and finance department
control over budgets (which may also introduce the
familiar circularity of logic of cutting marketing ex-
penditure and further depressing volume and profit-
ability).

The exploratory data do not permit any drawing
of conclusions on such issues, but what they do sug-
gest and illustrate is that the different budgeting pro-
cesses and techniques are associated with different sets
of power relationships and sources of political influ-
ence. Of broader interest are the implications of this
style of analysis, which are developed next.

Implications—Developing an
Organizational Model of the
Marketing Budgeting Process

The results discussed here are limited in several ways,
but provide some justification for the suggestion that
part of a processual analysis of marketing should ad-
dress those aspects of the task environment that are
represented by the power of the parties involved in
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TABLE 7
Marketing Department Power

Budgeting Process Modes®

BU + BUTD TD + TDBU All
Marketing Department Power (%) (%) Chi Square Significance (%)
Rank®
1st 59 24 17.4 .00 48
2nd 25 38 (3d.f.) 29
3rd 11 13 12
Lower 5 25 11
(N = 87) (N = 37) (N = 124)
Rank Increase in Previous
3 Years®
Low 26 55 8.51 .00 34
Medium 47 35 (2d.f) 43
High 27 10 23
(N = 73) (N = 29) {N = 102)
®See Table 1 for definition of process modes.
“Direct respondent ranking of the power of the marketing department.
°Scoring of the difference between current power rank of the marketing department and rank 3 years previously:
Rank
3 Years Ago Rank Now Score
1 1 4
1 2 3
1 3 1
1 Below 3 1
2 1 5
2 2 3
2 3 2
2 Below 3 1
3 1 5
3 2 4
3 3 2
3 Below 3 1
Below 3 1 5
Below 3 2 4
Below 3 3 3
Below 3 Below 3 1
TABLE 8
Politicization of Budgeting
Budgeting Process Modes®
BU + BUTD TD + TDBU All
Politicization Level® (%) (%) Chi Square Significance (%)
Low 28 42 5.9 .05 32
Medium 28 10 (2d.f.) 22
High 44 48 46
(N = 89) (N = 41) (N = 130}

®See Table 1 for definition of process modes.
®Politicization measured on a 5-point scale from highly political

budgeting and the emergence of political behavior to
influence outcomes. As suggested elsewhere (Piercy
1986b), advertising budgets can be modeled in the
following way.

to not political at all was rescored to a 3-point scale.

Ps = political contingencies factor

P; = process politicization factor

B; = top management intervention in marketing
budgeting

AD =e + aPg + bPs + ¢cP; — 2B; (R=.75 . L .. . "
_ €Tt 5T s ) The implication of the study findings is that positive
where: . . . .
predictors of the relative size of the advertising budget
AD = advertising sales ratio are (1) the perceived power of the marketing depart-
Ps = relative perceived power of marketing de- ment in relation to the power of other departments,

velopment factor

52 / Journal of Marketing, October 1987

(2) the presence of contingencies for the emergence

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permissionyzw\w.manaraa.com



TABLE 9
Budget Sizes

Budgeting Process Modes®

BU + BUTD TD + TDBU All
(%) (%) Chi Square Significance (%)
Advertising Budget (£)°
Low 22 46 6.6 .03 30
Medium 33 30 (2d.f.) 32
High 45 24 38
(N = 64) (N = 33) (N = 97)
Sales Promotion Budget (£)°
Low 22 46 8.6 .01 30
Medium 32 36 (2d.f.) 33
High 46 18 36
(N = 63) (N = 33) (N = 96)
Other Marketing Budget (£)°
Low 19 52 15.6 .00 30
Medium 34 39 (2d.f) 35
High 47 9 34
(N = 62) (N = 31) (N = 93)
Total Marketing Budget (£)°
Low 15 62 24.9 .00 32
Medium 37 24 (2d.f.) 32
High 48 14 35
(N = 65) (N = 37) (N = 102)

°See Table 1 for definition of process modes.
®In each case the sample was divided into three subgroups according to the budget variable value.

TABLE 10
Budget Ratios

Budgeting Process Modes®

BU + BUTD TD + TDBU Al
(%) (%) Chi Square Significance {%)
Advertising Budget Ratio®
Low 24 47 4.8 .09 35
Medium 38 28 (2d.f) 34
High 38 25 33
(N = 61) (N = 32) (N = 93)
Sales Promotion Budget Ratio®
Low 25 53 17.9 .00 34
Medium 27 43 (2 d.f.) 33
High 48 4 33
(N = 59) (N = 30} (N = 89)
Other Marketing Budget Ratio®
Low 21 54 11.5 .00 31
Medium 31 31 (2d.f) 31
High 48 15 38
(N = 58) (N = 26) (N = 84)
Total Marketing Budget Ratio®
Low 15 60 22.2 .00 32
Medium 39 26 34
High 46 14 34
(N = 61) (N = 35) (N = 96)

*See Table 1 for definition of process modes.

*Sales promotion budget/sales.

‘Advertising budget/sales.

9Other marketing budget/sales.

°*Total marketing budget/sales (in each case the sample is subdivided by the budget variable scores).
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TABLE 11

Profitability
Budgeting Process Modes®
BU + BUTD TD + TDBU All
Profitability in Previous Year® (%) (%) Chi Square Significance (%)
Low 22 54 8.0 .02 33
Medium 40 21 (2d.f.) 33
High 38 25 33
(N = 53) (N = 28) (N = 81)
*See Table 1 for definition of process modes.
®Net profit/sales divided into three groups of equal size.
TABLE 12
Company Size
Budgeting Process Modes®
BU + BUTD TD + TDBU All
Company Size (Employees)® (%) (%) Chi Square Significance (%)
Small 28 42 5.7 .05 33
Medium 30 36 (2 d.f.) 32
Large 42 22 35
(N = 87) (N = 45) (N = 132)

*See Table 1 for definitions of process modes.

"The sample was divided into three subgroups according to the employee variable value.

of political behavior (primarily uncertainty and re-
source scarcity), and (3) the degree to which the bud-
geting process is perceived as politicized. A negative
predictor is top management’s intervention in the mar-
keting budgeting process.

The Power and Politics of Marketing
Budgeting

The initial approach to studying the task environment
for marketing decision making—and budgeting in
particular—was to adopt a political model of orga-
nizational decision making with the results described
heretofore. This model was used instead of such al-
ternatives as the rational or bureaucratic models of de-
cision making (Pfeffer 1981) commonly adopted or
assumed in the marketing literature (Anderson 1982).
The meaning of the terms “power” and “politics”
is subject to extensive debate (Piercy 1986a), but for
our purposes the simplifying assumptions are that power
can be taken as a structural variable, whereas political
behavior involves all those actions, outside the for-
mally sanctioned systems, taken to influence the form
and outcome of decision-making processes. Though
arbitrary, these simplifying assumptions are compat-
ible with the finding that managers have much less
trouble understanding the meaning of power and pol-
itics than do academics (Pfeffer and Salancik 1977).
In this sense empirical support is provided (Piercy
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1986b) for what managers appear to understand im-
plicitly—that structures and decision-making pro-
cesses in organizations are frequently, possibly un-
avoidably, political. However, the manager’s reaction
to this thesis was encapsulated to the writer in one
executive’s response: “So what?” This practical man-
agement question highlights the significance of a po-
litical analysis of marketing budgeting decision mak-
ing.
It should be noted that the underlying goal of the
marketing budgeting study was not criticism but anal-
ysis; in particular, the conclusion is not that the use
of power and politics in resource allocation is nec-
essarily something to be avoided, but is more akin to
Bower’s (1970) statement from his study of capital
budgeting.

Top management must recognise the multidimen-
sionality of the resource allocation process. . . . Ig-
noring the impact of planning and investment, of
formal organization, systems of management, infor-
mation, and reward and punishment is a sure way of
generating serious problems. “Politics” is not a pa-
thology, it is a fact of large organization. Top man-
agement must manage its influence on “political”
processes and then monitor the results of its perfor-
mance.

The essence of what we are trying to highlight is this
need to manage, influence, and control political pro-
cesses as such.
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FIGURE 2
Patterns of Marketing Budgeting

Budgeting Process Modes
Bottom-up and Top-down and
Bottom-up/Top-down Top-down/Bottom-up
Budgeting Methods — Main Method Objective and Task Affordability
— Sophistication Hi Lo
Control of Budgeting — Marketing Department Hi Lo
Participation
— Finance Department .
Influence Lo Hi
— Marketing Department Hi Lo
Power
/ y
Marketing Budgets Hi Lo
\
Profitability Hi l[ Lo

Many marketing managers’ response to this view
of marketing decision making is likely to be “con-
vinced, but uncomfortable” (Pfeffer 1981), because
the concepts of power and politics constitute an af-
front to the managerial ideology of rationality in de-
cision making that has been imported into marketing
theory (Anderson 1982). In particular, there tends to
be an implicit underlying assumption that decisions
based on power and politics are inferior to those in-
volving more “scientific” or “rational” criteria.

In fact, the general literature provides little sup-
port for the hypothesis that the greater the use of power
and politics the lower the level of organizational per-
formance (accepting that there are difficulties in ar-
riving at acceptable criteria of organizational perfor-
mance and in designing adequate control measures for
such a test). Indeed, Pfeffer (1981) asserts that polit-
ical activities actually may be critical to achieving
success, in that they allow the able and creative to get
their own way, and that “organizational politicking”
facilitates organizational change and adaptation to en-
vironmental turbulence. He also rejects the argument
that the amount of time spent in political negotiation
and bargaining is necessarily greater than that which

would be directed to “rational” information gathering
and evaluation. Pfeffer does not accept the condem-
natory case that power and politics produce outcomes
that are suboptimal for the organization because: “To
argue that power and politics produces decisions which
are sub-optimal is to assume that there is knowledge
about the organization and its operations which in all
likelihood does not exist, for if it did, there would be
much less use of power and politics.”

Similarly, other analysts argue that the process of
creating organizational slack through political behav-
ior is a facilitator of strategic behavior (Bourgeois
1981), a way of allowing experimentation with new
strategies (Hambrick and Snow 1977), and a method
of providing funds for innovation (Cyert and March
1963). One can go farther and suggest that organi-
zational politics, in fact, provides an efficient and de-
sirable means of achieving organizational tasks, and
specifically that (1) politics can generate the type of
discussion in which policy alternatives are identified,
compared, and evaluated, leading to new insights and
behavior, (2) politics can be routinized into an effi-
cient form of control that channels potentially disrup-
tive differences of opinion into activity beneficial to
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the organization, and (3) political systems developed
in this way provide leadership succession and promote
adaptation in organizational culture (Huff 1984). In
studying marketing strategy and the deviations be-
tween the dictates of prescriptive theories and actual
behavior, one researcher suggests: . the man-
agers’ decision rules may lead to better decisions than
do prescriptive models. The deviations, then, may be
‘smart’ deviations” (Burke 1984). In this sense, power
and political influence may, in various ways, exert a
positive influence on performance.

In the budgeting context, Wildavsky (1979) con-
cluded that the political system of budgeting actually
worked reasonably well as a mechanism for coping
with uncertainty and complexity. He noted: “The
overriding concern of the literature on budgeting with
normative theory and reform has tended to obscure the
fact that we know very little about the budgetary pro-
cess . . . the present budgetary process, though far
from perfect, performs much better than has been
thought, and is in many ways superior to the proposed
alternatives.” Certainly, if we accept the proposition
that resource scarcity in an organization leads to con-
flict (Pfeffer 1981), we also must accept that conflict
may produce both negative and positive effects, the
positive effects being such benefits as building sub-
unit cohesiveness and sense of purpose, clarifying ob-
jectives, and bringing about greater analysis of cause
and effect (Mason and Mitroff 1981; Notz, Starke,
and Atwell 1983). The implication is that the essence
of the management problem is to minimize the neg-
ative effects while attempting to take advantage of the
positive effects of conflict in budgeting—that is, to
adopt the role of “manager as arbitrator” (Notz, Starke,
and Atwell 1983).

Such arguments suggest that the appropriate man-
agerial response should be to recognize the opportu-
nities to manage political systems as political sys-
tems, rather than obscure the issues with ineffective
controls that simply drive politics underground. For
example, Pfeffer (1981) and George (1972) argue for
a “multiple advocacy system” to manage conflict.

Instead of utilizing centralized management practices
to discourage or neutralize internal disagreements over
policy, an executive can use a multiple advocacy model
to harness diversity of views and interests in the in-
terest of rational policy making. Diversity is also given
scope in “bureaucratic politics” and “partisan mutual
adjustment” but in contrast to these unregulated plur-
alistic systems, multiple advocacy requires manage-
ment to create the basis for structured, balanced de-
bate among policy advocates drawn from different
parts of the organization (Pfeffer 1981).

This model of management recognizes the creative as-
pects of conflict and the attraction of a process of sub-
mitting “legal” argument to a “magistrate figure” for
decision. A parallel is the situation created by the ma-
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trix organization in marketing (Corey and Star 1971;
Piercy 1986a), with its implicit conflict between man-
agers of resources and managers of programs.

More broadly, power and politics have been ar-
gued to act as just the type of internal capital market
that organizational theorists have associated with the
multidivisional form as a mechanism to cope with un-
certainty and diversity (Chandler 1962; Williamson
1975), in the sense that organizations could be viewed
as quasimarkets in which power is the medium of ex-
change (Pfeffer and Salancik 1977). Less extreme is
the view that at the very least power and politics should
be recognized as a normal part of corporate behavior,
to be actively managed as corporate variables for the
control of outcomes. Mintzberg (1985), for example,
argues that we should conceive of a “portfolio” of
controlling forces, which should be mixed according
to different strategies and changing circumstances.

If we posit the existence of management choice,
we can suggest several approaches to managing mar-
keting processes to influence outcomes, which may be
taken as representing points at various stages on a
continuum.

First, if management rejects the notion of politics
as a suitable determinant of outcomes, attempts can
be made to centralize power and to reduce the scope
for political action insofar as that is possible (Pfeffer
1981).

It has been suggested of budgeting systems, for ex-
ample, that not only must the system provide pro-
cedures for the rational, economic analysis of budget
proposals, but it must also provide procedures for the
resolution of intergroup conflict over scarce re-
sources that will inevitably arise (Pondy 1984).

The dangers in merely driving political behavior out
of sight should be noted, but advances in technique
and the availability of new information technology
suggest a considerable potential for more effective
centralized control over marketing resources (Piercy
1984).

Second, there is some value in noting and com-
prehending the political nature of the organizational
environment for marketing decision making—whether
one’s aim is to eradicate the influence of power and
politics or to adapt to their influence. Much precedent
supports the view that the management of strategic
change is more likely to be effective if it incorporates
planning to cope with the impact on the power struc-
ture and the emergence of political behavior (Pfeffer
1981; Piercy 1986a,b).

Third, perhaps management should recognize the
emergence of political decision making as a valid re-
sponse to contingencies of goal and technology un-
certainty and should attempt to manage marketing re-
source allocation as a political process. For example,
Huff (1984) suggests politics in organizations can be
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routinized into an efficient form of “governance or
control.” Her proposal is that:

. . repeated decisions, especially routinized cycles
of planning and budgeting decisions, provide a useful
focus for political activity. These decisions simulta-
neously limit options for dissent and provide well
specified possibilities for future dissent.

The argument is that a well-established cycle of de-
cision making highlights a limited set of outcomes as
recurring benefits, thus reducing the escalation of de-
mands and the growth of animosity between winners
and losers. Huff concludes:

Conflict is most likely to be positive if those who
oppose current activity are able, under controlled cir-
cumstances, to develop their complaints into a well
articulated program for action which can be com-
pared to the organization’s current strategy. . . .
Conflict is most likely to be positive if it takes place
in a stabilized political system which discourages “do
or die” attempts to change the organization in favor
of waiting for well specified opportunities for influ-
ence. . . . In the long run the political system can
help adapt to the ambiguity and change which faces
all organizations, by keeping a variety of potentially
useful perspectives alive.

Such an approach to managing the power and politics
of marketing may involve the application of the ma-
trix concept and making explicit the “multiple advo-
cacy” paradigm considered before.

There are some precedents for such an approach
to marketing management. For instance, Anderson’s
(1982) contribution to a “marketing theory of the firm”
follows the well-known Mason and Mitroff (1981)
logic, arguing that:

Strategic conflicts will arise as functional areas . . .
vie for the financial resources necessary to occupy
their optimal long-term positions. Corporate man-
agement as the final arbitrator may occasionally fa-
vor one area over another. . . . Indeed, it is possible
that marketing considerations may not have a signif-
icant impact on strategic plans unless marketers adopt
a strong advocacy position within the firm.

Such a view is compatible with Quinn’s (1981) model
of strategy formulation as a combination of formal /
analytical and power/behavioral approaches. In this
model, strategies are not created by the formal plan-
ning system, which provides merely a framework, but
emerge incrementally over relatively long time pe-
riods—time periods during which management ne-
gotiates and bargains to obtain the support and com-
mitment of coalitions within the firm. Anderson’s
(1982) derived view of the marketing role in the firm
is that:

. . marketing must negotiate with top management
and the other functional areas to implement its strat-
egies. The coalition perspective suggests that mar-
keting must take an active role in promoting its stra-
tegic options by demonstrating the survival value of

a consumer orientation to the other internal coali-
tions.

This argument leads back to the preceding point—to
act effectively as “a strong advocate for the marketing
concept” requires an understanding of the distribution
of power and political strength in the organization.
We could argue that an implicit understanding of the
power structure is a characteristic of “good” manage-
ment, which we have sought to incorporate more ex-
plicitly into the marketing paradigm.

Indeed, it may be desirable in some situations to
go as far as writers like Hayes (1984), who argues
that the most effective managers are, in fact, the “po-
litically competent” who manifest “a set of skills to
do with influencing others and the exercise of power.”
The implication drawn by Hayes is that it is possible
advantageously to introduce structural and procedural
changes that have the effect of rendering decision
making more rather than less susceptible to the use of
power and political influence.

If the intention of marketing management is to in-
fluence the outcomes of political processes in mar-
keting, such as budgeting, the implication of what is
outlined here is that the most effective way of doing
so is not simply to operate on the use of decision-
making techniques or even formal authority systems
(except insofar as they influence power and politics)
but to reallocate sources of power. This effort may
take various forms: reallocating boundary-spanning
functions and the strategic influence they bring (Jemison
1984); redesigning structures—for example, modify-
ing the institutionalization of rules and procedures by
power holders (Wilson et al. 1983); modifying infor-
mation flows—for instance, by the use of new infor-
mation technology (Piercy 1984); and influencing so-
cial interaction patterns to change the power balance,
the opportunities for political behavior, and hence
outcomes (Strauss 1963). In other words, effective
control of the political process of corporate marketing
involves acting on structure (power) and on infor-
mation and process (politics) to reshape the factors
that determine outcomes (resources).

This conclusion has been noted elsewhere.
Deshpande (1982) states:

. the influence of organizational structure on
marketing has seldom been studied systematical-
ly. . . . One set of these relationships deals with
managers within an organization. Unless the structure
of work relationships in a firm has been designed to
optimize managerial effectiveness, the company-cus-
tomer transactions will suffer and, in turn, negatively
impact on the firm’s long-term profitability.

In a broadly similar way, John and Martin (1984), in

studying marketing planning, have argued that mar-
keting structure is a crucial determinant of organiza-
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tional outcomes, though they restrict their analysis to
formal aspects of structure.

The Task Environment for Marketing
Budgeting

Though the preceding proposals amount to a radical
reexamination of the management of marketing bud-
geting, they focus only on the power (structure) and
politics (information and process) of budgeting. If
power and politics are taken as simply “sensitizing
concepts” (Bacharach and Lawler 1980), there is some
value in broadening our view of the variables to be
included in an organizational model of marketing bud-
geting.

In essence the central implication of this work is
that a range of organizational variables provide man-
agement with mechanisms for planning and control
that are much more potent than changing budgeting
techniques or methods of calculation. The organiza-
tional variables that can be manipulated to shape and
control the marketing budgeting process include:

® the formal organization structure, particularly
the allocation of the critical contingencies such
as sales forecasting, and the use of structure to
create or remove budget centers (e.g., product
and market managers), as well as the formal al-
location of marketing budgeting responsibility;

® the control of flows of information and the al-
location of “ownership” of particularly critical
pieces of information;

® the membership of the decision-making unit re-
sponsible for marketing budgets, including the
variation in management level and functional
specializations and the strategic placement of
political “fixers”;

® the fostering or avoidance of social interaction
between different members of parts of the or-

ganization as part of the negotiation and bar-
gaining involved in setting budgets;

® the rewards and sanction system associated with
different budget outcomes; and

® the focusing of organizational culture in terms
of the myths and stereotypes surrounding bud-
geting and the management style and philoso-
phy associated with the budgeting process (e.g.,
cut back vs. expand).

These variables provide an agenda for management
attention in pursuit of control over the marketing bud-
get and a basis for determining the research themes
necessary to develop an organizational model of mar-
keting budgeting.

Appendix
Technical Details of Survey

The empirical data reported are drawn from a broader
survey of marketing organization and budgeting that
was carried out in the period April-September 1984.
The sampling units were chief marketing executives
in medium-sized (100 to 1000 employees) manufac-
turing firms in the U.K. A sample of 600 was drawn
from a published directory by a systematic random
selection method.

The data were collected by postal questionnaire af-
ter pilot interviews. The total response rate was 56%.
The results cited are drawn from the 140 respondents
who completed the section of the questionnaire per-
taining to their budgeting practices.

Further details of the empirical study, including
the research instrument, and its more general findings
are reported in a general monograph (Piercy 1986a).
The analyses described here are not reported else-
where. Queries about them should be addressed to the
author, who would welcome discussion and the de-
velopment of comparative, replicative, and extended
studies of this topic with other researchers.

REFERENCES

Anderson, Paul F. (1982), “Marketing, Strategic Planning, and
the Theory of the Firm,” Journal of Marketing, 46 (Spring),
15-26.

Bacharach, Samuel B. and Edward J. Lawler (1980), Power
and Politics in Organizations. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass
Publishers.

Bourgeois, L. J. (1981), “On the Measurement of Organiza-
tional Slack,” Academy of Management Review, 6 (1), 29—
39.

Bower, Joseph L. (1970), Managing the Resource Allocation
Process. Boston: Harvard University Press.

Briscoe, George (1972), The Sources and Uses of Marketing

58 / Journal of Marketing, October 1987

Information in the British Steel Corporation, Centre for In-
dustrial Economic and Business Research, University of
Warwick.

Bromiley, Philip (1981), “Task Environments and Budgetary
Decision Making,” Academy of Management Review, 6 (2),
277-88.

Burke, Marian C. (1984), “Strategic Choice and Marketing
Managers: An Examination of Business-Level Marketing
Objectives,” Journal of Marketing Research, 21 (Novem-
ber), 345-59.

Chandler, Alfred D. (1962), Strategy and Structure. Cam-
bridge, MA: MIT Press.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permissionyzw\w.manaraa.com



Corey, Edward R. and Steven H. Star (1971), Organization
Strategy: A Marketing Approach. Boston: Harvard Univer-
sity Press.

Cravens, David W., Gerald E. Hills, and Robert B. Woodruff
(1980), Marketing Decision Making. Homewood, IL:
Richard D. Irwin, Inc. '

Cunningham, Malcolm T. and C. J. Clarke (1975), “The
Product Management Function in Marketing,” European
Journal of Marketing, 9 (2), 129—49.

Cyert, Richard M. and James G. March (1963), A Behavioral
Theory of the Firm. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall,
Inc.

Deshpande, Rohit (1982), “The Organizational Context of
Market Research Use,” Journal of Marketing, 46 (Fall),
91-101.

George, Alexander L. (1972), “The Case for Multiple Ad-
vocacy in Making Foreign Policy,” American Political Sci-
ence Review, 66, 751-85.

Guiltinan, Joseph P. and Gordon W. Paul (1982), Marketing
Management: Strategies and Programs. Kogakusha:
McGraw-Hill International.

Hambrick, D. C. and C. C. Snow (1977), “A Contextual Model
of Strategic Decision Making in Organizations,” in Acad-
emy of Management Proceedings, R. L. Taylor, ed.

Hanmer-Lloyd, Stuart and Sheryl Kennedy (1981), Setting and
Allocating the Communications Budget. Cranfield, UK:
Marketing Communications Research Centre.

Hayes, John (1984), “The Politically Competent Manager,”
Journal of General Management, 10 (1), 24-33.

Hooley, Graham and James Lynch (1985), “How UK Adver-
tisers Set Budgets,” International Journal of Advertising,
4 (3), 223-32.

Huff, Anne S. (1984), Politics and Argument as a Means of
Coping with Ambiguity and Change, University of Illinois
at Urbana-Champaign.

Jemison, David B. (1984), “The Importance of Boundary
Spanning Roles in Strategic Decision-Making,” Journal of
Management Studies, 21 (2), 131-52.

John, George and John Martin (1984), “Effects of Organiza-
tional Structure of Marketing Planning on Credibility and
Utilization of Plan Output,” Journal of Marketing Re-
search, 21 (May), 170-83.

Joiner, Carl and J. Brad Chapman (1981), “Budgeting Strat-
egy: A Meaningful Mean,” Sloan Advanced Management
Journal, 46 (3), 4—11.

Kotler, Philip (1984), Marketing Management: Analysis,
Planning and Control, 5th ed. London: Prentice-Hall In-
ternational.

Lilien, Gary L. and John D. C. Little (1976), “The ADVISOR

Project: A Study of Industrial Marketing Budgets,” Sloan
Management Review, 17 (Spring), 17-33.

, Alvin J. Silk, Jean-Marie Choffray, and Murlidhar
Rao (1976), “Industrial Advertising Effects and Budgeting
Practices,” Journal of Marketing, 40 (January), 16-24.

Lowe, E. A. and R. W. Shaw (1968), “An Analysis of Man-
agerial Biasing: Evidence from a Company’s Budgeting
Process,” Journal of Management Studies, 5 (3), 304-15.

Mason, Richard O. and Ian I. Mitroff (1981), Policy Analysis
as Argument, University of Southern California.

Mintzberg, Henry (1985), Power In and Around Organiza-
tions. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall, Inc.

Notz, William W., Frederick A. Starke, and John Atwell (1983),
“The Manager as Arbitrator: Conflict Over Scarce
Resources,” in Negotiating in Organizations, Max H.
Braverman and Roy K. Lewicki, eds. Beverly Hills, CA:
Sage Publications, Inc.

Pfeffer, Jeffrey (1981), Power in Organizations. Marshfield,
MA: Pitman.

and Gerald R. Salancik (1977), “Organization De-
sign: The Case for a Coalitional Model of Organizations,”
Organizational Dynamics, 6, 15-29.

Piercy, Nigel, ed. (1984), The Management Implications of
New Information Technology. Beckenham, UK: Croom-
Helm.

(1986a), Marketing Budgeting—A Political and Or-
ganisational Model. Beckenham, UK: Croom-Helm.

(1986b), “Advertising Budgeting: Process and
Structure as Explanatory Variables,” Journal of Advertis-
ing, 16 (December), 134—40.

Pondy, Louis R. (1964), “Budgeting and Intergroup Conflict
in Organizations,” Pittsburgh Business Review, 34, 1-3.

Quinn, James B. (1981), “Formulating Strategy One Step at
a Time,” Journal of Business Strategy, 1 (Winter), 42-63.

Strauss, George (1963), “Work-Flow Friction, Interfunctional
Rivalry and Professionalism,” Human Organization, 23 (2),
137-49.

Wildavsky, Aaron (1979), The Politics of the Budgetary Pro-
cess, 3rd ed. Boston: Little, Brown & Co., Inc.

Williamson, Oliver E. (1975), Markets and Hierarchies: Anal-
ysis and Antitrust Implications. New York: The Free Press.

Wills, Gordon S. C. and Sheryl Kennedy (1982), “How to
Budget Marketing,” Management Today (February), 58—
61.

Wilson, David C., Richard J. Butler, David Gray, David J.
Hickson, and Geoffrey M. Mallory (1983), Sources of Power
in Strategic Decision Making: The Selective Embodiment
of Power, University of Bradford.

Marketing Budgeting Process / 59

Reproduced with permission of the copyright:-owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permissionyyanw.manaraa.com



Robert Skipper & Michael R. Hyman

Evaluating and Improving
Argument-Centered Works
in Marketing

Marketers have yet to adopt a standard repertoire of techniques with which they can critically evaluate
argument-centered works. Certain analytical techniques of the logician are proposed for evaluating such
works. The authors provide an example to illustrate the use and value of these techniques.

MAGINE a world in which marketers are relegated

to presenting and debating empirically derived con-
clusions without the aid of statistics or probability the-
ory. In such a world, all scholarly discussions would
be no more than mere exchanges of opinion or inter-
pretations of data in accord with the latest theoretical
fads. The end product of such discussions could hardly
be called a science.

To some extent, marketers are in such a situation
today with respect to a certain category of marketing
works. For lack of a better term, we designate the
works in this category “argument-centered” works.
An argument-centered work is any work in which the
conclusion (consisting of one or more theses), stated
predominantly in a natural or nonformal language,
seems to be drawn on the basis of evidence presented
in the work. The earmark of such a work is that it
contains nothing resembling a rigorous proof, yet the
conclusion apparently “stands to reason” or “is intu-

Robert Skipper recently received a doctorate from the Department of
Philosophy at Rice University. Michael R. Hyman is Assistant Professor
of Marketing, College of Business, University of Houston-University Park.
Comments about this article should be sent to Michael R. Hyman. No
part of the article may be cited without the express permission of either
author.
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itively obvious” given the premises.

A danger is inherent in all such works: the seem-
ing “obviousness” of their conclusions can lull even
the most careful scholar into accepting them as plau-
sible. Unfortunately, the subjective impression of
obviousness does not guarantee objective validity.
“Obvious” conclusions, if subjected to rigorous ex-
amination, can prove to be either false or self-contra-
dictory. Therefore, without a generally accepted, suit-
able method of evaluating arguments, all debates about
the conclusions of argument-centered works are in
danger of regressing into “mere exchanges of opinion
or interpretations of data in accord with the latest the-
oretical fads.”

If argument-centered works are important for mar-
keting (as we subsequently show), marketers should
be able to (1) critically evaluate them and (2) salvage
as much as possible from works that contain errors of
reasoning. However, the technical means necessary to
evaluate argument-centered works are not currently
within the repertoire of most marketing scholars. For-
tunately, modern developments within logic and phil-
osophical analysis have made available certain tools
suitable for evaluating and improving such marketing
works.

We propose that the marketing community accept
and frequently use well-established logical and philo-
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