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DIFFERENTIATING INTRODUCTORY MARKETING FOR NONBUSTNESS MAJORS

Thaddeus H. Spratlen, University of Washington, Seattle

ABSTRACT

This paper presents a conceptual framework and supperting
ratienale for differentiating the introductory marketing
course for nonbusiness majors. Its two main purpcses are
to {1) present the case for differentiating the intro-
ducteoryv course as part of a response to the potential of
segmenting the audience served by the course; and (2}
conslder some limitations of the nearly universal accep-
tance of managerial approaches and single basic course

of ferings at the introductory ccurse level In marketing.

COURSE BACKGROUND, PREREQUISITES AND AIMS

The introductory marketing course is usually offered at the
upper—~division or junior level in four-year institutions.
Few prerequisites are made explicit, but business majors
will commonly have completed a pre-business curriculum that
includes one or more courses in economics, accounting and
management as well as supporting work in quantitative sub-
jects and the behavioral sciences. Nonbusiness majors typ-
ically have relatively little exposure to such marketing-
related courses, except for general college or university
requirements in quantitative subjects and the behavioral
sciences. They may also have rather different interests,
educational needs and expectations regarding future uses

of marketing concepts and methods. Selected comparisons

of both groups are shown in Figure 1.

The primary aims of the introductory marketing course
appear generzlly to be as follows:

1. Provide fundamental knowledge of marketing
as the process of analyzing, influencing
and managing market exchange transsctions,
relationships and organizations,

2. Introduce students to marketing methods
and techniques that will afd them in
preparing for future employment in
business.

3. Help students develop conceptual and
analytical skills which will be useful
in completing further courses in business
administration.

4. Develop an understanding of the relation-
ships between marketing and other manage—
ment disciplines as well as the understanding
of marketing as part of a college education
in business administration.

1t 1is almost axiomatic for these aims to be Interpreted as
being best represented in the teaching of managerial and
micre perspectives in marketing. On the contemporary
educational scene, managerial approaches to the study of
markering dominate the teaching and learning process from
the introductory course all the way through the capstone
cage/policy course for marketing majors.

The appeal of managerial approaches to the study of mar-
keting can be explained largely in terms of their focus
on practicality, problem solving and decision making.
These features capture the essence of the main tasks and
responsibilities of managers in business firms. But as
noted below there are some limitations in their exclusive
application at the first course level.

PIGURE 1
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COURSE-RELATED PACKGROUND CHARACTERISTICS
OF INTRODUCTORY !“ATKETING STUDENTS

rbharacteristics

Business Majors

Nenbusiness Majors

Completion of
Pre-Business
Coutrses

Accounting
Economics
Computer Pro-
gramming
Management

Usually none

Specific
Prerequiaites

Junior standing,
admission to the
business program
and at least onei
course in eco-

nomfcs i

Junior standing

Completion
of Cognate
Courses

Most will have
completed one
or MOTE COourses
in finance and
other upper-
divigion busi-
ness courses

. Usually none, ex-
" cept for students
- in communications
. and arts and sci-

ences majors with
an interest in
economics

Basis for
Selecting
the Courme

Mostly as a
business pro—
gram require-
ment

i

Mostly as a program
requirement in
commmications; or
as a business
elective for
nommajors

Relevance to Ex—
pected Fature
FEmployment

—
Subject Interest; ! General orienta-

{ tion as to future

: job prospects;
some focus on

¢ first job

| preparation

¢

e,

Except for commu-
nications students,
less likely to know
expected area of
future employment;
generally less
focus on first

job preparation

EDUCATION:

A FUNDAMENTAL QUESTION FOR MARKETING
SHOULD THERE BE JUST ONE
INTRODUCTORY COURSE FOR ALL?
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Degpite the acknowledged popularity and euccess of mana~
gerial approaches to the study of marketing over the past
thirty vears, they have some important limitations. First,
as observed by Kramer (1972) " In order to fully perceive
complex marketing subjects we must not approach them from
a single viewpoint but should allow for the applicatien of
several approaches." This brings te mind that marketing

is both a managerial and social process as well as an in-
terdisciplinary field of study. As such ft extends beyond
the boundaries of marketing management. A micro~managerial
bias to the study of marketing may omit or obscure a number
of important topics. Thus, topics such as market structure
and the external effects of consumption decisions as well
as a host of macromarketing and public policy issues such
as distribution costs, advertiser support of mass media
and efficiency in the marketing system may be crowded out
in the quest to acquaint beginning studenta with the suc-
cessful and unsuccessful marketing efforts of various
firms and industries, Further, the gains from illustrat—
ing basic principles that underlie observed behavior in
the marketplace may be sacrificed for more "realism" and
ad hoc examples of marketing practices, There also tends
to be an underemphasis of students’ current and future
roles as consumers and citizens who will be expected to
help decide a wide range of public policy iasues affecting
the marketplace. To a considerable extent, then, heavy
reliance on managerial marketing at the f£irst course level
may detract from the educational value of introductory
marketing., To use an analogy: just as Introductory eco-
nomics is not taught to help the student become an econo-
mist, there is a place in teaching introductory marketing
for reascons othbr than to help students hecome marketers.

Several alternatives should be considered.1 Functienal
and systems approaches provide a broader context for
marketing analysis. But current and effectively written
textbooks which use these approaches are extremely hard to
find. Consumer and socletal perspectives alsoc offer a
potentially challenging focus for the fntroductory course
targeted for nonbusiness majors, espectally. Of course
the textbook sftuation does not improve much in a move in
that direction either. Whatever the label, nonbusineas
majors should be helped to learn how to learn and analyze
exchange relationships in both a micro and macro context.
With a more balanced treatment of micrc and macro aspects
of marketing, students would be helped to understand some
of the ways fn which consumers are 1ll-informed, mis-
informed and as a consequence, exhibit a tendency to over=-
gimplify choices and decisfonz in the marketplace. Using
breader, comparative and behavioral views of the subject,
its entire scope and importance can be presented more
accurately than often occurs in the present emphasis on
managerial and micro views of the marketing world.

RATIONALE FOR COURSE DIFFERENTIATION

In addition to the limitations which may be identified
with the dominant managerial approaches, there are a num-
ber of other factors which support efforts to differentiate
the introductory marketing course for nonbusiness majors.
For the sake of brevity, several are summarized in

Figure 2. In the marketing education literature, theo-
retical as well as empirical support for differentiation

1the helpful comments of the reviewers are acknow-
ledged with special thanks in connection with the portien
of the paper devoted to alternatives and responses to
student educational needs.

FIGURE 2

DIFPERENTTATING INTRODUCTORY MARKETING:
SUGGESTED RATIONALE AND RESPONSES

RATTONALE RESPONSES IN MARKETING EDUCATION

1. Recognition Determination of the extent of dif-
of Student ferences in courses of study, expectat-
Differencem ions in the course, subject matter in-

terests and career objectives,

2, Consideration |[Periodic student needs assessment: seg-
of Student mentation in teaching strategies; ex-—
Needs panded effort to serve different stu-

dent audiences. TIncluded here could

be consultation with faculty from

areas served by the course for non-—

buginess majors.

3, Broadening Expansion of marketing into the public
of the and nonprofit sectors; acquainting
Boundarfes students with the influence of market-
of Marketing |ing outside the traditional areas of

commerce and for-profit applications.

4, Exploration Social and behavioral aspects can be
of the emphasized along with the methods and
Academtc technology of marketing practice; im-
Substance of |pact of marketing on society; sociali-—
Marketing fn |{zation and public palicy aspects of
Areas Beyend |marketing; efficiency and other macro

Management marketing issues.
and Micro=
Perspectives

5. Application Matching the marketing course as a
of a Market— |curriculum "product” to twoe or more
Ing Orienta- |[student segments; doing a better job
tion te the of marketing marketing to different
Destgn of the | groups of students,
Marketing
Currfeulmm:

6. Expanded Adapting course content to respond to

Contribution |the needs of such areas as communi-
to the Service] cations, pre-professional areas in
Misalon of the| forestry, pharmacy and related fields
Cellege or as well as fn arts and sciences
University generally.

has also been presented fn the work of Dwyer (1977, 1982)
and in Laric and Tucker (1982).

CONCEFTUAL TRAMEWORK AND GUIDELINES
FOR COURSE DIFFERENTIATION

In addition te the literature in marketing education, the
work of Posner and Rudnitgky (1982) has been used in formu-—
lating the conceptual framework and guidelines that are
presented. The fundamental steps in course design are
tllustrated in Pigure 3,

Audience characteristics, needs and Intereats provide the
foundation upon which the differentiating process 1s de-
signed and implemented. Some of the background considera-
tions were summarized earlier In Figure 1. Of course

they should be made institution- and group-—specific in the
actual course design process.




FIGURE 3

CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK FOR

COURSE TITLE:
Marketing Concepts

AUDTENCE

DIFFERENTIATING INTRODUCTORY MARKETING

BUSINESS NONBUSINESi
MAJORS MAJORS

FOCUS OF INTEREST/
PRIMARY RATTONALE

COURSE CONTENT

APPROACHES/
PERSPECTIVES

EMPHASIS ON CONCEPTS,
METHODS AND TECHNIQUES

LEVEL OF
SOPHISTICATION

IN COURSE CONTENT
SEQUENCING OF TOFPICS

EVALUATION

&

FEEDBACK.

INSTRUCTIONAL

METHODS /MEDTA

INTENDED

LEARNING OUTCOMES

The fafrly eclectic and concentual approach of Nickels
(1982} is currently preferred as a textbook for the course
fer nenbusiness majors taught by the author. Previously,
the tntegrated approach of McPaniels (1979) and the
shorter, applfed-management-wethods ortfentation of Boone
and Kurtz (1980) have been used. But the search is con-
tinufng for 2 textbook that serves an even wider range of
student Interests among nonbusiness majors.

Determining the proper emphasis on the councepts, methods
and techniques of marketing can be guided by the types of
analyzis reported in Dwyer (1982). The small sample of
nonbusiness majors (12 of 53) indicated an importance
ranking of topics as being of greater importance to them
than to 41 of 53 business majors. Included were consumer
motivatfon and decision making, evaluation of advertising,
market etructure and problem recognition. About the same
importance ranking as busines: majors was {ndicated for
branding strategies, distribution channels and research
techniques of experimentation. Nonbusiness majors ex—
pressed as being of lesper importance than business
majors all of the remaining toplcs commenly covered in
the bamic course. These findings suggest clearly the
need for more extensive use of such comparative

analyses in differentiating the introductory marketing
course,

CORCLUSICNS

Formal, systematic and sustained efforts are needed to
properly deaign and appropriately differentiate the in-
troductory marketing course for nonbusiness majors. A
framework that highlights various aspects of the course
destpgn process has been proposed. Appropriate rationale
for differentiating the course along with the recognition
of some of the Background characteristics of nonbusiness
majora were presented. Educational rationale as well
as some limited evidence were provided in support of

the came for differentlating the intreductory course for
nentbusiness majors. As the proposed framework is more
extensively developed and used, impressions and personal
preferences of marketing teachers can be replaced with
information and personal preferences of beginning mar-
keting students. When considered along with the con-
tent that is of interest to faculty in areas served by
the course outside the business program, the process
will yteld a sounder basis for course as well as curri-
culum desfgn than we generally employ at the basic
course level.
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