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Albert Einstein notably asserted that “It would be possible to describe everything 

scientifically, but it would make no sense; it would be without meaning, as if you 

described a Beethoven symphony as a variation of wave pressure.” Cast against the 

backdrop of Einstein’s assertion, the present research critically examines the enduring 

yet unresolved controversy regarding marketing as a science. Consider that the 

marketing discipline is nearing its first-century of inception, the Journal of Marketing is 

approaching its eighth decade of publication, and yet marketing academicians still 

debate the epistemology of marketing itself. Virtually all theories in marketing are 

adaptations of theory-development from other social science disciplines.  

The overarching research mission is to critically review a body of marketing 

theory using a meta-analytic approach to illuminate gaps in the epistemic foundations of 

marketing knowledge development. Grounded in the theory of composition, an entire 

body of Shelby D. Hunt's marketing literature – more than 130 effects encapsulating five 

of the most widely-cited marketing theoretical streams to date – is critically evaluated. 

Using scientometric analyses, the impact factors, citation indices, and the domain 

of references across the allied behavioral science literatures are empirically assessed. 

An epistemic inquiry to the marketing discipline is the only way that a discipline may be 

viewed as a science, and its importance lies in this being the way for a discipline to 

advance in theory and practice. Second, this study seeks to identify a body of 

theoretical development emanating from the marketing discipline that has been 



proffered by a single academician. The research aspiration was to potentially link the 

theoretician to the epistemic process in the marketing discipline.  

Toward this end, this dissertation empirically explored the impact of three 

marketing scholars who have the highest number of publications in the Journal of 

Marketing and compared their scientometric indexes with Shelby D. Hunt’s. Results 

indicate that Hunt has a higher impact overall compared to the other marketing 

scholars.  Moreover, scientometrics indexes indicate that Hunt also has a profound 

interdisciplinary impact.  

In order for marketing to continue to progress and not be marginalized or be 

fragmented, marketing scholars need to nurture theory generation, development and 

maintenance. The training of emerging scholars has far-reaching repercussions on 

these important aspects of the discipline. The doctoral students, therefore, should be 

treated as immediate learners instead of being considered to be immediate producers, 

duly encouraging “creative cognitive acts, significantly constrained and reasoned,” to 

quote Shelby D. Hunt. 
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CHAPTER 1  

INTRODUCTION 

Perplexity is the beginning of knowledge. 
Khalil Gibran 

 
The Tale of the Title 

Good Will Hunting is a 1997 Oscar-award winning movie named for the title 

character Will Hunting.  The movie stars Ben Affleck, and Minnie Driver as Will hunting’s 

girlfriend, Skylar. Professor Gerald Lambeau is played by Stellan Skarsgård and the 

psychologist Sean Maguire is played by Robin Williams. Will Hunting, played by Matt 

Damon, is a South Boston laborer who has a genius-level intellect and a photographic 

memory (Bender and Van Sant, 1997).  

Matt Damon wrote the script as a class assignment for a one act play, and when 

he moved to Los Angeles, Ben Affleck helped him turn it into a screenplay.  The script 

was finally sold to Miramax and Gus Van Sant agreed to direct the film.  Reportedly 

both Matt Damon and Ben Affleck cried tears of joy when Van Sant shot the first scene 

starring Stellan Skarsgård and Robin Williams. 

In this movie, Will Hunting, the lead character in the title role, works as a janitor 

at Massachusetts Institute of Technology.  He solves a problem from the organic 

chemistry class involving a seemingly impossible algorithm that none of Professor 

Lambeau’s students are able to solve.  Will has a gift for mathematics but needs help to 

find direction in his life (Bender and Van Sant, 1997).   

First, this movie seemingly describes my own journey to date: the humbling 

experience of finding direction while rambling through the PhD program. Going about 

with the baby-steps of survival that involve a lot of soul-searching is an essential part of 
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the life-changing experience that the doctoral program is. For this, I owe greatly to my 

mentors, doctoral student peers and a lot of soul-searching. 

Second, the “double entendre” in the title alludes to the focal marketing 

theoretician, Shelby D. Hunt, as well as the ambitious attempt to evaluate the marketing 

discipline’s advancement as a body of knowledge.  

Finally, there is a “telling tale” in the dialogue between Will Hunting and his 

mentor that captures the essence of the dissertation domain.  Follow closely this 

dialogue between Will Hunting and his mentor as it questions knowledge development 

and may perhaps shed some light on the reasons for the study of this topic for a 

doctoral dissertation. 

Will Hunting says “Beethoven, okay. He looked at a piano, and it just made 

sense to him. He could just play.” To which his mentor Professor Lambeau responds, 

“So what are you saying? You play the piano?” “No, not a lick; I mean, I look at a piano, 

I see a bunch of keys, three pedals, and a box of wood. But Beethoven, Mozart, they 

saw it, they could just play. I couldn’t paint you a picture, I probably can’t hit the ball out 

of Fenway, and I can’t play the piano” replies Will Hunting.  “But you can do my o-chem 

[organic chemistry] paper in under an hour” exclaims Professor Lambeau.  “Well, I 

mean when it came to stuff like that... I could always just play” answers Will Hunting. 

Will Hunting’s mentor in the movie, Professor Gerald Lambeau, played by Stellan 

Skarsgård, then offers to help him, provided Hunting also undergoes therapy with the 

therapist Sean Maguire played by Robin Williams.  

So what is it that makes a theoretician out of a scholar? Is it something in-born or 

innate? Is it something that can be taught and learned? Is it repeatable and re-doable 



3 

over time and across academic cultures? Is the beef in the doctoral program training? 

Or is it in the perusal of a tenure-track a la academia Americana? 

 

Marketing Discipline: The State of the Art. Or Science? 

Albert Einstein notably asserted that “It would be possible to describe everything 

scientifically, but it would make no sense; it would be without meaning, as if you 

described a Beethoven symphony as a variation of wave pressure.” Cast against the 

backdrop of Einstein’s assertion, the present research critically examines the enduring 

yet unresolved controversy regarding marketing as a science. A notable marketing 

theoretician has lamented that during his own doctoral training his assertion about 

marketing's importance toward advancing knowledge on marketing systems and society 

was dismissed by his own mentor with diminished sycophancy, suggesting such 

advancements are the province of economic science. 

This study explores theory formation and development within the marketing 

discipline. Have we come a long way since Alderson and Cox (1948, p. 137) claimed 

that a beginning toward establishing the importance of marketing theory had begun? 

According to Baker (1976) “the enigma of marketing is that it is one of man’s oldest 

activities and yet it is regarded as the most recent of the business disciplines.” Consider 

that the marketing discipline is nearing its first-century of inception, the Journal of 

Marketing is approaching its eighth decade of publication, and yet marketing 

academicians still debate the epistemology of marketing itself. Virtually all theories in 

marketing are adaptations of theory-development from other disciplines such as 

economics, law, psychology, sociology and a myriad of other behavioral sciences.  
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While the debate on whether marketing is science is apparently over, theory 

development in marketing is still sparse. More on the trajectory of the “is marketing 

science” controversy later. Shankar (2009) concurs: “…marketing has long been the 

poor relation, intellectually, to other management disciplines with the academic study of 

management itself pretty low down the social science pecking order.” He specifically 

calls for the current research toward “elevating the scholarly, intellectual or academic 

status of marketing” (p. 683).  

The century between 1913 until 2013 has resulted in a dearth of theory 

development toward advancement of a cohesive body of marketing knowledge. Even 

the ontology of marketing evolved from neo-classical economics; viz., transaction cost 

analysis from economics to exchange economics to relational exchange theory to value 

exchange relationships, and to the present day concept of service-dominant logic. 

In the training of marketing Ph.D.s, for instance, we are not encouraged to 

develop theories; we are encouraged and trained to conduct empirical research. We 

clearly need to develop future marketing scholars for theory development because we 

keep borrowing from sociology, social economics, and other disciplines. That leads to 

incrementalism rather than seismic shifts in the development of the discipline.  

According to Dholakia (2009) “in social science fields, major innovations and 

advances in theory occur when: 1) phenomena outstrip their explanatory frames, 2) 

there is a perceived crisis of knowledge and worldviews, or 3) the fields are ready to 

embrace new frames. Since all the three conditions – phenomenological outstripping, 

epistemic crisis, and renewal readiness – converge rarely, theoretical transformations 

are infrequent events.” Dholakia (2009) claims that marketing theory has at best 
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undergone two and a half major transformational turns since 1940 – “1) the managerial 

turn, 2) the broadening turn, and 3) the half-finished postmodern-radical turn” (Dholakia 

2009). These milestones are summarized in Table 1. For reviews of these turns, see: 1) 

Usui (2008) for managerial turns, 2) Bloom and Novelli (1981) for broadening turns, and 

3) Tadajewski (2010) for postmodern-radical turns. While the first two turns 

“transformed practices and theoretical frames completely,” the postmodern-radical turn 

is “at best a half-turn in that practice is transforming at some leading edges but theory is 

barely budging.”  

The postmodern-radical context, asserts Dholakia (2009), brings out the tussle 

between giant corporations and the groups concerned with market-consumption 

processes. “Conceptual frames assisting giant corporations – in engineering of 

experiences, essentially capitalist frames (e.g. Pine and Gilmore 1998) – find some 

support and acceptance. Theoretical frames that are critical and focused on consumer 

emancipation and agency (e.g. Firat and Venkatesh 1995) struggle a great deal” 

(Dholakia 2009). Further, asserts Dholakia 2009, the third turn does not show significant 

advances among scholars. This continually fosters incrementalism within marketing 

theory that may dangerously discount “key elements driving outcomes in real world 

markets (Colander et al. 2009, as cited by Dholakia 2009).”  
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TABLE 1   
Transformational Theoretical Turns in Marketing, 1945-2005. Adapted from Dholakia (2009) 

Theoretical 
Turns 

Phenomenological 
Stripping 

Epistemic Crisis Renewal readiness Key Citation 

Managerial Descriptive- functional 
theories unable to guide 
sophisticated customer-

focused practice 

Academia, trained in 
descriptive institutionalism, 
challenged to adopt social 
science research model 

Gradual transformation of 
academia via revamped 
doctoral programs and 

research standards 
 

Howard 
(1957) 

Broadening Increasing use of marketing 
methods by non-commercial 

or non-business 
organizations 

 

Academia, rooted in 
commercialism, challenged to 

think about broader 
application contexts 

After some very minor 
resistance, rapid adoption 

by academia 

Kotler and 
Levy (1969) 

Postmodern
-Radical 

At the edges, marketing 
practice  

–organizational and 
consumer initiated  

–experimenting with myriad 
technology-aided 
postmodern forms  

Attempts to motivate 
academia, rooted in modern 

logical empiricism, to 
embrace critical and 

postmodern conceptual 
frames  

Some impact on cultural 
studies of consumers but 
little impact on the wider 

field of marketing 

Firat and 
Venkatesh 

(1995) 
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The phenomena shaping the contextual terrain of marketing practice and 
theory, however, are not incremental. Contemporary context-shaping 
phenomena such as globalization, hyper-expansion of markets, crisis-causing 
limits of capitalism, the information revolution, and the emergence on multiple 
fronts; to name some – are not incremental in their impacts; indeed they are 
transformational. As a contemporary example, over 100 million people are 
moving from subsistence to market systems every year. In Europe and America, 
it took multiple decades to move 100 million people from subsistence to market-
based lifestyles. On this demographic and multiple other dimensions, we are 
experiencing phenomenological outstripping. 

Incrementalism is the timid, defensive stance of marketing academia and 
many social sciences, based on the nervous hope that the world that is emerging 
will be pretty much like the world that is passing. It is a crisis-avoiding stance, 
since acknowledging a crisis would require painful abandonment of tried-and-true 
scholarship and launch uncharted quests for renewal... 

So, this is how things stand in marketing theory at the end of the first 
decade of the 21st century: some evidence of phenomenological outstripping, 
almost no acknowledgment of an epistemic crisis, and no renewal readiness. 
When conditions do begin to change – as they most certainly will – how should 
renewal-seeking theorists in marketing respond? 

When possibilities of theoretical renewal arise, being critical is not enough 
– one has to be radical. Being critical is a particularistic response, questioning 
some aspects of phenomena and their explanatory frameworks. Being radical is 
a systemic response, (re)examining the very roots of phenomena and processes. 
(Dholakia 2009). 
 

The tardy pace of theory development in marketing has been a matter of 

consternation since several decades (Alderson and Cox 1948; Bartels 1976; Halbert 

1965). Several AMA Educators conferences and special journal issues have been 

devoted to igniting organic or indigenous theory formation (Bush and Hunt 1982; Hunt 

1983b; Lamb Jr. and Dunne 2011). According to Burton (2005), at the turn of the 

century, greater emphasis on theory development within the marketing discipline was 

attempted in special issues, viz., by Day and Montgomery (1999) in the Journal of 
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Marketing, by Malhotra (1999) in the Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, and 

by Taylor (2000) in Psychology and Marketing.  

Burton (2005) asserts that “alongside academics that favor a more theoretical 

focus per se, are those that advocate a more critical theoretical discourse of various 

persuasions” (Brownlie et al. 1998; Burton 2001; Dholakia, Firat, and Bagozzi 1980; 

Grönroos 1994; Gummesson 2001; Murray and Ozanne 1991; and Ozanne and Murray 

1995, cited by Burton 2005).  

In the twenty-first century the pace of development of marketing theory is being 

questioned more than ever before. In calling for papers related to marketing theory for 

issues of the Journal of the Academy of Management Sciences, Stewart and Zinkhan 

(2006) indicate, “During much of the past fifty years, marketing research and knowledge 

have advanced by borrowing and adapting theories from other disciplines. Conceptual 

and theoretical articles are arguably the most difficult types of scholarship to craft in a 

compelling fashion that make a significant contribution to the discipline. It is certainly the 

case that it is more difficult to get conceptual articles through the review process.” 

However, Stewart and Zinkhan (2006) go on to add: “Nevertheless, strong conceptual 

and theoretical articles provide the foundation for subsequent empirical work and serve 

to integrate and extend past empirical work.” Stewart and Zinkhan (2006) exhort 

marketers to encourage conceptual work “because it is both difficult to execute and can 

provide significant contribution to the field.” In offering suggestions to guide the crafting 

of such work, they draw heavily upon Sutton and Staw’s (1995) article on “what theory 

is not” and reiterate the five “wrong-way signs” mentioned therein, viz., 1) diagrams and 

figures, 2) conceptual definitions, 3) hypotheses, 4) data, and 5) references. This 
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discussion would be incomplete without mentioning the caveats to Sutton and Staw’s 

(1995) “wrong-way signs” article brought forth to light by Weick (1995). It is pertinent to 

mention here that there is no single clear definition of what constitutes good theory, or 

even theory (cf.: Hunt 1990; Zinkhan and Hirschheim 1992).  

Of course, there will be academics within the discipline that are willing to 
disregard the growing evidence of a lack of theoretical orientation. They point to 
the extensive range of subjects and theories from which marketing already draws 
citing economics, psychology, sociology and cultural studies as examples. A 
rather different interpretation is that if marketing academics believe that by 
extensively borrowing theory they are creating a theory-driven discipline, they are 
deluding themselves. Theory-borrowing alone is not the issue. How borrowed 
theory is transformed and applied in a marketing context and thereafter 
perceived as a valuable resource by providing new insights and theory is a 
crucial measure. What the impact indicators inform marketing academics is that 
they cite from many other disciplines, but far less frequently does the reverse 
occur (Baumgartner and Pieters 2003, as cited by Burton 2005). This evidence 
demonstrates that academics in other disciplines perceive marketing theory and 
marketing academics as having little to offer, theoretically or otherwise. (Burton 
2005). 

 
This is reinforced by Clark et al. (2014) who measured citation flows among the 

four core business disciplines of accounting, finance, management, and marketing for 

the period 1990-2011. As far as citation flows among the four disciplines are concerned, 

of the 2,486 total citation exports from marketing, 2,237 are to the management 

discipline, from which marketing imports 5,636 citations. Total citation exports to the 

finance discipline stand at a figure of merely 12. For the period 1990-2011, marketing 

ranks at the bottom for influence, and at the top for dependence, compared to the other 

business disciplines (Clark et al. 2014). 

Burton (2005) asserts that the “stakeholder” argument is often advanced by the 

marketing academe to defend the bottom position of the marketing discipline within the 

theory hierarchy of business school disciplines. The claim is that marketing being an 
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applied discipline and practitioners being the main stakeholders, the most important job 

of academe is to come up with management implications of their studies as opposed to 

developing theory that does not have direct practical applications in business (read 

marketing management). Burton (2005) claims that the argument proceeds thus: 

“academics writing for academics is indicative of Mode 1 research, and is out of date. 

Marketing is therefore one of the more enlightened business school disciplines at the 

forefront of Mode 2 and Mode 3 research” (Starkey and Madan 2001, as cited by Burton 

2005). 

However, claims Burton (2005), the stakeholder arguments with respect to 

practitioner-oriented research are specious because there is apparently no relationship 

between lack of theory in a discipline and the ability to undertake research/consultancy 

for industry in marketing or elsewhere (Grey 2001). Marketing knowledge in its present 

form is not perceived as being very valuable for business, graduates from diverse 

disciplines are recruited to marketing positions, and professional examinations are not a 

prerequisite for senior marketing management appointments (Walker and Child 1979). 

Marketing education and company performance are only weakly related, if at all, and 

not many chief marketing officers or directors are elevated to the boards of large 

companies in the USA and UK (Doyle 2000). Marketing practitioners and academics 

have not been rewarded in business with increased status as a result of their attainment 

of marketing knowledge (Willmott 1999).  

Burton (2005) argues that “a related concern is that marketing academics’ 

perceptions of what marketing knowledge is are some distance removed from the 

realities of everyday practices of marketing managers. Marketing texts are largely 
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normative in nature, specifying in prescriptive terms what needs to be accomplished 

(what to do), but rarely documenting how marketers actually conduct their business in 

practice” (Brownlie and Saren 1997; and Gummesson 2002, as cited by Burton 2005). 

Interestingly, academics designing marketing management support systems see the 

huge chasm between academic and practitioner marketing knowledge and 

consequently are most disparaging of academic marketing knowledge (Wierenga 2002). 

In order for marketing to continue to progress and not be marginalized or be 

fragmented, marketing scholars need to nurture theory generation, development and 

maintenance. The training of emerging scholars has far-reaching repercussions on 

these important aspects of the discipline. It is notable that there was a special five hour 

long pre-conference seminar on theory development held on May 20, 2014 at the 

Academy of Marketing Science annual conference (Kohli et al. 2014). 

According to Hunt’s (2013) inductive realist model of theory generation, theory 

generation starts with problem recognition that does not necessarily start with current 

disciplinary knowledge (Hunt 2014). Triggering cues and new laws can come from 

anywhere, as for example the resource-based view article by Conner (1991) provided a 

triggering cue for the development of the resource-advantage theory (Hunt 2014). 

However, the key starting point is a theory proposal.  

To build the marketing discipline, Ajay Kohli stressed on the importance of 

organic or indigenous theory construction for which it is important to develop constructs, 

propositions, and arguments within the marketing discipline.  Bill Wilkie lamented that 

“we are losing quite a bit of marketing knowledge because we are not teaching 

marketing theory and theory formation in our doctoral programs, thus not transmitting all 
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the knowledge.” Research specialization, Wilkie asserts, is leading to the “fragmentation 

of the mainstream marketing thought.”  Since “…knowledge outside a person’s specialty 

may first be viewed as non-instrumental, then as non-essential, then as non-important, 

and finally as non-existent, in terms of meriting attention” (Wilkie, 2002), therefore, 

asserted Bill Wilkie, “instead of treating doctoral students as immediate producers, they 

should be considered immediate learners, especially on topics unrelated to their 

production area,” duly encouraging, as Hunt (2014) put it, “creative cognitive acts, 

significantly constrained and reasoned.”  Adel el-Ansary pointed out that not training the 

emerging scholars of the discipline in the history of marketing practice and the history of 

marketing thought is a cause of grave concern.   

David Stewart asserted that strong theories are very simple, very elegant, 

provide rich descriptions, are empirically accurate, general, parsimonious, and are 

deductively fertile, and there is a lot to teach in the area of marketing theory.  A great 

way to introduce doctoral students to the notion of theory-building is by picking causal 

theories and unbundling the assumptions, facts, and meta-theories that characterize 

these theories. Kent Monroe claimed that mentoring and training doctoral students is an 

obligation, a responsibility, and an honor, therefore, he suggested that mentors be 

positive and encouraging, and supervise rigorously and quickly.  

Lisa Scheer posited that providing actionable guidance for developing theory to 

doctoral students is useful, although “going for a touchdown in a single pass is difficult 

with doctoral students.”  Hunt (2014) stated that it is extremely important for doctoral 

students  to know that Shelby D. Hunt “does not have a single major journal article 

where at least one reviewer did not think that there was no socially redeeming value or 
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contribution,” though, he added, “reviewers may also sometimes provide triggering 

cues.”  

Thus the training of doctoral students is an issue of enormous import when it 

comes to marketing theory development. The reasons for the lack of impetus for theory 

formation within the marketing academe are considered next. Fine and Leopold (1993) 

go so far as to claim that marketing academics are “intellectually incapable of 

generating theory” since most marketing academics do not have a marketing 

background, and who moved into marketing because, according to Piercy (1999), they 

could “not make the grade in their source discipline” (Burton 2005). According to (Burton 

2005), “a rather different approach would be to find answers in the way marketing as a 

discipline and discourse are socially and politically constructed (Brownlie and Saren, 

1997).”  

Burton (2005) builds upon the claim that the lack of theorists, and the lack of 

theory courses in academic institutions, are the leading reasons for the lag in marketing 

theory development (Capella, Robin and Maronick 1986; Lazer, 1967), and suggests 

additional factors such as the lack of a widely agreed upon marketing syllabus, the lack 

of an extensive range of appropriate marketing theory texts, skewed business school 

priorities, including the McDonaldization of higher education, the publication-driven 

nature of marketing - the ‘publish or perish’ phenomenon, and misplaced perceptions of 

practitioner oriented research.  

“Bartel’s (1983) view that the lack of theory in marketing can be attributed to a 

lack of theorists,” argues (Burton 2005), “would appear as well-founded today as it was 

nearly twenty years ago.” Given their inclinations toward teaching and the paucity of 
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theory-focused articles in major journals (Baker and Erdogan 2000, as cited by Burton 

2005), few marketing academics may be identified as marketing theorists (Burton 2005). 

Bartels (1983, as cited by Burton 2005), who is also considered an authoritative 

marketing historian, argues that “the lack of theorists in marketing can be traced back to 

the 1960s and is the outcome of the relative influence of organized groups of US 

practitioners and academics that today comprise the American Marketing Association.”  

Initially academic interests prevailed, but as the influence of practitioners increased the 

emphasis was “shifted from theoretical to empirical research, from basic to applied 

thought development, and from educational to occupational concerns” (Bartels 1983, p. 

33, as cited by Burton 2005).  

Although marketing academics are an eclectic bunch in terms of their 

backgrounds and professional orientation (Brownlie, 1997, as cited by Burton 2005), 

most marketing academics identify themselves more closely with marketing practice 

and applied practitioner-oriented research, than with theory development.  Burton 

(2005) claims that marketing is different from the other social sciences wherein to be 

identified as a theorist is a high status, high profile position, since theorists play a pivotal 

role in creatively advancing disciplines.  

Burton (2005) submits that one way to ensure a supply of theorists in the future is 

to give theory a higher profile in the training programs of doctoral students who will 

comprise the next generation of marketing academics and practitioners. As Venkatesh 

(1985) proffers, “theory development requires a kind of training which is not available to 

most academic marketers who come out of traditional marketing departments, where 

the emphasis is on empirical research, data analysis, and quantitative modeling. These 
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areas offer limited potential for theory generation” (p. 63). A similar point is made by 

Zaltman, LeMasters and Heffring (1982, p. 5) who argue that “creating theory is not the 

same as understanding, modeling, and testing theory. Little guidance is available to the 

marketing student about creating theories.”  

November (2002) claims that “there is no consensus on what to teach in 

marketing theory or how to teach it: no established syllabus, no standard textbook, and 

no standard teaching method. In addition, academics seem to have little interest in 

teaching marketing theory and students have even less interest in learning about it” (p. 

1). Hunt (2010b) proffers, “There are various reasons for the lack of interest in theory as 

far as the average emerging scholar is concerned. Theory is looked down upon with 

considerable aversion since it is considered to be subordinate to, and incomplete, as 

compared to practice. It is often wrongly assumed that anything ‘theoretical’ cannot be 

as useful as something that is ‘practical,’ and that anything that tends to be more 

theoretical must be less practical, and consequently of less use.” The lack of support to 

theory development in doctoral programs is lamented by Levy (2002) thus: “To deny the 

need for this support is a foolish ‘know-nothing’ anti-intellectual attitude that does not 

understand the role and necessity of basic research whose practical value may not be 

immediately apparent” (p. 303). Consequently marketing theory is not a core 

specialization within the marketing discipline (Burton 2005).  

Burton (2005) posits that marketing practitioners can and do actively use theories 

and concepts in their day-to-day activities (Cornelissen, 2002; and Lusch, 1980, as cited 

by Burton 2005), and practitioners have requested a more conceptual menu and 

interdisciplinary approach to university marketing courses (Dillon-Malone, 1970, as cited 
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by Burton 2005), recognizing that good quality marketing theory should have positive, 

practical outcomes, whereas poor marketing theory is of little practical value (see also 

Gummesson, 2001, 2002). However, the importance of theory building to practitioners 

and the concept of theories in use has not been stressed enough (Burton 2005). 

“Zaltman, LeMasters and Heffring (1982, as cited by Burton 2005) argue that 

practitioners should be concerned with building theory for three main reasons: 1) the 

importance of developing metalanguage to enable managers to think more creatively 

about their own thinking and the thinking of others; 2) the ability to learn efficiently in 

new situations; and 3) as a way of extending their terms of reference.” 

There is also the lack of appropriate, dedicated marketing theory texts within the 

discipline and material from outside marketing is not used for marketing theory 

discourses (Capella, Robin and Maronick, 1986; November, 2002), making it difficult to 

foster theory development. Bartels (1983, p. 33) argues that the ‘publish or perish 

culture’ that has pervaded the process of obtaining tenure for many years in the USA, 

has had its part to play in marginalizing the role of theory in marketing. He notes that the 

shift towards a more practical orientation in marketing has resulted in publications that 

place less emphasis on marketing theory and more on implications for practitioners. 

Promotion and tenure decisions are based on the conduct of such research and he 

notes that “motivation in scholarly work is for short-term rather than long-term career 

payoffs. And there is little concern for philosophy in marketing even among more mature 

academics.”  
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Purpose of the Dissertation 

The mission of this dissertation is to look at a body of work in the marketing 

discipline using scientometrics and draw conclusions about the state of research, 

especially theory formation within the marketing discourse. The objectives of this 

research are as follows. First, to understand why epistemic inquiry is important to the 

marketing discipline? Is it the only way that a discipline may be viewed as a science? Is 

this the way for a discipline to advance in theory and practice?  

Second, this study seeks to identify a body of theoretical development emanating 

from the marketing discipline that has been proffered by a single academician. Hence 

the research can critically assess the generation and advancement of the marketing 

theories within a consonant framework. This research, with a meta-analysis of the body 

of knowledge proffered by the academician, is a first step in an agglomerative process 

toward a meta-analytical evaluation of the academic’s theories in marketing. Thirdly, this 

research seeks to empirically assess the impact of these theoretical contributions within 

the marketing discipline and across allied social science disciplines, using 

scientometrics, and employing citation indexes, impact factor analyses, and other 

scientometric methods of measurement. Further, this research seeks to glean 

implications from this analysis toward proffering normative insights into the development 

of both emerging marketing scholars (doctoral students) as well as promoting theory 

development within the marketing discipline.  

This study makes several major contributions. Firstly, this illuminates the paucity 

of original scientific theory development in marketing discipline – a point clearly brought 

out at the recently concluded 2014 Academy of Marketing Science annual conference. 
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Marketing research is largely a proliferation of effects/applications and theories 

borrowed or adapted from other disciplines. As encapsulated by Dholakia (2009), and 

Hunt (2012, 2013), among others, we in the marketing discipline do not have enough 

theory.  

Secondly, addition to the trove of marketing knowledge is limited to 

incrementalism. So, has marketing knowledge really advanced when we investigate this 

as being applicable to the role sets of marketing? The ontology of marketing is really 

relationship and exchange in the marketplace. Thirdly, this study uses a robust, 

prevalent, empirical set of protocols to critically evaluate objectively and theoretically a 

body of literature.  Finally, the value of the dissertation lies in the measurement of the 

impact of illustrative and descriptive extension of Hunt's five major theories across the 

disciplines. Hunt’s evident influence outside the marketing discipline proves that all 

hope for the discipline is not lost just yet. 

 

Consonant Model 

The three dichotomies model (Hunt 1976c) is used as the consonant model 

because the model is: 1) Properly inclusive (inclusive of different perspectives), 2) 

Analytically useful (analyze approaches to study marketing and explore debates), 3) 

Pedagogically sound (useful as a teaching device), and 4) Conceptually robust (in terms 

of time, it has been nearly four decades and the model has survived comments and 

observations).  
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Theoretical Framework 

The cue for exploring the theory of composition (Bizzell 1986 for example) for this 

study is Luedicke and Giesler (2008). “for studying the complex intertemporal brand 

systems through which brands become effective cultural resources for owners, 

antagonists, and other interest groups,” Luedicke and Giesler (2008) proffer the idea of 

“brand narratology,” (p. 419) drawing on literary theory (Polkinghome 1988; Ricoeur 

1984). To buttress their argument, Luedicke and Giesler (2008) explicate that consumer 

culture theory (Arnould and Thompson 2005) “approaches the gap of the ideologies, 

tensions, and cultural resources” (Firat and Venkatesh 1995) that influence consumers’ 

brand association “by using analytical approaches such as deconstruction (Stern 1997), 

discourse theory (Hirschman et al. 1998), semiotics (Mick et al. 2004), brand genealogy 

(Holt 2004), narrative relationship analysis (Stern et al. 1998), dramaturgical analysis 

(Grove and Fisk 1992), or poststructuralist analysis (Giesler 2008; Thompson 2004; 

Thompson and Coskuner-Balli 2007)” (Luedicke and Giesler 2008). From the vast 

literature pertaining to the theory of composition, three subdynamics are explored as 

being relevant to this research: 1) rhetoric, 2) ecology, and 3) circulation.   

 

Rhetoric 

Rhetoric is the “paying of attention to one’s audience” (McCloskey 1998). “(The 

scientist) desires to be heeded, praised, published, imitated, honored, (and) loved. 

These are the desires. The devices of language are the means.”  McCloskey employs 

the phrase “Intellectual life is a conversation” to explain rhetoric. The point of rhetoric 

analysis is “merely to read with understanding” (McCloskey 1998). “Science is an 
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instance of writing with intent, the intent to persuade other scientists, such as economic 

scientists. The study of such writing with intent was called rhetoric by the Greeks. 

Rhetoric could of course be given another name – wordcraft, perhaps, or ‘the study of 

argument.’”  

A rhetorical vocabulary is more rigorous than airy talk about rigor, though really 

only a list with some thinking attached. Literary thinking is like that – economics is in fact 

a good example of the hermeneutic circle: you need to know the argument overall to 

understand the details, and the details to understand the argument.  A rhetorical 

analysis can start with any part of “writing with intent” and proceed. “It’s like unraveling a 

sweater: start with a loose bit of yarn and keep pulling. A student is unlikely to find a 

poem or novel that a professor of English cannot unravel blindingly quicker. But the 

writings in sciences like economics are frayed sweaters waiting to be unraveled, the 

better to be understood, and in some respects a professor of economics is likely to 

know better where to pull” (McCloskey 1998). No speech with intent is “nonrhetorical.” 

Rhetoric is not everything, but it is everywhere in the speech of human persuaders.  

Devices of rhetoric such as metaphors (also see Hunt and Menon 1995, on 

metaphors in the strategy literature) can be veils over bad arguments. But they are also 

the form and substance of good arguments. Economists are poets, claims McCloskey, 

and the metaphor of exchange as a zero-sum game has been favored by anti-

economists since the eighteenth century. Economists have replied that the metaphor is 

inapt. The subject after all is the exchange of goods and services. If exchange is a 

“game it might better be seen as one in which everyone wins, like aerobic dancing.” 

Economists are also novelists: stories end in a new state, and the sense of adequacy in 
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storytelling works in the most abstract theory. The point of view is of course a scientific 

choice: the scientist avoids being questioned for his reliability by disappearing into a 

third-person narrative of what really happened (McCloskey 1998). Moreover, writing is 

performance: books do not “reproduce” the world; they evoke it. Skillful fiction 

“stimulates us to supply what is not there.” According to Klamer (1987, p. 175), “the 

student of the rhetoric of economics faces the challenge of speaking about the 

unspoken, filling in the ‘missing text’ in economic discourse” (McCloskey 1998).   

 

Ecology 

The ecological model of writing principle is that writing is an activity through 

which a person is continually engaged with a variety of socially constituted systems 

(Cooper 1986), and “language use is essentially social.”  “Writing is not an inherently 

private act but is a displaced social act we perform in private for the sake of 

convenience” (Brufee 1981). This is a paradigm shift from the cognitive process model, 

of regarding writing as a recursive cognitive activity.  

An ecology of writing encompasses much more than the individual writer and her 

immediate context (Cooper, 1986 p. 368). An ecologist explores how writers interact to 

form systems: all the characteristics of any individual writer or piece of writing both 

determine and are determined by the characteristics of all the other writers and writings 

in the systems. Though the structures and contents of the inherently dynamic ecological 

systems can be specified at a given moment, in real time they are constantly changing, 

limited only by parameters that are themselves subject to change over longer spans of 

time.  
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In place of the static and limited categories of contextual models, the ecological 

model postulates dynamic interlocking systems which structure the social activity of 

writing. The systems are not given, not limitations on writers; instead they are made and 

remade by writers in the act of writing. It is in this sense that writing changes social 

reality and not only, as Bitzer (1968) argues, in response to exigence (Cooper 1986). 

Furthermore, the systems are concrete. They are structures that can be 

investigated, described, altered; they are not postulated mental entities, not 

generalizations. Every individual writer is necessarily involved in these systems: for 

each writer and each instance of writing one can specify the domain of ideas activated 

and supplemented, the purposes that stimulated the writing and that resulted from it, the 

interactions that took place as part of the writing, the cultural norms and textual forms 

that enabled and resulted from the writing (Cooper 1986).  

One can abstractly distinguish different systems that operate in writing, just as 

one can distinguish investment patterns from consumer spending patterns from hiring 

patterns in a nation's economy. But in the actual activity of writing- as in the economy- 

the systems are entirely interwoven in their effects and manner of operation. The 

systems reflect the various ways writers connect with one another through writing: 

through systems of ideas, of purposes, of interpersonal interactions, of cultural norms, 

of textual forms (Cooper 1986). 

In contrast, then, to the solitary author projected by the cognitive process model, 

the ideal image the ecological model projects is of an infinitely extended group of people 

who interact through writing, who are connected by the various systems that constitute 

the activity of writing. For these "engaged writers" ideas are not so much fixed 
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constructs to be transferred from one mind to the page and thence to another mind; 

instead, ideas are out there in the world, a landscape that is always being modified by 

ongoing human discourse. They "find ideas” in writing because they thus enter the field 

of discourse, finding in the exchange of language certain structures that they modify to 

suit their purposes. Purposes do not arise solely out of individual desires for them, but 

rather arise out of the interaction between their needs and the needs of the various 

groups that structure their society (Cooper 1986). 

The image the ecological model projects is again an ideal one. In reality, these 

systems are often resistant to change and not easily accessible. Whenever ideas are 

seen as commodities they are not shared; whenever individual and group purposes 

cannot be negotiated someone is shut out; differences in status, or power, or intimacy 

curtail interpersonal interactions; cultural institutions and attitudes discourage writing as 

often as they encourage it; textual forms are just as easily used as barriers to discourse 

as they are used as means of discourse. A further value of the ecological model is that it 

can be used to diagnose and analyze such situations, and it encourages us to direct our 

corrective energies away from the characteristics of the individual writer and toward 

imbalances in social systems that prevent good writing (Cooper 1986). 

 

Circulation 

From the theory of composition, circulation is the production, distribution, 

exchange, and consumption of writing.  Trimbur (2000) uses delivery, treated rather 

briefly and unsystematically in classical rhetoric, and circulation, interchangeably, and 

hopes that the circulation of writing would figure much more prominently in writing 
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instruction. Trimbur (2000) tries to understand delivery normatively, not just 

descriptively.  He turns to Karl Marx’s Grundrisse (Marx 1973, p. 205-7) to develop his 

model of circulation and mainly stresses the distribution of written texts, and the 

distinction between exchange value and use value.  

The importance of circulation is that it can be viewed as being the equivalent of a 

collection of works on a particular subject within a particular discipline, and does not 

necessarily relate to the place where it is produced before circulation, viz. the author. 

This reifies the notion that, we may not use the author, but use only the works for 

studying epistemology within the discipline of marketing science.  A stream of related 

works on a topic is thus viewed as a circulation of the topic, compared to the means of 

production, distribution, exchange, and consumption as enunciated by Marx, and as 

used by Trimbur (2000) within the circulation subdynamic of the theory of composition. 

In other words, according to the theory of composition, it is of paramount importance to 

critically evaluate a body of literature that is introduced (or deemed) to be marketing 

theory, as opposed to studying only the author. Despite the overarching acquiescence 

of marketing as a science, the marketing discipline largely deals with effects 

applications, i.e., not tests of theory, but tests of effects. Most marketing literature in the 

past sixty years has almost entirely been effects applications, viz., the application of the 

theory of reasoned action, and the theory of planned behavior, to the extent that even 

many constructs are borrowed from psychology, sociology, and economics. The 

relational exchange theory itself came from the legal theory and MacNeil’s (1978, 1980) 

contract law, and the constructs for the Morgan and Hunt’s (1994) commitment and trust 

model are borrowed from social psychology. 
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Relative Contributions 

As to the relative contributions of this research, first, an epistemic inquiry to the 

marketing discipline is the only way that a discipline may be viewed as a science, and 

its importance lies in this being the way for a discipline to advance in theory and 

practice. Second, this study seeks to identify a body of theoretical development 

emanating from the marketing discipline that has been proffered by a single 

academician. Hence the research can critically assess the generation and advancement 

of the marketing theories within a consonant framework. This research, with a meta-

analysis of the body of knowledge proffered by Hunt, is a first step in an agglomerative 

process toward a meta-analytical evaluation of Hunt’s theories in marketing.  

Thirdly, this research seeks to empirically assess the impact of these theoretical 

contributions within the marketing discipline and across allied social science disciplines, 

using scientometrics, and employing citation indexes and impact factor analyses as 

methods of measurement.  

Further, this research seeks to glean implications from this analysis toward 

proffering normative insights into the development of both emerging marketing scholars 

(doctoral students) as well as promoting theory development within the marketing 

discipline.  

Finally, the most important contribution is to introduce a potentially useful linkage 

between the theoretician, his theories and the epistemic “progress” or lack thereof in the 

marketing discipline: a discipline that is approaching its century anniversary as a field of 

scientific inquiry. This calls to question a largely adrift discourse that permeated the 
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marketing literature in the latter part of the twentieth century; but a discourse that has 

been conspicuously absent over the last 20 years.  

In addition the research agenda is expected to lead to: 1) provide a basis for 

evaluating theory-development in sub-disciplines (i.e., consumer behavior, advertising, 

and allied sub-disciplines, 2) evaluate other marketing theorists toward development of 

a genealogical tree of mentors who have influenced others, for example, Howard and 

Sheth, Hunt and Morgan, Lusch and Vargo, and Belk and Bonsu, 3) re-ignite a 

constructive dialogue regarding the epistemology, axiology and ontology of marketing 

as a science, when in the past half a century barely any new development or thrust has 

taken place in this direction, and 4) offer prescriptive insights for developing marketing 

scholars vis-à-vis doctoral academic programming. 
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CHAPTER 2  

LITERATURE REVIEW 

The Morphology of Theory 

Theory development and testing are central to the advancement of marketing as 

a scholarly field. For nearly a century now, researchers have borrowed popular theories 

from other disciplines and adapted them to the study of diverse marketing phenomena. 

This has enhanced the rigor of research findings. Future studies can achieve greater 

rigor and relevance by paying more attention to the context of their investigations. 

Understanding the nature, dynamics, uniqueness and limitations of this context can 

enrich future studies (Zahra 2007).  

Theory drives the evolution of scholarship in an academic discipline. It also 

shapes the academic conversation by delineating a field’s boundaries, the core 

questions to be examined and preferred research methods. Research in marketing has 

benefited from borrowing theories from other disciplines, notably sociology, psychology 

and economics. Yet, for many marketing researchers, building and testing theory 

remain an onerous challenge, leading some to ignore theory in conducting their 

research, arguing that marketing phenomena fall outside the boundaries of known 

theories. Other researchers have failed to invoke theory in innovative ways that enrich 

the academic conversation. Still, others have imported theories from other disciplines 

without considering the key and distinguishing qualities of marketing phenomena. 

Theory is not about: 1) ways that researchers can use to better apply existing 

and emerging theories by anchoring their analyses in marketing phenomena and their 

contexts, 2) identifying key pitfalls of applying theories that have been developed in 
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other disciplines to the study of fundamental marketing research questions and issues, 

3) highlighting the major challenges researchers might encounter as they introduce and 

develop new theories when examining established and emerging marketing 

phenomena, and 4) outlining strategies that researchers can use to develop or 

introduce theories, while safeguarding against overgeneralizations that limit the 

relevance and rigor of their findings. 

Theory building is a process of creativity and imagination. It demands careful 

reflection on the importance and uniqueness of the phenomenon at hand, the questions 

explored, and the context of the research. Theories serve as signposts that tell us what 

is important, why it is important, what determines this importance, and what outcomes 

should be expected. Theories also guide the reader through what was found and why it 

enriches or even challenges our understanding. Theoretically grounded studies pay 

particular attention to the context of their research and account for its complexity, 

uniqueness and richness. These studies also offer compelling arguments, provide a fair 

test of these arguments, and use findings to refine and enrich the theory they have 

invoked. See Table 2 also. 

 

 

 

 

 

 



29 

TABLE 2   
Linking Research Phenomena, Contextual Richness, and Theory.  Adapted from Zahra (2007) 

Phenomenon Established New Established New 
Theory Established Established New New 
Scenarios 1 2 3 4 
Contextual richness Modest Moderate Moderate Great 
Common Shortcomings Applying theory mechanically 

without regard to setting 
Assuming universality of 

theory 
Failing to explain relevance to 

new setting 
Fishing expedition? 

Ignoring boundaries of 
theories 

Providing elusive definition of 
boundaries 

Failing to clearly 
articulate the superiority 

of the new theory to 
others 

Giving elusive definition of the 
phenomenon and theory 

x 

Ignoring irregular or 
conflicting findings 

Overlooking what findings 
mean to theory 

x x x 

Over-looking counter 
arguments 

x Failing to establish why 
the phenomenon is worth 

explaining 

x x 

How to best 
contextualize theory? 

Explore new contingencies Establish relevance of 
theory to new 
phenomenon 

Reflect on and capture the 
richness of the research site; 

show how characteristics of the 
site influence proposed line of 

thought 

Define the 
boundaries of the 
phenomenon with 

some precision 

Examine change 
overtime 

Provide a fair test of basic 
arguments underlying theory 

x Clarify uniqueness of 
phenomenon being explored 

x 

Relax assumptions x x x x 
Vary setting in which 
theory is tested. 

Give back to theory: how do 
the results alter the 
assumptions and 

predications of theory 

x Establish the newness of the 
arguments advanced 

x 

Conduct meta-analyses  x  x Discuss conditions under which 
theory might apply to other 

phenomena 

x 
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The Nature and Scope of Marketing 

According to Hunt (1976c),  the winner of the Harold H. Maynard Award for the 

best marketing theory article in the Journal of Marketing in 1976, and noted as one of 

the 11 classic works in marketing, the two major controversies in marketing are: 1) is 

marketing science? (Converse 1945), and 2) what is the nature of marketing? On the 

nature of marketing, three questions appear to be central to the “nature (broadening the 

concept) of marketing” controversy. First, what kinds of phenomena and issues do the 

various marketing writers perceive to be included in the scope of marketing? Second, 

what kinds of phenomena and issues should be included in the scope of marketing? 

Third, how can marketing be defined to both systematically encompass all the 

phenomena and issues that should be included and, at the same time, systematically 

exclude all other phenomena and issues? That is, a good definition of marketing must 

be both properly inclusive and exclusive. To rigorously evaluate these questions 

requires a conceptual model of the scope of marketing. Different commentators on 

marketing would disagree as to which topics should be excluded. The disagreement 

stems from fundamentally different perspectives and can best be analyzed by 

attempting to develop some common ground for classifying the diverse topics and 

issues in marketing. 

The most widely used conceptual model of the scope of marketing is the familiar 

4 Ps model popularized by McCarthy in the early ‘60s. The model is usually represented 

by three concentric circles. The inner circle contains the consumer, since this is the 

focal point of marketing effort. The second circle contains the marketing mix 

(“controllable factors”) of price, place, promotion, and product. Finally, the third circle 
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contains the uncontrollable factors of political and legal environment, economic 

environment, cultural and social environment, resources and objectives of the firm, and 

the existing business situation. As is readily apparent, many of the subject areas 

previously mentioned have no “home” in the 4 Ps model. For example, where does 

social marketing or efficiency of marketing systems or comparative marketing belong?  

 

The Three Dichotomies Model 

During a presentation at the 1972 fall conference of the American Marketing 

Association, Kotler made some observations concerning the desirability of classifying 

marketing phenomena using the concepts of micro, macro, normative, and positive. 

These observations spurred the development of the three dichotomies conceptual 

model depicted in Table 3. The schema proposes that all marketing phenomena, 

issues, problems, models, theories, and research can be categorized using the three 

categorical dichotomies of 1) profit sector/nonprofit sector, 2) micro/macro, and 3) 

positive/normative. The three categorical dichotomies yield 2 x 2 x 2 = 8 classes or cells 

in the schema. Thus, the first class includes all marketing topics that are micro-positive 

and in the profit sector. Similarly, the second class includes all marketing activities that 

are micro-normative and in the profit sector, and so on throughout the table (Table 3). 

Some definitions are required to properly interpret the schema presented. Profit 

sector encompasses the study and activities of organizations or other entities whose 

stated objectives include the realization of profit. Also applicable are studies that adopt 

the perspective of profit-oriented organizations. Conversely, nonprofit sector 
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encompasses the study and perspective of all organizations and entities whose stated 

objectives do not include the realization of profit.  

The micro/macro dichotomy suggests a classification based on the level of 

aggregation. Micro refers to the marketing activities of individual units, normally 

individual organizations (firms) and consumers or households. Macro suggests a higher 

level of aggregation, usually marketing systems or groups of consumers.  

The positive/normative dichotomy provides categories based on whether the 

focus of the analysis is primarily descriptive or prescriptive. Positive marketing adopts 

the perspective of attempting to describe, explain, predict, and understand the 

marketing activities, processes, and phenomena that actually exist. This perspective 

examines what is. In contrast, normative marketing adopts the perspective of attempting 

to prescribe what marketing organizations and individuals ought to do or what kinds of 

marketing systems a society ought to have. That is, this perspective examines what 

ought to be and what organizations and individuals ought to do. 

Most of the early (circa 1920) approaches to the study of marketing reside in Cell 

3: profit sector/macro/positive. Although the profit/micro/normative (Cell 2) orientation to 

marketing can be traced at least back to the 1920s and the works of such notables as 

Reed and White, the movement reached full bloom in the early 1960s under proponents 

of the managerial approach to marketing, such as McCarthy. The managerial approach 

adopts the perspective of the marketing manager, usually the marketing manager in a 

large manufacturing corporation. Therefore, the emphasis is micro and in the profit 

sector. The basic question underlying the managerial approach is: “What is the optimal 

marketing mix?” Consequently, the approach is unquestionably normative. 
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Two trends are evident in contemporary marketing thought. The first is the trend 

toward social marketing as proposed by Kotler, Levy, and Zaltman and as promulgated 

by others. Social marketing, with its emphasis on the marketing problems of nonprofit 

organizations, is nonprofit/micro/normative. The second trend can be termed societal 

issues. It concerns such diverse topics as consumerism, marketing and ecology, the 

desirability of political advertising, social responsibility, and whether the demand for 

public goods should be stimulated. All these works share the common element of 

evaluation. They attempt to evaluate the desirability or propriety of certain marketing 

activities or systems and, therefore, should be viewed as either profit/macro/normative 

or nonprofit/macro/normative. 

In conclusion, it is possible to classify all the approaches to the study of 

marketing and all the problems, issues, theories, models, and research usually 

considered within the scope of marketing using the three categorical dichotomies of 

profit sector/nonprofit sector, positive/normative, and micro/macro. This is not meant to 

imply that reasonable people cannot disagree as to which topics should fall within the 

scope of marketing. Nor does it even imply that reasonable people cannot disagree as 

to which cell in the three dichotomies table (Table 3) is most appropriate for each issue 

or particular piece of research. For example, a study of the efficiency of marketing 

systems may have both positive and normative aspects; it may both describe existing 

marketing practices and prescribe more appropriate practices. Rather, the conceptual 

model of the scope of marketing presented in Table 3 provides a useful framework for 

analyzing fundamental differences among the various approaches to marketing and, as 

shall be demonstrated, the nature of marketing and marketing science controversies. 
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Most marketing practitioners and some marketing academicians perceive the 

entire scope of marketing to be profit/micro/normative (Cell 2 of Table 3). That is, 

practitioners often perceive the entire domain of marketing to be the analysis of how to 

improve the decision-making processes of marketers (p. 23). Four conclusions seem 

warranted. First, definitions of the nature of marketing differ in large part because their 

authors perceive the total scope of marketing to be different portions of the three 

dichotomies table (Table 3). Second, there is a growing consensus that the total scope 

of marketing should appropriately include all eight cells of the table (Table 3). Third, it 

may be very difficult to devise a definition of marketing that would both systematically 

include all eight cells of Table 3 and, at the same time, systematically exclude all other 

phenomena. Especially difficult will be the task of including in a single definition both the 

normative dimensions of the practice of marketing and the positive dimensions of the 

discipline or study of marketing.  

The fourth conclusion deserves special emphasis and elaboration. There is now 

a consensus among marketers that most nonprofit organizations, such as museums, 

zoos, and churches, engage in numerous activities (pricing, promoting, and so forth) 

that are very similar to the marketing activities of their profit-oriented cousins. There is 

also consensus that the marketing procedures that have been developed for profit-

oriented organizations are equally applicable to nonprofit concerns. These are the two 

major, substantive issues involved in the debate over the nature (broadening the 

concept) of marketing. On these two issues there now exists substantial agreement. 

The remaining two points of disagreement among marketers concerning the 

nature of marketing are minor when compared to the points of agreement. Issue one is 
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essentially whether the activities of nonprofit organizations should be referred to as 

marketing activities or marketing-like activities. Given the agreement among marketers 

concerning the two previously cited substantive issues, the problem of distinguishing 

between marketing activities and marketing-like activities must be considered trivial to 

the extreme. The second issue on which disagreement exists concerns developing a 

definition of marketing. Although certainly nontrivial in nature, on this issue marketers 

would be well advised to take a cue from the discipline of philosophy, which has been 

around much longer and has yet to develop a consensus definition. That is, the 

discipline of marketing should not be overly alarmed about the difficulty of generating a 

consensus definition of marketing as long as there appears to be a developing 

consensus concerning its total scope.  

The preceding analysis notwithstanding, there does remain a major, unresolved, 

substantive issue concerning the nature of marketing. Although marketers now 

recognize that nonprofit organizations 1) have marketing or marketing-like problems, 2) 

engage in marketing or marketing-like activities to solve these problems, and 3) can use 

the marketing policies, practices, and procedures that profit-oriented organizations have 

developed to solve marketing problems, we must candidly admit that most non-

marketers have yet to perceive this reality. Sadly, most administrators of nonprofit 

organizations and many academicians in other areas still do not perceive that many 

problems of nonprofit organizations are basically marketing in nature, and that there is 

an extant body of knowledge in marketing academia and a group of trained marketing 

practitioners that can help resolve these problems. Until administrators of nonprofit 

organizations perceive that they have marketing problems, their marketing decision-
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making will inevitably suffer. Thus, the major substantive problem concerning 

broadening the concept of marketing lies in the area of marketing to non-marketers. 

 

TABLE 3  
The Three Dichotomies Model.  Adapted from Hunt (1976c) 

  Positive Normative 

Profit 
Micro Cell 1 Cell 2 

Macro Cell 3 Cell 4 

Non-profit 
Micro Cell 5 Cell 6 

Macro Cell 7 Cell 8 

 

The evaluation of the three dichotomies model can be done in the following 

ways. The Positive/Normative Dichotomy is: 1) False (we cannot escape our own value 

systems), 2) Dangerous (downplay importance of micro/normative marketing), 3) 

Unnecessary (using scientific explanation in marketing simply requires that the 

normative statements be used as antecedent conditions). Actually Robin’s explanation 

shows that the dichotomy is necessary because an “ought” statement cannot be an 

antecedent condition (all his antecedent statements are positive statements), 4) 

Meaningless (the information derived from a positive study is of little interest unless it is 

given prescriptive overtones), 5) Useless (lack of self-exclusivity). Universities evaluate 

faculty on teaching, research and service (these dimensions are related and 

intermingled, so is it then useless?), and 6) All of marketing thought is normative (all 

normative sentences and only normative sentences offer a reason for action). “Mary 
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owns a box of Twinkies” cannot be normative vs. “it is wrong to steal” which is by itself a 

reason for action. 

 

Marketing as Science 

Returning to the “Is marketing a science?” controversy, the preceding analysis 

suggests that a primary factor explaining the nature of the controversy is the widely 

disparate notions of marketing held by the participants. The common element shared by 

those who hold that marketing is not (and cannot) be a science is the belief that the 

entire conceptual domain of marketing is Cell 2: profit/micro/normative (for example, 

Hutchinson 1952). 

So is marketing a science? The scope of the area called marketing has been 

shown to be exceptionally broad. Marketing has micro/macro dimensions, profit 

sector/nonprofit sector dimensions, and positive/normative dimensions. Reasonable 

people may disagree as to which combination of these dimensions represents the 

appropriate total scope of marketing, although a consensus seems to be developing to 

include all eight cells in Table 3. If marketing is to be restricted to only the 

profit/micro/normative dimension (as many practitioners would view it), then marketing 

is not a science, and could not become one. All sciences involve the explanation, 

prediction, and understanding of phenomena. These explanations and predictions 

frequently serve as useful guides for developing normative decision rules and normative 

models. Such rules and models are then grounded in science. Nevertheless, any 

discipline that is purely evaluative or prescriptive (normative) is not a science. At least 
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for marketing academe, restricting the scope of marketing to its profit/micro/normative 

dimension is unrealistic, unnecessary, and, without question, undesirable. 

Once the appropriate scope of marketing has been expanded to include at least 

some positive dimensions (cells 1, 3, 5, and 7 in Table 3), the explanation, prediction, 

and understanding of these phenomena could be a science. The question then 

becomes whether the study of the positive dimensions of marketing has the requisite 

characteristics of a science. Aside from the strictly honorific overtones of non-marketers 

accepting marketing as a science, the substantive characteristics differentiating 

sciences from other disciplines have been shown to be: 1) a distinct subject matter 

drawn from the real world and the description and classification of that subject matter, 2) 

the presumption of underlying uniformities and regularities interrelating the subject 

matter, and 3) the adoption of the method of science for studying the subject matter. 

The positive dimensions of marketing have been shown to have a subject matter 

properly distinct from other sciences. The marketing literature is replete with description 

and classification. There have been discoveries (however tentative) of uniformities and 

regularities among marketing phenomena. Finally, although Longman (1971, p. 10, as 

cited by Hunt 2010b) deplores “the rather remarkable lack of scientific method 

employed by scientists of marketing,” researchers in marketing are at least as 

committed to the method of science, as are researchers in other disciplines. Therefore, 

the study of the positive dimensions of marketing can be appropriately referred to as 

marketing science.  

Hunt (1976c) introduced the three dichotomies model that organized around the 

profit/nonprofit, micro/macro and positive/normative aspects of the discipline. He argued 
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that if marketing is restricted to one cell of profit/micro/normative thought and research, 

then it could not be a science because “any discipline that is purely evaluative or 

prescriptive (normative) is not a science. At least for the marketing academe, restricting 

the scope of marketing to its profit/micro/normative dimension is unrealistic, 

unnecessary, and without question, undesirable” (Hunt 1976c). In addition, he argued, 

marketing research has shown the positive and macro aspects to the discipline. 

Therefore, argues Hunt (1976c), by 1) having a distinct subject matter, 2) presupposing 

the existence of underlying uniformities in this subject matter, and 3) employing a 

scientific method, marketing is a science.  

With the “transaction” as a widely agreed upon subject matter for the discipline, 

marketing could conceivably be labeled as the science of transactions (Hunt 2010b). It 

is, after all, the only discipline in which the transaction plays the most important role. If 

that is the case, researchers could study the structure, properties, and interactive 

characteristics of the transaction and determine how those characteristics operate with 

other phenomena. This puts marketing squarely in the position of studying human 

behavior. To this end, the volumes of research that have been conducted in consumer 

behavior alone have moved the discipline forward to the discovery of hypotheses, laws, 

lawlike generalizations, empirical generalizations and theories. In addition, marketing 

follows the scientific method of discovery. This method provides the rules and 

procedures on which a science bases it acceptance or rejection of its body of 

knowledge (Hunt, 2010b).  

According to Hunt (2010b) there are four characteristics that determine science: 

1) a distinct subject matter: as mentioned, marketing is the only discipline that puts the 
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transaction in its position of importance making it, arguably, the sole focus of the 

discipline; 2) description and classification of the subject matter: as Hunt (2010b) points 

out, the marketing literature is rife with both description and classification of actors and 

phenomena within the discipline; 3) a presumption of uniformities and regularities within 

the subject matter: tentative discoveries have been made to meet these criteria; and 4) 

adoption of the scientific method for studying the subject matter: as mentioned above, 

researchers within marketing follow the scientific method of discovery as closely as do 

researchers in other disciplines (Hunt, 2010b). 

Finally, the American Marketing Association’s own mission is to be dedicated to 

the advancement of science in marketing. If it is true that every organization is a mirror 

of its leadership, then the society of marketing is dedicated to science, and in this case, 

that science is marketing.  

To further solidify the argument that marketing is a science, Hunt (2010b) 

proposed the Resource-Advantage (R-A) theory as a foundation for a general theory of 

marketing. According to R-A theory, competition is the “disequilibrating, ongoing 

process that consists of the constant struggle among firms for a comparative advantage 

in resources that will yield a marketplace position of competitive advantage, and, 

thereby, superior financial performance” (Hunt, 2010b). The theory holds as a 

foundation, according to Hunt (2010b), because it is a dynamic, process theory of 

competition, is interdisciplinary, draws on other theories, and describes the process of 

competition. In addition, it better explains and better predicts numerous phenomena 

(Hunt, 2010b). Ultimately the debate over whether marketing is a science or not may be 
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over or not; however, there is likely a next debate over broadening the concept of 

marketing, the methodology to do so, and the thrust toward original theory formation.  

 

Explanation of Phenomena 

Explanation of phenomena is an essential logical requirement for scientific 

inquiry. Marketing research is concerned with explaining marketing phenomena, which, 

in turn, leads to the way to predict the future. An explanatory model is any generalized 

procedure or structure that purports to represent how phenomena are scientifically 

explained.  

The normative criteria for evaluating explanatory models are: 1) any model that 

purports to be explanatory must somehow show that the phenomenon to be explained 

was expected to occur, that is, the outcomes were expected, foreseen, predictable, and 

likely, 2) pragmatism, that is, models of explanatory structures should be in accord with 

scientific practice, 3) explanations, like all scientific knowledge, must be objective in the 

sense of being intersubjectively certifiable, that is, the explanatory structures must be 

testable; different investigators must be able to check the logic and verify the outcome 

or the phenomena, and 4) explanations should have empirical content, that is, an 

explanation must contain attributes for scientific explanation and be empirically testable, 

thus ruling out purely analytical explanations.  

Models are structures that report, represent, viz., math, verbal, or iconic. 

Explanatory models are any generalized procedure, or structure that represents 

phenomena. There are six different kinds of explanatory models: 1) deductive-

nomological explanations, 2) deductive-statistical explanations, 3) inductive-statistical 



42 

explanations, 4) statistical relevance explanations, 5) pattern explanations, and 6) 

functionalist explanations.   

The D-N, D-S, and the I-S models of explanation are all associated with the 

logical empiricist approach to science. In the D-N and I-S arguments, the premises (the 

explanans) and the conclusion (the explanandum) are joined by a therefore. With the D-

N model, the premises deductively imply or entail the conclusion. With the I-S model, 

the premises suggest the conclusion with “high probability.” 

D-N explanation: every time some particular set of phenomena (as brought out 

by the characteristics or facts of the particular situation) occurs, then some other 

phenomena (the explanandum) will occur. Together, the characteristics (facts of the 

particular situation) and laws (of strictly universal form) jointly make up the explanans. 

The explanans deductively implies the explanandum, which represents the 

phenomenon to be explained. Since the laws are of strictly universal form, hence, the D-

N model suggests that if the explanans are true, then the explanandum must be true 

(Hunt 2010b, p. 80).  

D-S explanation: the explanandum is deduced from the explanans in exactly the 

same fashion as in the D-N model, i.e., the phenomenon to be explained is a logical 

consequence of the explanans. Therefore, if the explanans is true, then the 

explanandum must be true. If the explanandum is false, then the explanans is false. 

However, the explanandum may be true and the explanans false (Hunt 2010b, p. 83).  

I-S explanation: unlike with the D-N and D-S models, with the I-S model, the 

phenomenon to be explained is not a logical consequence of (i.e., is not necessarily 

implied by) the explanans. The explanans only confer a certain likelihood that the 
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phenomenon will occur (Hunt 2010b, p. 84). A fundamental difference between D-N and 

I-S explanations is that I-S models are fundamentally not falsifiable. Further, if 

falsifiability is a reasonable normative criterion for explanatory models, then I-S models 

cannot be considered explanatory (Hunt 2010b, p. 86). So, if strict falsifiability is 

demanded, then I-S models cannot be deemed satisfactory explanations. Further, how 

to ascertain the amount of inductive support that the premises confer upon the 

conclusion, so that the degree of inductive support that a series of statistical laws 

confers upon the occurrence of an event remains unresolved except where all the laws 

can be compressed into a single law. Finally, there is the problem of ambiguity with I-S 

explanations.  

Marketing science is the behavioral science that seeks to explain exchange 

relationships: 1) Why do which buyers purchase what they do, where they do, when 

they do, and how they do? 2) Why do which sellers produce, price, promote, and 

distribute what they do, where they do, when they do, and how they do? 3) Why do 

which kinds of institutions develop to engage in what kinds of functions or activities to 

consummate and/or facilitate exchanges, when will these institutions develop, where will 

they develop, and how will they develop? 4) Why do which kinds of behaviors of buyers, 

behaviors of sellers, and institutions have what kinds of consequences for society, when 

they do, where they do, and how they do? These constitute the fundamental 

explananda (FE) of marketing.  

There are four explanations in marketing proffered by Hunt (2010b).  The first is 

the product life cycle explanation. Products go through four stages: introduction, growth, 

maturity, and decline. The stages are too variable in length to permit a prediction of 
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when the next one will occur. The primary factor determining the stage of the life cycle 

is sales. Therefore, the stage in the life cycle cannot be used to explain the levels of 

sales. The stages must be identified independent of the sales variables. A substitute 

notion, product evolution cycle (PEC), proposes that sales are an evolutionary function 

of three motivating forces: market factors, managerial effectiveness, and government 

mediation. PEC does not assume that “sales” is a function of time. Rather, the evolution 

of sales proceeds within the dimension of time (Hunt 2010b). 

The second is the consumer behavior explanation. A model of habitual decision-

process behavior is discussed. Reconstruction of the model reveals that it is an I-S 

model (the qualifier, “with high likelihood”). The original narrative explanation was an 

enthymeme (elliptical), because some necessary statements were skipped over or 

suppressed. The explanation is respectably deep, because it potentially enables a firm 

to influence the explanation chain (Hunt 2010b).  

The third is the price discrimination explanation. In this explanation, factual 

problem would be explanandum, and assumptions would be our laws. The term 

assumption carries unfortunate connotation in the social sciences, such as “cannot be 

tested,” “should not be tested,” and “need not conform to reality” (Hunt 2010b)  

The fourth is the wheel of retailing explanation. This explanation constitutes a 

form of I-S explanation because of the claim that new retailers “usually” enter the 

market as low-cost, low-margin, and so on. The wheel assumes that the history of the 

motel industry is consistent with an empirical regularity observed in other industries (the 

upgrading of services and facilities, and, therefore, the increasing of costs and prices). 

Integrating the wheel notion with the theory of competition for differential advantage 
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makes the explanation more complete. According to this concept, new firms enter an 

industry when they believe they will have some differential advantage over existing firms 

in servicing some subset of customers (Hunt 2010b).  

 

Theory and Marketing Theory 

“A theoretical schemata is a systematically related set of statements, including 

some lawlike generalizations, that is empirically testable” (Rudner 1966). This definition 

provides three criteria for testing whether a given structure is a theory: whether the 

structure - 1) contains a systematically related set of statements, 2) contains lawlike 

generalizations, and 3) yields hypotheses or predictions that are at least in principle 

susceptible to empirical testing (Hunt 2010b). 

 

Shelby D. Hunt’s Contributions to Literature  

Hunt’s Books on Marketing Theory 

Shelby D. Hunt is the author of the single most important book (Hunt 2010b) on 

marketing theory in the history of the discipline. Hunt (2010b) is used by doctoral 

students across the marketing programs for every philosophy of science and marketing 

thought class.   

This primer for marketing theory began life as the “little green book” (Hunt 1976b) 

to explore philosophy of science issues and their application to marketing. Specifically, 

the monograph sought to aid scholars by providing “a philosophy of science-based tool 

kit for developing and analyzing marketing theory” (Hunt 2010b, p. xv).  The second 

edition, the “big red book” (Hunt 1983b) expanded on the philosophy of science 
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concepts related to theory formation for the marketing discipline. However, the following 

version, the “blue book,” (Hunt 1991a) had one part dedicated to the philosophy of 

marketing science issues, and another part devoted to the philosophy debates within 

the marketing discipline. The fourth edition of Hunt’s book on marketing theory was a 

set of two books (Hunt 2002a; Hunt 2003a) catering to the two parts of its precursor.  

The fifth and current version, Hunt (2010b), has a four part layout, explicating 1) 

the nature of marketing science by discussing the definition of marketing adopted by the 

American Marketing Association in 2007 and by employing the three dichotomies model 

(Hunt 1976c) and the responsibilities framework (Hunt 2007a) “to explore the 

conceptual domain of marketing and the key characteristics of science” (p. xvi), 2) the 

use of the philosophy of science toolkit “to explore the morphology of scientific 

explanation, scientific laws, and theoretical constructions” (p. xvi) culminating in the 

delineation of the definition of theory, 3) the philosophy debates related to arguments in 

favor of scientific realism as being the most appropriate philosophical foundation for 

grounding marketing theory, the science/non-science controversy, qualitative methods 

vs. positivism, the importance of the scientific realist model of truth for generating 

trustworthy knowledge, and the pursuit of objectivity in marketing research, and 4) 

arguments for the resource-advantage theory of competition (Hunt and Morgan 1995) 

as being toward a general theory of marketing.  

Specifically, the fourth section of Hunt (2010b) provides an overview of the R-A 

theory including a review of the arguments for each of its nine foundational premises, 

and argues that the R-A theory is toward a general theory of marketing because: (1) 

since marketing takes place within the context of competition, a general theory of 
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marketing such as R-A theory should be consistent with the most general theory of 

competition, (2) R-A theory “accommodates and extends key concepts and 

generalizations from Alderson’s (1957, 1965) functionalist theory of market processes 

(Hunt 1983a) and integrates them into a broader theoretical framework” (Hunt 2010b, p. 

393), and (4) R-A theory is appositive theory, and provides a foundation for the 

normative area of marketing strategy, since a good positive theory can provide the 

foundation for a good normative theory. Thus, this section provides a theoretical 

foundation for research in, and the teaching of, business and marketing strategy (Hunt 

2010b). Hunt’s marketing books are a critical contribution to the study of marketing 

theory.  

 

Shelby D. Hunt’s Notable Contributions  

Shelby D. Hunt is not only the well-known author of the first, finest, and, till date, 

the most complete and authoritative books on marketing theory, but he has also made a 

significant contribution to academe by writing numerous articles on competitive theory, 

strategy, macromarketing, ethics,  relationship marketing, channels of distribution, 

philosophy of science, and marketing theory. Morgan and Hunt (1994) was the most 

highly cited article in economics and business in the 1993-2003 decade.  

Hunt’s contributions may be conveniently divided into five major areas, as 

classified on his curriculum vitae: 1) marketing theory and philosophy of marketing 

science, 2) strategy, competition, and marketing management, 3) relationship marketing 

and channels, 4) macromarketing, ethics, and social responsibility, and 5) consumer 
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behavior, education, and miscellaneous topics. The notable contributions from each 

area are reified below.  

Beginning with his first journal article in this area (Hunt 1971) that explicated the 

requirements for a discipline to be a science, and proffered the criteria for a given 

structure to be considered a theory, Hunt has been at the forefront of any discussions 

involving marketing theory.  Hunt has not only been keenly involved in the “is marketing 

science” debates but has consistently championed the cause of theory formation within 

the marketing discipline. Hunt and Pappas (1972) provided an alternative model and a 

crucial test for the Howard-Sheth theory of buyer behavior and Hunt (1973b) explicated 

lawlike generalizations and marketing theory.  

Hunt has won two of his three Maynard Awards for his articles in the category of 

marketing theory and philosophy of marketing science. The first article on the nature 

and scope of marketing (Hunt 1976c) is cited extensively and remains to this day a 

critical contribution to marketing theory. In this article, Hunt takes on the “is marketing 

science” controversy and explicates the nature of marketing as he proffers the three 

dichotomies model.  

The three dichotomies model schema proposes that all marketing phenomena, 

issues, problems, models, theories, and research can be categorized using the three 

categorical dichotomies of (1) profit sector/nonprofit sector, (2) micro/macro, and (3) 

positive/normative. Hunt (1978a) is a rejoinder published as an article on the usefulness 

of the three dichotomies model to date. Hunt proffers that the model: 1) has been found 

useful in analyzing the “broadening the concept of marketing” debate 2) has been used 

to analyze and (hopefully) resolve the “Is marketing a science?” controversy, 3) is being 
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used as a pedagogical device by many marketing academicians to introduce students to 

the subject of marketing, and 4) is beginning to find a niche in the marketing literature. 

The second article in this category to win the Maynard Award (Hunt 1983a) 

explicates theory development and: 1) examines the nature of theory in marketing, 2) 

explores the characteristics of general theories in the philosophy of science, 3) 

proposes what a general theory of marketing would explain and predict, 4) delineates 

the structure of general theories, both in and of marketing, and 5) evaluates the status 

of general theories in/of marketing.  

In this category Hunt (1989) won the 1991 Slater Award and is yet another 

seminal writing on marketing theory development from Shelby D. Hunt, explicating the 

philosophy of science foundations of the marketing discipline. Hunt subsequently wrote 

several articles on marketing theory, treating philosophy of science as the cornerstone 

of marketing theory formation and development, arguing against labeling marketing 

dismissively as an “applied discipline,” and called for increased “original contributions” 

(Hunt 1994b). Hunt (2001b) illuminates that “positivism does not dominate marketing.” 

Comparatively recently, Hunt (2007a) proffers the responsibilities framework for 

marketing as a professional discipline and argues that the normal, everyday practice of 

marketing - creating, communicating, delivering, and exchanging market offerings that 

have value to customers - promotes firm-level innovations that, in turn, increase firm-

level productivity that, again in turn, increases industry-level productivity that, also in 

turn, increases societal-level productivity, which produces economic growth. Therefore, 

Hunt asserts, marketing benefits society by contributing to economic growth. In Hunt 

(2010b), Hunt argues for theory formation within the marketing discipline by urging for 
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the inclusion of marketing history in doctoral seminars, because marketing history and 

marketing theory complement each other well.  Hunt (2011a) believes that historical 

research can contribute to marketing theory, and proffers insights from the resource-

advantage theory that may aid the development of successful theories (Hunt 2011b). 

One of Hunt’s first articles in the category of strategy, competition, and marketing 

management, Hunt and Morgan (1995) not only won the Maynard Award, and is 

extensively cited across the disciplines, it also forms the basis of what later came to be 

known as the resource-advantage theory of competition. Initially proposed as a 

replacement theory for the existing normative theory (the neoclassical theory of perfect 

competition), the comparative advantage theory of competition (Hunt and Morgan 1995) 

said the abundance, quality, and innovativeness of goods and services in market-based 

economies account for firm diversity and economics, and argued that the constant 

struggle by firms to develop a comparative advantage in resources ultimately led to a 

marketplace position of competitive advantage, thereby creating superior financial 

performance. Thus the new theory explained key macro and micro phenomena better.  

Market Orientation was explained as a resource that can lead to competitive advantage, 

sustainability being determined by internal and external factors.  

The comparative advantage theory of competition (Hunt and Morgan 1995), later 

known as the resource-advantage theory of competition (Hunt and Morgan 1996) is 

toward the general theory of marketing (Hunt 2010b). Hunt and Lambe (2000) claim that 

R-A theory is one of the three main contributions of marketing to business strategy. 

Hunt (2001a) argues that the objective of R-A theory is superior financial performance 

(vs. profit or wealth maximization), it incorporates perfect competition as a special case, 
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and invites critical discussion on the “interdisciplinary and hence provocative” R-A 

theory. In several subsequent articles, Hunt (for example Hunt and Davis 2008) 

explores various facets and applications of the R-A theory.  

Hunt (2011e) received the Sheth foundation Award for the article “Sustainable 

Marketing, Equity, and Economic Growth: A Resource-Advantage, Economic Freedom 

Approach” wherein, using R-A theory, he claims that the equity and needs/wants 

challenges of sustainable economic development can be addressed by pursuing 

economic growth. Public policy should, therefore, focus on institutions that favor 

economic freedom and dynamic competition, not on increasing investment. 

Since Hunt and Morgan (1995) has had such a profound influence not only on 

the marketing literature and practice but also on business strategy, Hunt (2012) traces 

the evolutionary history of the R.A –theory, all the way back to B. J. “Bud” LaLonde’s 

emphasis on Alderson’s (1957, 1965) works and proffers “six events, six realizations, 

and six contributions.” LaLonde was Hunt’s dissertation chair and mentor at Michigan 

State University. Hunt and Madhavaram (2012) develop five frameworks arguing that 

conceptual frameworks based on the positive R-A theory can potentially facilitate 

managerial action. 

Within the category of relationship marketing and channels of distribution, for 

nearly a decade Hunt wrote profusely on the franchise system of marketing distribution 

channels and related topics such as channel power, retail strategy, fair practice and full 

disclosure laws, and franchisor-franchisee relationships and relative investments. Hunt’s 

articles on franchising cover extensive knowledge about a relatively fledgling concept of 

the time that is now a formidable concept in global marketing. Hunt and Nevin (1974) 
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explicates power in a channel of distribution, and is a critical contribution to the 

discourse, alongside Simon (1953) and El-Ansary and Stern (1972). Hunt and Nevin 

(1974) empirically assess the relationship between power and source of power for the 

business format franchise, or the franchisor-franchisee channel of distribution (Simon 

1953; El-Ansary and Stern 1972) and examine the consequences of utilization of 

coercive versus non-coercive sources of power by franchisors (French and Raven 

1959). They conclude that franchisors could increase franchisee satisfaction by relying 

less on the coercive sources of power.  

Most importantly within this category, with over 13,000 citations and counting, 

Morgan and Hunt (1994) is one of the most cited of the marketing articles across the 

business disciplines, and proffers the commitment-trust theory of relationship marketing. 

Relationship marketing, derived from relational contracting theory (MacNeil 1978, 1980; 

Dwyer et al. 1987) is the establishing, developing, and maintaining of successful 

relational exchanges. The paradoxical nature is that in order to be a successful 

competitor, one must be a trusted cooperator.  

Morgan and Hunt (1994) examined the key concepts and variables of relational 

exchange and found trust to be so interrelated and important that they identified trust, 

along with commitment, as key mediating variables in developing the model for the 

commitment-trust theory. Trust is related to reliance and integrity, while commitment is 

the belief that the relationship is worth working on to ensure its endurance. As key 

mediating variables, commitment and trust were placed in the theoretical model 

between five antecedents (termination costs, benefits, shared values, communication, 

and opportunistic behavior) and five outcomes (acquiescence, propensity to leave, 
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cooperation, functional conflict, and decision-making authority) to find the strongest 

relationship with cooperation. The theoretical model found that both trust and 

commitment had positive effects on the cooperation outcome, and helped current 

partners resist short-term alternatives in favor of long-term benefits and view potentially 

high-risk actions as being prudent since the partner is not opportunistic. However, trust 

had a stronger influence on cooperation than commitment. In fact, trust also had an 

influence on commitment, according to the model. Relatedly, Hunt and Morgan (1994a; 

1994b) also explore, respectively, organizational commitment and relationship 

marketing in the era of network competition.  

In a recent contribution in this category, Spralls, Hunt, and Wilcox (2011) claim 

that firms are turning toward e-business technologies to increase efficiency and 

effectiveness and, thereby, acquire competitive advantage. They argue that interfirm 

distribution networks connected by extranets behave like alliances, so the network 

leader in the interfirm distribution network may have an organizational capability related 

to developing and managing interfirm distribution networks. This extranet capability is 

posited to positively influence three relationship capital resources (trust, information 

exchange, and communication quality), which, in turn, influence positively five network 

performance outputs (responsiveness, financial performance, efficiency, effectiveness, 

and innovativeness). 

Important contributions in the area of macromarketing, ethics, and social 

responsibility are discussed next. Hunt and Burnett (1982) is an important contribution 

that explicates the taxonomical model to find classificatory criteria such that all 

marketing phenomena will be either macro or micro to review and explain the 
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macromarketing/ micromarketing dichotomy, going beyond the controversy of “is 

marketing science” and “private/ public/ nonprofit.” This study combines these four 

major perspectives with the three dichotomies model: Moyer (1972); Bagozzi (1977); 

Hunt (1977b); Shawyer and Nickels (1979). 

Hunt, Chonko, and Wilcox (1984) explore the ethical problems of marketing 

researchers, which they claim are “relationship kinds of problems.”  Hunt and Chonko 

(1984) look at the criticism of marketers as Machiavellian (manipulative and unethical).  

Chonko and Hunt (1985) won the “Quality and Impact in Marketing Scholarship 

Award” of the Journal of Business Research for their study of the kinds and extent of 

ethical conflicts faced by marketing managers. Chonko and Hunt (1985) claim that 

ethical problems occur in human interactions when expectations are not met, and 

include bribery, fairness, honesty, pricing strategy, product strategy, and personnel 

decisions. Further, the clash of corporate and consumer interests are typically the cause 

of unethical behavior. They suggest that deontological or teleological decision 

processes, using scenario approaches, may be employed for future studies.  

Within the category of macromarketing, ethics, and social responsibility, the 

single biggest contribution is the Hunt and Vitell (1986) general theory of marketing 

ethics that won the 2000 Journal of Business Research/ Elsevier Science Award, for 

“Exceptional Quality and High Scholarly Impact.” This is the first global theory of 

marketing ethics, is positive and accounts for both the deontological and teleological 

aspects of moral philosophy that marketers engage in to determine their ethical 

judgments and behaviors.  Seven testable propositions are put forward. This article has 

a high impact across disciplines.   
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Hunt has also written several articles related to moral philosophy, ethics and the 

advertising industry, and about ethics in several other contexts including public 

accounting. Chonko and Hunt (2000) is a commentary on Chonko and Hunt (1985) and 

provides a retrospective citation analysis of the kinds of ethics research projects that 

cited the article, and a prospective look at future research topics. Hunt and Vitell (2006) 

overviews the 1993 revision of the model of the general theory of marketing ethics (Hunt 

and Vitell 1986), and finds that the Hunt and Vitell theory has been germane to the 

problems of academic researchers, ethics instructors, students, business practitioners, 

and ethical theorists. Continuing with his research interest in the history and impact of 

the marketing discipline Hunt (2011f) explicates the theory of monopolistic competition 

(Chamberlin 1933, 1951, 1962) that has influenced the shaping of marketing thought, 

and shows how it contributes to the understanding of the product differentiation versus 

market segmentation controversy, despite its failure as an economics theory, and Hunt 

(2011c) is a commentary that chronicles the events that led to the founding of the 

Journal of Macromarketing.  

The final category of Hunt’s articles in the area of consumer behavior, education, 

and other miscellaneous topics is discussed next. Based on Hunt’s dissertation, “An 

Analysis of the Effectiveness of Post-transaction Communications in Reducing 

Cognitive Dissonance,” Hunt (1970) reviews the theory of cognitive dissonance 

(Festinger 1957) and studies its decision-oriented marketing implications using post-

transaction communications.  

Hunt has written several articles related to marketing education. “The BBA-MBA 

Combination: Pierson, Gordon and Howell Revisited” (Houston and Hunt 1983) is a 
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study of the growing importance of BBA as an undergraduate major for admission to the 

MBA degree program, beyond the Gordon-Howell Report and the Pierson Report, and 

emphasizes the rising standard of undergraduate business education. The article 

received the Outstanding Article of 1983 award by the Journal of Marketing Education 

and the Western Marketing Educators Association.  

Hunt, Chonko, and Wood (1986) argue that the long-term career success of 

marketing students is not contributed by their marketing education. Hunt and Speck 

(1986) empirically examine how the functional specialization over a broad foundation in 

the functions of modern business is the more appropriate curriculum format for graduate 

business education in the 1980s. Hunt, Chonko and Wood (1987) empirically show that 

a formal academic program in advertising, while not essential, leads to greater success 

of advertising professionals. However, intrinsic career success was found to be 

associated with neither an advertising education nor a graduate degree. Hunt and 

Madhavaram (2006) argue that R-A theory is an appropriate, positive, business and 

marketing strategy integrative, theoretical foundation for teaching marketing strategy. 

 

Meta-Analysis of Effects: Journal Articles Published by Shelby D. Hunt 

A meta-analysis of Hunt’s effects is laid out in Table 4.  
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TABLE 4  
Meta-analysis of Shelby D. Hunt’s Effects - Analyzed for Their Impact 

Year Author(s) Effects Theory Development/ Effects Application 

1971 Hunt The Morphology of Theory and 
the General Theory of 
Marketing 

Effects Application; 
Explores the nature of theoretical and non-theoretical structures; Claims that most 
structures that purport to be theories may be classified as one of the following 
schemata: 1) theoretical, 2) definitional, 3) classificational, and 4) analytical-
conceptual; 
Discusses the four requirements for a discipline to be a Science (Buzzell 1963), and 
the three criteria for testing whether a given structure is a theory (Rudner 1966); 
Evaluates “the general theory of marketing” (Bartels 1968) as a theoretical structure 
and concludes that the seven component sub-theories of Bartels are not theories. 

1972 Hunt and 
Pappas 

A Crucial Test for the Howard-
Sheth Model of Buyer 
Behavior 

Effects Application; 
Explores the nature of the Howard-Sheth model of buyer behavior; explores the 
types of hypotheses that the Howard and Sheth (1969) model can generate; 
evaluates Farley and Ring’s test of the model; suggests an alternative model; 
develops a “crucial test” for the Howard-Sheth theory of buyer behavior. 

1973 Hunt Lawlike Generalizations and 
Marketing Theory 

Effects Application; 
Explores fundamental characteristics of lawlike generalizations in marketing theory 
and proposes a procedure for transforming ordinary conversational generalizations 
into lawlike generalizations in marketing; 
Reply to Pinson et al. (1972). 

1976 Hunt The Nature and Scope of 
Marketing 
* Received the Harold H. 
Maynard Award for best 
marketing theory article in the 
Journal of Marketing in 1976; 
* Noted as one of the 11 
classic works in marketing 

Theory Development; 
Discusses two controversies in marketing: 1) is marketing science? (Converse 
1945), and 2) what is the nature of marketing? 
The three dichotomies model proposed. 
The schema proposes that all marketing phenomena, issues, problems, models, 
theories, and research can be categorized using the three categorical dichotomies 
of (1) profit sector/nonprofit sector, (2) micro/macro, and (3) positive/normative. 

1978 Gribbins and 
Hunt 

Is Management a Science? Effects Application. 
Three dimensions of science are examined: 1) existence of a distinct subject 
matter, 2) presumption of underlying regularities, and 3) application of the scientific 
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Year Author(s) Effects Theory Development/ Effects Application 

method. 
The authors conclude that management is a science, though the debate is left open 
to further disagreements and discussion. 

1978 Hunt A General Paradigm of 
Marketing:  In Support of the 
Three Dichotomies Model 
* Professor Hunt’s rejoinder 
published as an article, rather 
than as a Letter to the Editor 

Effects Application. 
On the usefulness of the three dichotomies model to date: the model- 1) has been 
found useful in analyzing the “broadening the concept of marketing” debate 2) has 
been used to analyze and (hopefully) resolve the “Is marketing a science?” 
controversy, 3) is being used as a pedagogical device by many marketing 
academicians to introduce students to the subject of marketing, and 4) is beginning 
to find a niche in the marketing literature. 

1983 Hunt General Theories and the 
Fundamental Explananda of 
Marketing 
* Harold H. Maynard Award for 
best theory article in Journal of 
Marketing in 1983;  
* Among “Marketing 
Megaworks: The Top 150 
Books and Articles” 

Theory Development. 
1) examines the nature of theory in marketing, 2) explores the characteristics of 
general theories in the philosophy of science, 3) proposes what a general theory of 
marketing would explain and predict, 4) delineates the structure of general theories, 
both in and of marketing, and 5) evaluates the status of general theories in/of 
marketing. 

1988 Hunt The AMA Task Force Report 
on the Development of 
Marketing Thought: A 
Comment 

Effects Application. 
Over its first four decades, the positioning of the Journal of Marketing shifted 
schizophrenically between scholarly and trade. Many early JM articles neither 
exhibited significantly advanced marketing knowledge, nor underwent a rigorous 
peer-review process, resulting in articles that were of “lower quality” (by scholastic 
standards). A significant shift came with the appointment of Jerry Wind as the editor 
of JM in 1978. The positioning of Journal of Marketing, Journal of Marketing 
Research and Marketing Management is discussed.  
Nine guidelines for reviewers are explained to elaborate the nature of the review 
process. The circulation of the JM and other recommendations of the AMA Task 
Force on the Development of Marketing Thought are discussed.  

1989 Hunt Reification and Realism in 
Marketing:  In Defense of 
Reason 

Theory Development? 
The article subjects the articles by Monieson (1988) and Dholakia (1988), 
considered to be attacks on the philosophical foundations of the marketing 
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Year Author(s) Effects Theory Development/ Effects Application 

* Won the 1991 Charles C. 
Slater Award from the Journal 
of Macromarketing 

discipline, to the “test of critical discussion.” 

1989 Hunt Naturalistic, Humanistic and 
Interpretive Inquiry:  
Challenges and Ultimate 
Potential 

Effects Application. 
Provides a constructive and critical commentary on this developing trend in 
consumer research, and proposes that in order for naturalistic, humanistic, and 
interpretive methods to reach their ultimate potential, they must respond to (at least) 
four separate challenges. 

1990 Hunt Truth in Marketing Theory and 
Research 

Theory Development. 
Reviews the development of the relativist views on truth, then discusses scientific 
realism that retains truth as the overriding objective of theory and research, and is 
“the most appropriate philosophy to guide marketing theory and research.” 

1991 Hunt Positivism and Paradigm 
Dominance in Consumer 
Research 

Theory Development.  
Claims that contemporary social science and consumer research are dominated by 
positivism, advocates critical pluralism, and documents a favorable prognosis for 
rapprochement.  

1992 Hunt For Reason and Realism in 
Marketing 

Response to the comments by Zinkhan and Hirschheim, and Peter on Hunt (1990): 
“Truth in Marketing Theory and Research.” 

1992 Hunt Marketing Is . . . Theory Development. 
The objective is to develop a philosophy of/for the marketing discipline, drawing on 
philosophy of science, and deontological moral philosophy.  
Marketing is: (1) a university discipline, (2) an applied discipline, (3) a professional 
discipline, (4) a set of responsibilities – to society, to students, and to the academy, 
and, (5) a socioeconomic ladder. 

1993 Hunt Objectivity in Marketing Theory 
and Research 

Theory Development. 
Argues that there is nothing in modern philosophy of science or psychology against 
objectivity in marketing research. The pursuit of objectivity is a moral and 
professional obligation for the marketing research community. The knowledge 
produced should be reliable. Reality, relativism, and constructionism must be 
rejected. Balanced, reasoned, and reasonable norms must control assertions that 
should be “informed by our very best theories.” 
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Year Author(s) Effects Theory Development/ Effects Application 

1994 Hunt A Realist Theory of Empirical 
Testing: Resolving the Theory 
Ladenness/ Objectivity Debate 

Theory Development. 
“Theory-independent percepts,” “theory-informity of data based on observation,” 
“substantially veridical” percepts, and “substantially trustworthy scientific data” are 
the way forward for the “realist debate.” 

1994 Hunt On Rethinking Marketing: Our 
Discipline, Our Practice, Our 
Methods 

Theory Development. 
Call to stop thinking of marketing as an “applied discipline,” and encourage original 
contributions to knowledge. 
Critical pluralism and scientific realism are suggested as philosophy for qualitative 
methods advocates.  

1994 Hunt On the Rhetoric of Qualitative 
Inquiry: Toward Historically 
Informed Argumentation in 
Management Inquiry 

Effects Application. 
Using the historical method, clears the misinformation about the characterization of 
positive research, and consequently that of qualitative research. 

1995 Hunt On Communication, Probative 
Force, and Sophistry: A Reply 
to Van Eijkelenburg 

Effects Application. Rejoinder to the “positivism is dead” argument, simultaneously 
arguing against Kuhn’s (1962) reconstruction philosophy. 

1995 Hunt and 
Edison 

On the Marketing of Marketing 
Knowledge 

Effects Application. Argues for the marketing of marketing knowledge, applying the 
comparative advantage theory. 

2001 Hunt The Influence of Philosophy, 
Philosophies, and 
Philosophers on a Marketer’s 
Scholarship 

Theory Development. Positivism does not dominate marketing. Objectivity and the 
pursuit of truth are appropriate goals of marketing research.  

2002 Hunt Marketing as a Profession: On 
Closing Stakeholder Gaps 

Effects Application. A dynamic process oriented theory like the resource-advantage 
theory is suggested as a vehicle to make the debate about the gap between 
marketing academe and marketing practice more productive. 

2003 Hunt On the Foundations of 
“Foundations of Marketing 
Theory:” A Reply to Fisk 

Effects Application. Rebuttal to Fisk concludes that marketing theory in general and 
R-A theory in particular remain works in progress 

2004 Hunt Invited Commentaries on the 
“Evolving to a New Dominant 
Logic for Marketing” 

Effects Application. Commentary extends the arguments of S-D Logic, using R-A 
theory. 

2005 Hunt For Truth and Realism in 
Management Research 

Theory Development. Using the historical method to develop the four fundamental 
tenets of scientific realism, by developing a scientific realist model of truth, and 
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Year Author(s) Effects Theory Development/ Effects Application 

using trust as a foundation, Hunt argues that (1) truth is a research goal and 
regulative ideal that is appropriate for management research, and (2) realism is an 
appropriate philosophical foundation for management research 

2007 Hunt A Responsibilities Framework 
for Marketing as a 
Professional Discipline 

Theory Development.  
Argues that the normal, everyday practice of marketing- creating, communicating, 
delivering, and exchanging market offerings that have value to customers- 
promotes firm-level innovations that, in turn, increase firm-level productivity that, 
again in turn, increases industry-level productivity that, also in turn, increases 
societal-level productivity, which produces economic growth. Therefore, marketing 
benefits society by contributing to economic growth.  

2010 Hunt Doctoral Seminars in 
Marketing Theory: For 
Incorporating the History of 
Marketing Practice and 
Thought 

Theory Development. Argues for including marketing history in doctoral seminars, 
possibly to examine specific controversies, because marketing history and 
marketing theory complement each other well. 

2011 Hunt On the Intersection of 
Marketing History and 
Marketing Theory 

Theory Development. Argues that historical research can contribute to marketing 
theory. Reviews the conventional view of marketing theory, discusses the nature of 
historical research, proposes how marketing history and theory intersect, and 
suggests how contributions may be made to marketing theory. 

2011 Hunt Theory Status, Inductive 
Realism, and Approximate 
Truth: No Miracles, No 
Charades 

Theory Development. Discusses the role, conceptualization, and articulation of 
“approximate truth” in realism in science, by developing an inductive realist, path 
diagram model of the processes in science that are involved in determining a 
theory’s status of acceptance, working acceptance, and rejection.  

2011 Hunt Developing Successful 
Theories in Marketing: Insights 
from Resource-Advantage 
Theory 

Theory Development. 
Employing the example of the resource-advantage theory, develops guidelines for 
authors to successful theory development. 

2011 Hunt Developing Successful 
Theories in Marketing and R-A 
Theory: Historical Evolution? 
Other Drivers? What’s 
Important? What’s Next? 

? 
Author thanks three commentators for their remarks on his article, “Developing 
Successful Theories in Marketing: Insights from Resource-Advantage Theory.” 
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1995 Hunt and 
Menon 

Metaphors and Competitive 
Advantage: Evaluating the Use 
of Metaphors in Theories of 
Competitive Strategy 

? 
Metaphors play an important role in creativity stimulation, theory development, 
research, and practice.   

1995 Hunt and 
Morgan 

The Comparative Advantage 
Theory of Competition 
* Harold H. Maynard Award for 
best theory article in Journal of 
Marketing in 1995 

Theory Development.  
Proposed as a replacement theory for the existing normative theory (the 
neoclassical theory of perfect competition) the comparative advantage theory of 
competition said the abundance, quality, and innovativeness of goods and services 
in market-based economies account for firm diversity and economics, and argued 
that the constant struggle by firms to develop a comparative advantage in resources 
ultimately led to a marketplace position of competitive advantage, thereby creating 
superior financial performance. Thus the new theory explains key macro and micro 
phenomena better.  Market Orientation is explained as a resource that can lead to 
competitive advantage; the sustainability is determined by internal and external 
factors.  

1995 Hunt The Resource-Advantage 
Theory of Competition: Toward 
Explaining Productivity and 
Economic Growth 

Effects Application. 
Stresses the importance of a firm’s resources – “the tangible and intangible entities 
available to the firm that enable it to produce efficiently and/or effectively a market 
offering that has value for some market segment(s).” Competition is “disequilibrium 
provoking,” and is “the constant struggle among firms for a comparative advantage 
in resources that will yield a marketplace position of competitive advantage and, 
thereby, superior performance.”  

1996 Hunt and 
Morgan 

The Resource-Advantage 
Theory of Competition: 
Dynamics, Path 
Dependencies, and 
Evolutionary Dimensions 

Theory Development. 
More dynamic framework in response to Dickson (1996), incorporating higher-order 
learning processes that lead to superior financial performance. 

1997 Hunt Resource Advantage Theory: 
An Evolutionary Theory of 
Competitive Firm Behavior? 

Effects Application? 
R-A theory is a phylogenetic, non-consummatory, evolutionary theory of competitive 
firm behavior based on Hodgson’s (1993) taxonomy from economics. R-A theory’s 
view of resources is closely linked to the institutional economic theory (Ranson 
1987).  
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1997 Hunt Resource-Advantage Theory 
and the Wealth of Nations: 
Developing the Socio-
Economic Research Tradition 

Theory Development? 
R-A theory in socio-economic research can contribute to explaining why all market-
based economies are not wealthy, and why institutions that promote trust can be 
productivity-enhancing. 

1997 Hunt Competing Through 
Relationships: Grounding 
Relationship Marketing in 
Resource Advantage Theory 

Effects Application? 
Addressing the “relationship portfolio conundrum,” R-A theory emphasizes relational 
resources, and can ground the “co-operate-to-compete” thesis.  

1997 Hunt and 
Morgan 

Resource-Advantage Theory: 
A Snake Swallowing Its Tail or 
a General Theory of 
Competition? 

Theory Development? 
Response to Deligönül and Cavusgil´s (1997) critique. Reiterates the differences 
between the neoclassical theory of perfect competition and R-A theory which has 
an interdisciplinary nature. R-A theory emphasizes the competitive process (cf. 
process theory and organizational learning) which is disequilibrating, and is 
influenced by environmental factors.   

1997 Hunt Evolutionary Economics, 
Endogenous Growth Models, 
and Resource-Advantage 
Theory 

Theory Development? 
R-A theory encompasses the expansion of evolutionary economics which can 
further expand its scope by developing process theories. Process theories of 
competition models like R-A theory can ground models of endogenous economic 
growth because R-A theory uses -- 1) technology as a resource, 2) endogenous 
innovation, 3) rents, and 4) institutions. 

1998 Hunt Productivity, Economic 
Growth, and Competition: 
Resource Allocation or 
Resource Creation? 

Effects Application. 
Productivity and economic growth are driven by resource creation, not resource 
allocation. 

1999 Morgan and 
Hunt 

Relationship-Based 
Competitive Advantage: The 
Role of Relationship Marketing 
in Marketing Strategy 

Theory Development. 
Beyond transaction cost analysis or resource dependence theory, R-A theory 
argues that resources gained through relationships (financial, legal, physical, 
human, organizational, relational, and informational resources) and their 
sustainability play an important strategic role in relationship marketing. 

1999 Hunt The Strategic Imperative and 
Sustainable Competitive 
Advantage: Public Policy 
Implications of Resource-

Theory Development.  
Addresses the “strategy-is-anticompetitive” thesis of neoclassical theory of perfect 
competition and traditional industrial organization economics which imply that 
strategic imperative and its achievement are presumptively anticompetitive and 
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Advantage Theory antisocial. R-A theory grounds strategy, its emphasis on sustainable competitive 
advantage, its contribution to competition, productivity, and economic growth, and 
its public policy implications. Firm factors, and not industry factors, are key.  

2000 Hunt A General Theory of 
Competition: Too Eclectic or 
Not Eclectic Enough? Too 
Incremental or Not Incremental 
Enough? Too Neoclassical or 
Not Neoclassical Enough? 

Theory Development? 
Acknowledges how the foundational premises and structure of R-A theory are 
similar to, but not the same as, “eleven theories and traditions,” and discusses 
concepts like eclecticism, incrementalism, neoclassicism, resources, and 
“Austrianism,” as related to the R-A theory.   

2000 Hunt and 
Lambe 

Marketing’s Contribution to 
Business Strategy: Market 
Orientation, Relationship 
Marketing, and Resource-
Advantage Theory 

Effects Application. 
Discusses three major contributions of marketing to the discipline of business 
strategy, R-A theory being the most significant.  

2001 Hunt A General Theory of 
Competition: Issues, Answers 
and an Invitation 

Effects Application. 
R-A theory is interdisciplinary and hence provocative. The objective is superior 
financial performance (vs. profit or wealth maximization), and incorporates perfect 
competition as a special case- though not mathematized. Critical discussion invited. 

2001 Hunt and 
Arnett 

Competition as an 
Evolutionary Process and 
Antitrust Policy 

Effects Application. 
Principles derived from equilibrium-based economics mischaracterize key elements 
of economics. So R-A theory, the process view of competition that draws heavily on 
evolutionary and Austrian Economics, may be used as a basis for antitrust policy. 
The efficiency vs. wealth transfer argument is key.  

2002 Hunt and 
Duhan 

Competition in the Third 
Millennium: Efficiency or 
Effectiveness? 

Effects Application. 
R-A theory used to conclude that both efficiency and effectiveness will drive 
competition in the third millennium – pursuit of superior financial performance is 
key. Note that according to neoclassical economics, competition is efficiency-
seeking, and conventional business wisdom is that competition is an effectiveness-
seeking enterprise.  

2002 Lambe, 
Spekman, and 
Hunt 

Alliance Competence, 
Resources, and Alliance 
Success: Conceptualization, 

Effects Application. 
Alliance competence, a key antecedent, contributes to alliance success, both 
directly and through the acquisition and creation of resources.  
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Measurement, and Initial Test 

2002 Hunt Marketing and A General 
Theory of Competition 

Effects Application. 
General Theory of Competition is evaluated in reply to Robin Wensley and Bodo B. 
Schlegelmilch. 

2002 Morgan and 
Hunt 

Determining Marketing 
Strategy: A Cybernetic 
Systems Approach to Scenario 
Planning 

Effects Application? 
The answer to this adaptation-selection research question “How do firms 
strategically coevolve with their environments?” has been attempted by drawing on 
advances in strategic choice theory and R-A theory. 

2003 Hunt and 
Arnett 

Resource-Advantage Theory 
and Embeddedness: 
Explaining R-A Theory’s 
Explanatory Success 

Effects Application. 
R-A theory, “a moderately socialized, embedded theory of competition,” can 
successfully explain and predict marketing phenomena, and grounds the claim that 
social structures and trust-based governance can be competition-enhancing. 

2004 Hunt and 
Derozier 

The Normative Imperatives of 
Business and Marketing 
Strategy: Grounding Strategy 
in Resource-Advantage 
Theory 

Effects Application. 
R-A theory grounds theories of business and marketing strategy, so it helps with an 
accurate understanding of the contexts of competition, and choosing wisely from 
among the various theories of strategy- industry-based, resource-based, or 
competence-based. 

2004 Hunt and 
Arnett 

Market Segmentation, 
Competitive Advantage, and 
Public Policy: Grounding 
Segmentation Strategy in 
Resource-Advantage Theory 

Effects Application. 
Argues that R-A theory possesses the requisites for a process theory of competition 
to ground the concept of market segmentation, and that the use of market 
segmentation promotes “firm-level, industry-level, and societal-level productivity.” 

2004 Hunt and 
Arnett 

Market Segmentation Strategy 
and Resource- Advantage 
Theory: A Response to 
Cadeaux and Dowling 

Effects Application. 
Explanatory rebuttal to comments on previous article. Claims R-A theory is “toward” 
a general theory of marketing. 

2006 Hunt and 
Arnett 

Does Marketing Success Lead 
to Market Success? 

Effects Application. 
Argues using R-A theory that marketing success and market success are not only 
compatible, but that competence in marketing leads to both marketing and market 
success. 
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2007 Hunt Economic Growth: Should 
Policy Focus on Investment or 
Dynamic Competition? 

Effects Application. 
When it comes to public policy initiatives aimed at increasing societal standards of 
living, the R-A theory, embodying the dynamic competition model, which maintains 
that growth results from dynamic competitive innovations, best explains economic 
growth, as compared to the neoclassical model, which claims that growth results 
from increases in investment. 

2007 Edison, Hunt, 
and 
Madhavaram 

Inducing Salespeople to Sell 
Proprietary Products:  Do 
Transaction Cost Factors 
Hinder?  Do Relational Factors 
Help? 

Effects Application. 
An integrated model of salesperson’s sales of proprietary products is developed. 
Empirically explores the roles of transaction cost and relational factors in inducing 
salespeople to promote proprietary products; transaction cost factors do not hinder 
and relational factors do not help in inducing proprietary product sales; trust has a 
negative moderating effect.  

2008 Hunt and 
Davis 

Grounding Supply Chain 
Management in Resource-
Advantage Theory 

Effects Application. 
Argues that purchasing strategy can be a source of long-term competitive 
advantage, when supply chain management is grounded in the resource-advantage 
research tradition.  

2008 Madhavaram 
and Hunt 

The Service-Dominant Logic 
and a Hierarchy of Operant 
Resources: Developing 
Masterful Operant Resources 
and Implications for Marketing 
Strategy 

Effects Application. 
Extends and elaborates the concept of operant resources (Vargo and Lusch 2004) 
by proposing a hierarchy of basic, composite, and interconnected operant 
resources, and introducing the notion of masterful operant resources.  

2009 Hunt Competitive Advantage 
Strategies in Times of 
Adversity 

Effects Application. 
Delineates how R-A theory– shows how competitive advantage is a dynamic 
process, explains how institutions affect the process of competition, and explicates 
how business strategy may be developed in adversity.  

2011 Hunt Sustainable Marketing, Equity, 
and Economic Growth: A 
Resource-Advantage, 
Economic Freedom Approach 
* Won the “Sheth Foundation 
Best Paper Award” for 2011 
from the Journal of the 

Effects Application. 
Using R-A theory, claims that the equity and needs/wants challenges of sustainable 
economic development can be addressed by pursuing economic growth. Public 
policy should, therefore, focus on institutions that favor economic freedom and 
dynamic competition, not on increasing investment. 
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Academy of Marketing 
Science  

2012 Hunt The Evolution of Resource-
Advantage  Theory: Six 
Events, Six Realizations, Six 
Contributions 

Effects Application. 
Evolutionary history of the R-A theory- a personal retrospective: key events that 
influenced the development of the structure, foundational premises, and models of 
the R-A theory – 
1. B.J. “Bud” LaLonde emphasizes the works of Alderson (1957, 1965);  
2. Rob Morgan suggests an article on the resource-based theory of the firm;  
3. Roy Howell suggests a presentation on R-A theory;  
4. Randy Sparks shows a “socialist calculation” article;  
5. Kim Boal suggests the Journal of Management Inquiry as a publication 
outlet; and  
6. Bob Phillips discusses his work on “firm effects vs industry effects.” 

2012 Bicen and 
Hunt 

Alliance Market Orientation, 
New Product Development, 
and Resource Advantage 
Theory 

Effects Application. 
Defines alliance market orientation, shows it is a major factor in NPD alliance 
success, and argues that R-A theory can ground and explain its contribution to NPD 
alliance success, by extending the concept of intra-organizational market orientation 
to an inter-organizational context, and explaining the role of idiosyncratic resources 
in alliances. 

2012 Hunt and 
Madhavaram 

Managerial action and 
resource-advantage theory: 
conceptual frameworks 
emanating from a positive 
theory of competition 

Effects Application. 
Argues that conceptual frameworks based on the positive R-A theory can potentially 
facilitate managerial action; develops five frameworks. 

1972 Hunt The Socioeconomic 
Consequences of the 
Franchise System of 
Distribution 

Theory Development? 
Franchising defined in terms of contracts, relationships, and business operations, 
and as applicable to a wide variety of franchisors. Some social and economic 
consequences of franchising as a system of distribution are evaluated. Essentially 
argues against the purported favorable and unfavorable consequences of 
franchises in the literature. 

1973 Hunt Experiential Determinants of Effects Application. 
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Franchisee Success Investigates importance of previous business experience of the potential franchisee 
as a selection criterion. Found that positive relationship between franchisee’s 
previous and current incomes suggests that success in previous employment is a 
good predictor of franchisee success, and franchisors’ training programs 
compensate for lack of experience. 

1973 Churchill and 
Hunt 

Sources of Funds and 
Franchisee Success 

Effects Application. 
Obtaining bank financing, and/or franchisor financing are considered important, 
besides consulting with lending banks, lawyers, and accountants beforehand. 
Selecting the right franchisor is important for franchisee success.  

1973 Hunt The Trend Toward Company-
Operated Units in Franchise 
Chains 

Effects Application. 
Posits that there are six primary motivations for firms seeking franchised units, and 
four factors favoring company-owned units. 

1974 Hunt and 
Nevin 

Power in a Channel of 
Distribution 

Effects Application. 
Empirically assesses relationship between power and source of power for the 
business format franchise, or the franchisor-franchisee channel of distribution 
(Simon 1953; El-Ansary and Stern 1972). Examines consequences of utilization of 
coercive versus non-coercive sources of power by franchisors (French and Raven 
1959). So franchisors could increase franchisee satisfaction by relying less on the 
coercive sources of power.  

1975 Hunt An Evaluation of Franchisee 
Independence 

Effects Application. 
Empirical evaluation of franchise independence in the fast food industry. Where 
franchisors controlled the menu, and franchisees had less control, the business 
made more money. 

1975 Hunt and 
Nevin 

Tying Agreements in 
Franchising 

Effects Application. 
A major legal problem in franchising is the damaging “tying agreement” problem— 
restrictions by franchisors on the source of supplies or services purchased by their 
franchisees. Strengthening the franchise system of distribution is suggested. 

1976 Hunt and 
Jackobs 

Franchising as an Investment 
Opportunity: An Evaluation 

Effects Application. 
Motivations for, and advantages and disadvantages of, franchising are discussed. 
Advantages are trade names and trademarks, and preopening and post opening 
assistance. Local sources of information like the Better Business Bureau, 
brochures, and government publications are important.  
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1976 Hunt and 
Nevin 

Full Disclosure Laws in 
Franchising: An Empirical 
Evaluation 

Effects Application. 
A major legal problem in franchising is the disclosure problem– misrepresentations 
by franchisors granting or selling to potential franchisees about the operation of the 
franchise. The benefits of the full disclosure laws outweigh their costs, so a national 
uniform law is suggested.  

1977 Hunt Franchising: Promises, 
Problems, Prospects 

Effects Application. 
Promise- purported benefits of franchising to society. Problems- analysis of some of 
the misfortunes plaguing franchising. Prospects- forecast of future during next 
decade. Overall, overpromised, over legislated, and with too much litigation.  

1978 Hunt Women and Franchising Effects Application. 
Claims that franchising, accounting for a third of all retail sales, shows an increasing 
participation of women over the years. More women are welcoming the opportunity 
to run their own franchisees, exhibiting satisfactory performance, and where lacking 
in experience and managerial skills, are seeking out easily available training. 

1980 Nevin, Hunt, 
and Ruekert 

The Impact of Fair Practice 
Laws on a Franchise Channel 
of Distribution 

Effects Application. 
The gasoline industry, with one of the highest amounts of litigation, is one of the 
largest franchise operations in USA. Fair practice laws relate largely to franchise 
contract termination clauses. Legislated solutions, however, may not be as effective 
as previously presumed. 

1981 Nevin, Hunt, 
and Levas 

Legal Remedies for Deceptive 
and Unfair Practices in 
Franchising 

Effects Application. 
Two major legal problems in franchising are the deceptive practices in the selling or 
granting of franchises (full disclosure problem), and the unfair practices in the 
operation of a franchise system. Fair practice laws are possible legal remedies. 
However, more uniform federal legislation and the formation of associations for 
redress are suggested. 

1981 Burnett, 
Amason, and 
Hunt 

Feminism: Implications for 
Retail Strategy and Salesclerk 
Behavior 

Effects Application. 
For study of the implication of women’s movement for retail strategy, women were 
classified as traditionalist, moderate, or feminist. Study suggests that feminists are 
more patient than others toward salesclerks, dislike high-pressure sales techniques, 
have higher expectations of salesclerk appearance and habits, and have a more 
favorable attitude toward salesclerks, but also feel that salesclerks are less 
courteous and have less product knowledge. 
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1985 Hunt, Ray, and 
Wood 

Behavioral Dimensions of 
Channels of Distribution: 
Review and Synthesis 

Effects Application. 
Review of theoretical and empirical concepts within the work in behavioral aspects 
of distribution channels, viz., bargaining, conflict, cooperation, power, performance, 
member roles, member satisfaction, and political economy, especially conceptual 
issues, development of models, and empirical tests of hypotheses.  

1994 Morgan and 
Hunt 

The Commitment-Trust Theory 
of Relationship Marketing 

Theory Development. 
Relationship marketing, derived from relational contracting theory (MacNeil 1978, 
1980; Dwyer et al. 1987) is the establishing, developing, and maintaining of 
successful relational exchanges. The paradoxical nature is that in order to be a 
successful competitor, one must be a trusted cooperator. Examined the key 
concepts and variables of relational exchange and found trust to be so interrelated 
and important that they identified trust, along with commitment, as key mediating 
variables in developing the model for the commitment-trust theory. Trust is related 
to reliance and integrity, while commitment is the belief that the relationship is worth 
working on to ensure its endurance. As key mediating variables, commitment and 
trust were placed in the theoretical model between five antecedents (termination 
costs, benefits, shared values, communication, and opportunistic behavior) and five 
outcomes (acquiescence, propensity to leave, cooperation, functional conflict, and 
decision-making authority) to find the strongest relationship with cooperation. The 
theoretical model found that both trust and commitment had positive effects on the 
cooperation outcome, and helped current partners resist short-term alternatives in 
favor of long-term benefits and view potentially high-risk actions as being prudent 
since the partner is not opportunistic. However, trust had a stronger influence on 
cooperation than commitment. In fact, trust also had an influence on commitment, 
according to the model. 

1994 Hunt and 
Morgan 

Organizational Commitment: 
One of Many Commitments or 
Key Mediating Construct? 

Effects Application. 
Explore the reconceptualization of organizational commitment to accommodate 
both, global organizational commitment, and constituency-specific commitments. 
Using SEM, it is found that – several constituency-specific commitments contribute 
to global organizational commitment, organizations benefit from employees’ 
developing constituency-specific commitments, and the key mediating construct 
model best represents the relationships among “constituency-specific commitments, 
global organizational commitment, and important organizational outcomes.” 
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1994 Hunt and 
Morgan 

Relationship Marketing in the 
Era of Network Competition 

Effects Application. 
Global marketing will demand more relational inputs as “the key structural issue in 
relationship marketing is the exchange of resources to provide mutual benefits and 
achieve mutual goals.” A clear understanding of each partner’s contributions and 
goals and a structure that ensures an equitable balance of benefits is important. 

2000 Lambe, 
Spekman, and 
Hunt 

Interimistic Relational 
Exchange: Conceptualization 
and Propositional 
Development 

Effects Application. 
“Interimistic relational exchange is defined as a close, collaborative, fast-
developing, short-lived exchange relationship in which companies pool their skills 
and/or resources to address a transient, albeit important, business opportunity 
and/or threat.” Examine how interimistic relational exchange governance differs 
from that of enduring relational exchange, and develop propositions for further 
research on interimistic exchange. 

2002 Hunt, Lambe, 
and Wittmann 

A Theory and Model of 
Business Alliance Success 

Effects Application. 
Although business alliances, an important form of relationship marketing, are 
becoming ubiquitous, many alliances are unsuccessful. Provide an integrative 
model of alliance success based on sub-models that rely on the 1) resource-based, 
2) competence-based, 3) relational factors, and 4) competitive advantage views of 
alliances, and show how R-A theory grounds the integrative model. 

2003 Arnett, 
German, and 
Hunt 

The Identity Salience Model of 
Relationship Marketing 
Success: The Case of 
Nonprofit  Marketing 

Theory Development? 
Develop “the identity salience model of relationship marketing success,” which they 
posit is useful for explaining relationship marketing success in exchange 
relationships that 1) involve individuals, and 2) are based primarily on social 
exchange. The model is then developed and tested in the context of nonprofit 
higher education marketing; results provide support for the model. 

2006 Hunt, Arnett, 
and 
Madhavaram 

The Explanatory Foundations 
of Relationship Marketing 
Theory 

Effects Application. 
Drawing on R-A theory and literature, develop explanatory foundations of 
relationship marketing theory by seeking to answer three “why?” questions: 1) Why 
is relationship marketing so prominent now? 2) Why do firms and consumers enter 
into relationships with other firms and consumers? 3) Why are some efforts at 
relationship marketing more successful than others? Relationship marketing theory, 
an extremely rich area of research, can take many forms and, as a result, has the 
potential to increase one’s understanding of many aspects of business strategy. 
From a marketing theory standpoint, the eight kinds of factors provide guidance to 
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researchers exploring the many forms of relational marketing.  

2006 Hunt, Arnett, 
and 
Madhavaram 

For Dynamic Relationship 
Marketing Theory: A Reply to 
Rese 

Effects Application. 
Reply to Rese’s comment that has misspecified the major problems facing those 
firms adopting relationship marketing-based strategies. Clarifies the eight types of 
factors that influence relationship marketing-based strategy success. 

2009 Wittmann, 
Hunt, and 
Arnett 

Explaining Alliance Success: 
Competences, Resources, 
Relational Factors, and 
Resource-Advantage Theory 

Effects Application. 
Business alliances, by filling critical resource gaps, enable firms to have positional 
advantages that lead to superior financial performance. Three prominent theoretical 
approaches to explaining alliance success rely on resources, competences, and 
relational factors; these are interdependent. So, using R-A theory as a framework, 
an integrative model that proposes that the three approaches are linked by means 
of relationships among (1) alliance competence, (2) complementary resources, (3) 
idiosyncratic resources, and (4) cooperation, is developed. Found that resources, 
construed in the manner of R-A theory, influence alliance success through 
positional advantage. 

2011 Spralls, Hunt, 
and Wilcox  

Extranet Use and Building 
Relationship Capital in 
Interfirm Distribution Networks: 
The Role of Extranet 
Capability 

Effects Application. 
Firms are turning toward e-business technologies to increase efficiency and 
effectiveness and, thereby, acquire competitive advantage. Interfirm distribution 
networks (IDNs) connected by extranets behave like alliances. So the network 
leader in the IDN may have an organizational capability related to developing and 
managing IDNs.  
This extranet capability is posited to positively influence three relationship capital 
resources (trust, information exchange, and communication quality), which, in turn, 
influence positively five network performance outputs (responsiveness, financial 
performance, efficiency, effectiveness, and innovativeness).  

1976 Hunt Informational vs. Persuasive 
Advertising: An Evaluation 

Effects Application. 
Advertising is the most criticized functional-area in business. Employing logical 
analysis, the high information-content vs. low information-content dichotomy in 
advertising is proposed in lieu of the “illogical and phony” information vs. persuasion 
dichotomy, despite operationalization problems. The information-persuasion 
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dichotomy claims that informational advertising is okay, but persuasive advertising 
is not okay. The study argues that “if informational advertising is okay (as most 
critics concede), and if much informational advertising is very persuasive (as no 
person knowledgeable of advertising would dispute), and if the purpose of all 
advertising is to persuade (as not even critics of advertising could deny), then, all 
persuasive advertising cannot be not okay.” 

1980 Kroll and Hunt Consumer-Interest Study in 
Higher Education: A 
Conceptual Analysis of an 
Emerging Discipline 

Theory Development? 
The name suggested for the field is “consumer science.” Comparisons along certain 
dimensions of disciplinary scope are made to economics, home economics, and 
marketing to provide further insight. The scope is analyzed using the BAMMPP 
social science dimensions: basic/applied (whether empirical phenomena are being 
studied to determine underlying relationships, or whether scientifically supported 
knowledge of such relationships is being used to accomplish desired individual or 
social objectives), micro/macro (level of aggregation), and private/public 
(involvement of government on some capacity). There is a new emphasis on the 
macro and public dimensions in both, the marketing and consumer-study, blurring 
the lines of distinction between the two disciplines. The suffixes of education/ 
economics/ affairs are considered overly restrictive as compared to studies. The 
word science as a complement to consumer, however, implies the antithesis of 
bias. “Consumer science” can, according to the authors, usefully represent the 
objectives of the emerging discipline if not yet its practice or cumulative 
achievement. 

1981 Hunt and 
Nevin 

Why Consumers Believe They 
are Being Ripped Off 

Effects Application. 
Conceptual framework to analyze consumers’ pre-transaction and post-transaction 
perception of being ripped off. Perceptions of value, company’s corporate profits, 
and rational “fair” price versus actual price come into play. Emphasizes the need 
for, and the challenge of, consumer education.  

1981 Hunt Macromarketing as a Multi-
Dimensional Construct 

Theory Development? 
Colloquium. 
Response to comments and observations at Macromarketing Conference 
concerning “The Nature and Scope of Marketing” (Hunt 1976), focusing on the 
“three dichotomies” model. Clarifies the micro/ macro dichotomy. Proposes 
macromarketing as a multi-dimensional construct which is the study of (1) 
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marketing systems (level of aggregation criterion), (2) the impact and consequence 
of marketing systems on society (generalized “interests of society” criterion), and (3) 
the impact and consequence of society on marketing systems (societal impact on 
marketing criterion). 

1982 Hunt and 
Burnett 

The Macromarketing/ 
Micromarketing Dichotomy: A 
Taxonomical Model 

Theory Development? 
Taxonomical model to find classificatory criteria such that all marketing phenomena 
will be either macro or micro to review and explain the macromarketing/ 
micromarketing dichotomy. Goes beyond the controversy of “is marketing science” 
and “private/ public/ nonprofit.” Study combines these four major perspectives with 
the three dichotomies model: Moyer (1972); Bagozzi (1977); Hunt (1977b); 
Shawyer and Nickels (1979).  

1982 Hunt and 
Burnett 

The Social Responsibility of 
Retailing 

Effects Application? 
Argues against holding retail businesses accountable for social responsibility 
concerns because of legal ramifications. Argues for citizens’ power to indirectly 
dictate social responsibility related policy by businesses via allocation of their 
spending dollar, and resorting to government legislation.  

1984 Hunt, Chonko 
and Wilcox  

Ethical Problems of Marketing 
Researchers 

Theory Development? 
Murphy and Laczniak (1981) concluded that “the function within business firms 
most often charged with ethical abuse is marketing” (p. 251). Ethical problems are 
relationship kinds of problems. Ethical conflict occurs when an individual perceives 
that his/her duties and responsibilities toward one group are inconsistent with 
his/her duties and responsibilities toward some other group (including one’s self). 
Integrity is a voluntary, spontaneous, positive form of honesty, where one takes 
initiative in being honest, being almost aggressive about it. Examines four research 
questions: 1) What are the major ethical problems of marketing researchers? 2) To 
what extent do our professional codes of conduct address the major ethical 
problems of marketing researchers? 3) How extensive are the ethical problems of 
marketing researchers? 4) How effective are the actions of top management in 
reducing ethical problems of marketing researchers? The most difficult ethical 
problem facing marketing researchers is maintaining the integrity of their research 
efforts. Of the twelve most difficult ethical conflicts reported by marketing 
researchers, the AMA code of ethics addressed only four. Kohlberg’s (1981) model 
and methodology are recommended for future research. 
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1984 Hunt and 
Chonko 

Marketing and 
Machiavellianism 

Theory Development? 
“A definition of the twentieth century Machiavellian administrator is one who 
employs aggressive, manipulative, exploiting, and devious moves in order to 
achieve personal and organizational objectives” (Calhoon 1969). McMurry (1973) 
recommends Machiavellianism for top executives. Criticism of marketing is 
discussed. Research questions explored empirically: 1) Are marketers more 
Machiavellian (manipulative and unethical) than other members of society? 2) Are 
some kinds of marketers more Machiavellian than others? 3) Is Machiavellianism 
related to success in marketing? The Mach IV scale developed by Christie and Geis 
(1970) was used. Marketers are not “more Machiavellian” but some marketers 
score very high on the Mach IV scale.  

1985 Chonko and 
Hunt 

Ethics and Marketing 
Management: An Empirical 
Examination 
* Won the “Quality and Impact 
in Marketing Scholarship 
Award” of the Journal of 
Business Research  

Effects Application. 
Study of the kinds and extent of ethical conflicts faced by marketing managers.  
Ethical problems occur in human interactions when expectations are not met, and 
include bribery, fairness, honesty, pricing strategy, product strategy, and personnel 
decisions. The clash of corporate and consumer interests are typically the cause of 
unethical behavior. Male and technically qualified managers reported lesser ethical 
problems. Reportedly few managers pounce at all the opportunities available to 
indulge in unethical practices. While reprimands by top management help exercise 
ethical control, the existence of corporate industry codes of ethics is not as relevant. 
Decision processes– deontological or teleological– using scenario approaches, may 
be employed for future studies. 

1986 Hunt and Vitell A General Theory of Marketing 
Ethics 
* Won the 2000 Journal of 
Business Research/ Elsevier 
Science Award, for 
“Exceptional Quality and High 
Scholarly Impact” 

Theory Development. 
First global theory of marketing ethics is positive and accounts for both the 
deontological and teleological aspects of moral philosophy. Marketers engage in 
both deontological and teleological evaluations in determining their ethical 
judgments and behaviors.  Seven testable propositions are as follows: (1) in a 
situation involving ethical content where an individual perceives several 
alternatives, the ethical judgments concerning each alternative are a function of 
deontological evaluation and teleological evaluation; (2) the intention to adopt a 
particular alternative is a function of ethical judgments and teleological evaluations; 
(3) the likelihood that an individual will engage in a particular behavior is a function 
of the individual’s intentions and situational constraints; (4) teleological evaluation 
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for each alternative is a function of {DC, PC, IS} probabilities of the consequences 
associated with each alternative, desirability or undesirability of the consequences 
of each alternative, and importance of the stakeholders on whom the consequences 
fall; (5) the deontological evaluation is a function of the deontological norms that are 
applied to each alternative; (6) deontological norms are formed by the individual’s 
personal experiences, organizational environment, industry environment, and 
cultural environment; (7) the importance of each stakeholder group is determined by 
the same environmental factors that form the deontological norms. 

1986 Wood, 
Chonko, and 
Hunt 

Social Responsibility and 
Personal Success: Are They 
Incompatible? 

Effects Application. 
Corporate social responsibility (CSR) is the relationship of business to broader 
society. Success measures income and job title. Satisfaction (borrowed from 
psychology etc.) measures satisfaction with job/ information/ variety/ closure/ pay/ 
marketing. Of the classical view, the activist-constrainer view, and the managerial 
view, the latter two views dominate CSR today, and hold that responsible decision 
makers who reward socially responsible actions help realize responsible CSR 
goals. Positive corporate responsiveness to societal ills is impeded if it impacts 
negatively on personal success. 

1986 Burnett, Hunt, 
and Chonko 

Machiavellianism Across 
Sexes: An Examination of 
Marketing Professionals 

Effects Application. 
Signaling the rise of the post 1970s woman, professional women are found to be 
much more Machiavellian (interpersonal manipulativeness) than men, considering 
levels of education, income, and age. Relationship between gender and 
Machiavellianism changes if considering other factors, viz., occupation, culture etc.  

1987 Burnett, Hunt, 
Johnston, and 
Wilcox 

Research Orientations and the 
Macromarketing/ 
Micromarketing Dichotomy 

Effects Application. 
Should marketing research be directed at the micro/normative problems of the 
marketing manager (Hunt 1976), or at the societal impacts of marketing? Studies 
how the macromarketing/ micromarketing perspectives from Moyer (1972), Shapiro 
(1973), Grashof and Kelman, Spratlen (1975), Hunt (1976), Bagozzi (1977), Bartels 
and Jenkins (1977), Hunt (1977b), Nickels and Hill (1978), McCarthy (1979), Slater 
(1978), White and Emory (1978), and Shawver and Nickels (1979), along with the 
original specification of the Three Dichotomies Model (Hunt 1976), prompted Hunt 
and Burnett’s (1982) development of a taxonomical model of macromarketing/ 
micromarketing that empirically delineated the domains of each area (macro/ 
micro). 
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1987 Chonko, Hunt, 
and Howell 

Ethics and the American 
Advertising Federation 
Principles 

Effects Application. 
The American Advertising Federation (AAF) provides guidelines for ethical 
standards in the areas of truth, substantiation, comparisons, bait advertising, 
guarantees and warranties, price claims, testimonials, and taste and decency. 
Study examines the extent of conformity with the above principles, and its relation 
to the actions of top management – the “organization ethic” (Alderson 1964; Pruden 
1971). Though ad agency executives perceive the ad industry to be low in 
conformity with the AAF principles, they perceive their own agency to be high in 
conformity to the AAF principles. Top management is instrumental in promoting 
high conformity with the AAF principles, hence higher ethical standards. 

1987 Hunt and 
Chonko 

Ethical Problems of 
Advertising Agency Executives 

Effects Application.  
“Ethical problems are managerial issues, not ‘just’ societal issues!” Ad executives 
reported “treating clients fairly” (billing; client vs. agency interest) and “creating 
honest ads and representing clients whose products or services are unhealthy or 
not needed” as the most frequent difficult ethical problems that strained their 
performance and their workplace relationships. Meanwhile, ethics codes of the ad 
industry associations focus more on the content of the ads.  

1988 Finn, Chonko, 
and Hunt 

Ethical Problems in Public 
Accounting: The View from the 
Top 

Effects Application. 
Examines the nature and extent of ethical conflicts faced by senior CPAs, and the 
effectiveness of partner actions and codes of ethics in addressing the issue. The 
most frequently reported ethical dilemmas concerned tax alteration and tax fraud, 
conflict of interest and independence, financial statement alteration, personal-
professional problems, and fee issues. While most CPAs believe that success is not 
linked to unethical practices, partner reprimands help reduce wayward incidences. 
The AICPA does a good job of addressing ethical conflicts faced by CPAs.  

1989 Hunt, Wood, 
and Chonko 

Corporate Ethical Values and 
Organizational Commitment in 
Marketing 

Effects Application.  
Corporate ethical values are strongly linked to organizational commitment, despite 
the possibility of “perceptual distortion.” So corporate ethical values are not only an 
important societal issue, but key managerial and organizational issues as well. 
Hence, managers who want committed employees should take an active role in 
promoting ethical values in their organizations. 
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1990 Hunt, Kiecker, 
and Chonko 

Social Responsibility and 
Personal Success: A 
Research Note 

Effects Application. 
In advertising, corporate social responsibility leads to neither penalties nor rewards 
for executives. The advantage of using semantic differential scales over Likert 
scales in certain situations is discussed.  

1990 Hunt Commentary on an Empirical 
Investigation of a General 
Theory of Marketing Ethics 

Effects Application. 
Commentary on Mayo and Marks’ (1990) “An Empirical Investigation of a General 
Theory of Marketing Ethics” (cf. Hunt and Vitell 1986), wherein they conclude, “The 
core relationships in Hunt and Vitell’ s model appear to capture much of the 
decision-making processes that marketing managers employ in resolving an ethical 
dilemma.”   

1991 Kiecker, Hunt, 
and Chonko  

Gender, Income Differences, 
and Marketing: Examining the 
“Earnings Gap” in Three Areas 
of Marketing 

Effects Application. 
Investigation of the socioeconomic issue of “earnings gap” between men and 
women, for marketing management, marketing research, and advertising agencies, 
controlling for differences in business experience, level of education, corporate 
level, type of industry, and size of firm. The gender “earnings gap” exists, but data 
indicate that a sizable portion of the gap may be explained by other variables.” 

1992 Goolsby and 
Hunt 

Cognitive Moral Development 
and Marketing 

Effects Application. 
Finds high cognitive moral development scores for female and highly educated 
marketers; at par with other societal groups, though. Far-reaching implications for 
marketing education.  

1993 Hunt and 
Vasquez-
Parraga 

Organizational Consequences, 
Marketing Ethics and 
Salesforce Supervision 

Effects Application. 
Explores organizational consequences and ethical issues in salesforce supervision, 
employing experimental design. Codified deontological norms and behavior-based 
control systems are suggested.  

1998 Sparks and 
Hunt 

Marketing Researcher Ethical 
Sensitivity: Conceptualization, 
Measurement, and Exploratory 
Investigation 

Effects Application. 
About appreciating the importance of ethical sensitivity in ethical decision making 
within the marketing discipline. Recognizing potential ethical content is a function of 
a person’s individual characteristic of ethical sensitivity (Hunt and Vitell 1992). 

2000 Chonko and 
Hunt 

Ethics and Marketing 
Management: A Retrospective 
and Prospective Commentary 

Effects Application. 
Commentary on Chonko and Hunt (1985). Provides a retrospective citation analysis 
of the kinds of ethics research projects that cited the article, and a prospective look 
at future research topics.  
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2002 Arnett and 
Hunt 

Competitive Irrationality: The 
Influence of Moral Philosophy 

Effects Application. 
Competitive irrationality is a common but not universal phenomenon—managers 
focus on damaging competitors’ profits, rather than improving their own. Using the 
moral philosophy viewpoint, the study shows that individuals high in deontological 
orientation, high in cognitive moral development, high in idealism, and low in 
relativism, will be less competitively irrational.  

2004 Hunt and 
Laverie 

Experiential Learning and the 
Hunt-Vitell Theory of Ethics: 
Teaching Marketing Ethics by 
Integrating Theory and 
Practice 

Effects Application. 
Explicates an experiential learning approach to teaching marketing ethics using the 
Hunt-Vitell model of ethics for integrating ethical theory and practice. 

2006 Hunt and Vitell The General Theory of 
Marketing Ethics: A Revision 
and Three Questions 

Theory Development. 
Overviews the 1993 revision of the model of the general theory of marketing ethics 
(Hunt and Vitell 1986). Finds that the H-V theory has been germane to the problems 
of academic researchers, ethics instructors, students, business practitioners, and 
ethical theorists.  

2007 Hunt and 
Hansen 

Understanding Ethical 
Diversity in Organizations 

Effects Application. 
Application of the H–V model to understand ethical diversity in organizations. 

2011 Hunt The Theory of Monopolistic 
Competition, Marketing’s 
Intellectual History, and the 
Product Differentiation Versus 
Marketing Segmentation 
Controversy 

Effects Application. 
Explicates the theory of monopolistic competition (Chamberlin 1933, 1951, 1962) 
that has influenced the shaping of marketing thought, and shows how it contributes 
to the understanding of the product differentiation versus market segmentation 
controversy, despite its failure as an economics theory. 

2011 Hunt On the Founding of the 
Journal of Macromarketing 

Effects Application. 
Commentary chronicles the events that led to the founding of the Journal of 
Macromarketing 

1970 Hunt Post-Transaction 
Communications and 
Dissonance Reduction 

Effects Application. 
Reviews the theory of cognitive dissonance (Festinger 1957) and studies its 
decision-oriented marketing implications using post-transaction communications. 

1978 Smith and 
Hunt 

Attributional Processes and 
Effects in Promotional 

Effects Application. 
Study of marketing applications of the attribution theory from social psychology, 
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Situations employing a two-way factorial experimental research design. 

1982 Hunt, 
Sparkman, 
and Wilcox 

The Pretest in Survey 
Research: Issues and 
Preliminary Findings 

Effects Application. 
Delineates the importance and indispensability of pretesting in certain types of 
survey research. Empirically examines the limits and importance of respondent 
verbalization. 

1983 Houston and 
Hunt 

The BBA-MBA Combination: 
Pierson, Gordon and Howell 
Revisited 
* Received “Outstanding 
Article of 1983” award by the 
Journal of Marketing 
Education and the Western 
Marketing Educators 
Association 

Effects Application. 
Study of the growing importance of BBA as an undergraduate major for admission 
to the MBA degree program, beyond the Gordon-Howell Report and the Pierson 
Report. The rising standard of undergraduate business education is emphasized.  

1985 Hunt, Chonko 
and Wood 

Organizational Commitment 
and Marketing 

Effects Application. 
Presents an organizational commitment model from a review of the literature, with 
personal attributes, personal investments, anticipatory socialization variables, job 
search behavior, work relationships, job characteristics (variety, autonomy, task 
identity, and feedback) as antecedents, and levels of satisfaction, performance, 
turnover, and absenteeism as outcomes.  

1986 Hunt, Chonko 
and Wood 

Marketing Education and 
Marketing Success: Are They 
Related? 

Effects Application. 
The long-term career success of marketing students is not contributed by their 
marketing education. 

1986 Hunt and 
Speck 

Specialization and the MBA: Is 
the Broad MBA Passe? 

Effects Application. 
Empirically examines how the functional specialization over a broad foundation in 
the functions of modern business is the more appropriate curriculum format for 
graduate business education in the 1980s. 

1987 Hunt, Chonko 
and Wood 

Advertising Education and 
Successful Advertising 
Careers: Are They Related? 

Effects Application. 
Empirically shows that a formal academic program in advertising, while not 
essential, leads to greater success of advertising professionals. However, intrinsic 
career success was found to be associated with neither an advertising education 
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nor a graduate degree.  

2001 Yilmaz and 
Hunt 

Salesperson Cooperation: The 
Influence of Relational, Task, 
Organizational, and Personal 
Factors 

Effects Application. 
Salesperson cooperation studied using mail surveys. Task interdependence, 
personal cooperativeness, organizational financial rewards, collectivist 
organizational norms, and relational factors, are important predictors of cooperation.  
Education level, number of coworkers, and degree of cooperative behaviors are not 
significant predictors of salesperson cooperation. 

2006 Hunt and 
Madhavaram  

Teaching Marketing Strategy: 
Using Resource-Advantage 
Theory as an Integrative 
Theoretical Foundation 

Effects Application. 
R-A theory is an appropriate, positive, business and marketing strategy integrative, 
theoretical foundation for teaching marketing strategy.  

2012 Hunt Toward the Institutionalization 
of Macromarketing- 
Sustainable Enterprise, 
Sustainable Marketing, 
Sustainable Development, and 
the Sustainable Society 

Effects Application. 
Commentary on Mark Peterson’s new textbook, Sustainable Enterprise: A 
Macromarketing Approach (Peterson 2012). Critically reviews and then 
recommends the book as a “continuance of the institutionalization of 
macromarketing.” 

2012 Hunt Trust, Personal Moral Codes, 
and the Resource-Advantage 
Theory of Competition: 
Explaining Productivity, 
Economic Growth, and Wealth 
Creation 

Effects Application. 
Use Hunt-Vitell theory of ethics and R-A theory to examine the personal moral 
codes that promote trust, and the societal-level moral codes based on deontological 
ethics that promote social trust, that promote productivity and economic growth, i.e., 
wealth creation. 

2012 Hunt and 
Davis 

Grounding Supply Chain 
Management in Resource-
Advantage Theory: In Defense 
of a Resource-Based View of 
the Firm 

Effects Application. 
Response to commentaries by Barney (2012) and Priem and Swink (2012) on Hunt 
and Davis (2008). Drawing similarities between R-A theory and the demand-side 
perspective for SCM strategy, and comparing R-A theory to the resource-based 
view of the firm, argue that SCM research must be grounded in a dynamic, 
resource-based theory of competition, going forward.  
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Year Author(s) Effects Theory Development/ Effects Application 

2012 Hunt Understanding the Drivers of 
Economic Growth: Grounding 
Endogenous Economic 
Growth Models in Resource-
Advantage Theory 

Effects Application. 
Reply to Foss’s (2012) comment on  “Trust, Personal Moral Codes, and the 
Resource-Advantage Theory of Competition: Explaining Productivity, Economic 
Growth, and Wealth Creation” (Hunt 2012), to clarify “the concept of total factor 
productivity, the role of institutions in promoting economic growth, and the 
importance of understanding how transaction costs impact entrepreneurship and 
economic growth,” focusing on Foss’s “discussion of growth economics and 
endogenous economic growth models.” 
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Five Theories from Hunt’s Effects Analyzed Above 

The five theories from the analysis of Hunt’s effects include the resource-

advantage theory of competition (Hunt and Morgan 1995) and the three dichotomies 

model (Hunt 1976), the general theory of marketing ethics (Hunt and Vitell 1986), the 

commitment-trust theory of relationship management (Morgan and Hunt 1994), the 

distributive theory of contractual vertical marketing systems or the franchise system of 

distribution (Hunt 1972), and the general theory of marketing (Hunt 1971). See Table 5 

for the explanans and explananda for the five theories.  

The analysis of the five theories follows: 1) The Resource-Advantage Theory: 

The Effect is Hunt and Morgan (1995); Also: Hunt and Morgan (1996, 1997). The name 

of the theory is: Resource-Advantage Theory of Competition. The Explanans 

(Foundational Premises) are, from Hunt and Morgan (1997) and quoted in Hunt 

(2010b), the nine foundational premises of resource-advantage theory: P1 – Demand is 

heterogeneous across industries, heterogeneous within industries, and dynamic. P2 – 

Consumer information is imperfect and costly. P3 – Human motivation is constrained 

self-interest seeking. P4 – The firm’s objective is superior financial performance. P5 – 

The firm’s information is imperfect and costly. P6 – The firm’s resources are financial, 

physical, legal, human, organizational, informational, and relational. P7 – Resource 

characteristics are heterogeneous and imperfectly mobile. P8 – The role of 

management is to recognize, understand, create, select, implement, and modify 

strategies. P9 – Competitive dynamics are disequilibrium-provoking with innovation 

endogenous.  Foundational premise should be interpreted as an idealized state that 

anchors an end-point on a continuum. 
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TABLE 5  
Explanans and Explananda for the Five Theories 

Effect Theory Explanan 
(Foundational Premise) 

Explanandum 
(Outcome) 

Hunt and 
Morgan (1995) 
Also: Hunt and 
Morgan (1996, 
1997) 

Resource-Advantage 
Theory of Competition 

Foundational Premises: P1-P9. 
Technology as resource; Endogeneous innovation; 

Rational expectations of superior financial 
performance; Societal institutions. 

Foundational premises should be interpreted as an 
idealized state that anchors an end-point on a 

continuum. 

Testable Propositions. Competition 
between imperfect procedural 
rationality; Differences create 

opportunities; Motivated and acute are 
ahead 

Hunt and Vitell 
(1986) 

General Theory of 
Marketing Ethics 

Positive model; Grounded in both deontological and 
teleological moral philosophy 

Seven testable hypotheses:  

Morgan and 
Hunt (1994) 

The Commitment-
Trust Theory of 

Relationship 
Management 

Cooperate to compete; Bilateral relationship is a 
normative exchange; Trust and commitment placed 

between five antecedents and five outcomes 

Trust and commitment are key 
mediating variables; Trust has a 

stronger effect on cooperation than 
commitment 

Hunt (1972) The Distributive 
Theory Of Contractual 

Vertical Marketing 
Systems 

A franchise relationship: a contract; continuing 
cooperative relationship; franchisee operates the 

business substantially under franchisor’s trade name 
and marketing plan. 

  

The purported favorable and 
unfavorable consequences studied are 

myths.  

Hunt (1971) 
Hunt (1983) 

General Theory of 
Marketing 

Bartels’ (1968) theory; Theoretical Schemata 
(Rudner 1966) 

Bartels’ (1968) seven component sub-
theories are not theories – they do not 

explain all phenomena of all four sets of 
the fundamental explananda of 

marketing 
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Some important requisites satisfied by R-A Theory are – 1) technology as a 

resource (see Hunt 1998), 2) endogenous innovation – innovation should be an 

outcome of competition, 3) firms must have rational expectation of superior financial 

performance from innovations that contribute to their efficiency and/or effectiveness, 

and 4) such societal institutions as the patent system should contribute to facilitating or 

inhibiting competition-induced economic growth. 

The Explananda (Outcomes) are as follows: Hunt’s theory of competition 

contained three propositions: 1) Competition is between competitors’ imperfect 

procedural rationality; 2) Speed of responsiveness varies between competitors so that 

differences among competitors create opportunities for firms; and 3) Motivated and 

acute competitors respond quickly and move faster to stay ahead of the competition.  

The resource-advantage dynamics are summed up in the following: 1) 

Competition is a disequilibrating, ongoing process that consists of the constant struggle 

among firms for a comparative advantage in resources that will yield a marketplace 

position of competitive advantage and, thereby, superior financial performance; 2) 

Competitive processes are significantly influenced by five environmental factors: (i) the 

societal resources on which firms draw, (ii) the societal institutions that frame the rules 

of the game, (iii) the actions of competitors, (iv) the behaviors of consumers, and (v) 

public policy decisions; 3) Firms learn through competition as a result of feedback from 

relative financial performance” signaling” relative market position, which in turn signals 

relative resources. 
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Two types of innovation play a key role in the R-A theory: 1) Proactive innovation 

which is innovation by firms in the absence of specific competitive pressures, and 2) 

Reactive innovation that is directly prompted by competition. 

Higher-order learning processes, or complex resources, are the processes and 

systems instituted within the firm that deterministically drive the continuous 

improvement in all of the firm’s products and processes (Dickson 1996). Dickson says 

higher-order learning processes are the fundamental construct for superior financial 

performance. R-A theory recognizes that other resources can yield superior financial 

performance and shows how firms learn from the very process of competition itself-even 

in the absence of having mastered higher-order learning processes. 

Endogenous Growth Models are the process of competition that produces the 

innovations that result in technological progress and, in turn economic, growth (Solow 

1994). Evolutionary Theories are theories of competition that require units of selection 

that are relatively durable (can exits through long periods of time) and heritable (can be 

transmitted to successors). R-A theory is based on Hodgson’s (1993) evolutionary 

theory. 

So, the R-A theory – 1) is a general theory of competition that incorporates 

perfect competition theory as a special, limiting case, 2) is a dynamic theory of 

competition. Specifically, the premise that firms are motivated by the pursuit of superior 

financial performance implies that competition in a market-based economy must be 

dynamic, 3) contributes to understanding organizational learning because it shows how 

the feedback from financial performance causes a firm to learn crucial facts about its 

marketplace position and resources. Specifically R-A theory argues that firms that have 
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not mastered higher-order learning processes do learn from competing in the 

marketplace, 4) contributes to understanding of how path dependence effects can occur 

since R-A theory is an evolutionary, nonconsummatory theory of competition., 5) relates 

to endogenous growth models because it views: (1) competition as an evolutionary 

process in real-time; (2) technology as a nonrival, partially excludable resource in the 

production process; (3) innovation as an outcome of the process of competition; (4) 

firms as having the rational expectation that superior financial performance results from 

innovations that contribute to efficiency and/or effectiveness; and (5) societal institutions 

as potentially facilitating or inhibiting competition-induced growth.  

2) The General Theory of Marketing Ethics: The Effect is: Hunt and Vitell (1986). 

The name of the theory is: General Theory of Marketing Ethics. The Explanans 

(Foundational Premises) are: Almost all normative ethical theories in moral philosophy 

can be classified as either: 1) deontological or 2) teleological (Murphy and Laczniak 

1981).  

The first global theory of marketing ethics is based on a positive model, as 

opposed to a normative model, is descriptive rather than prescriptive, and is grounded 

on two major frameworks in moral philosophy – the deontological, and the teleological.  

Deontological theories of moral philosophy focus on the specific actions or 

behaviors of an individual. So the key issue is the inherent righteousness of the 

behavior. Deontologists believe that “certain features of the act itself other than the 

value it brings into existence” make an action or rule right (Frankena 1963).  

Teleological theories of moral philosophy focus on the consequences of the 

actions or behaviors of an individual. So the key issue is the amount of good or bad 
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embodied in the consequences of the behavior. Teleologists “believe that there is one 

and only one basic or ultimate right-making characteristic, namely, the comparative 

value (nonmoral) of what is, probably will be, or is intended to be brought into being” 

(Frankena 1963).  

Ethical universalism (utilitarianism), on the other hand, holds that an act is right 

only if it produces for all people a greater balance of good consequences over bad 

consequences than other available alternatives (i.e., “the greatest good for the greatest 

number”). Utilitarianism is often associated with such philosophers as G. E. Moore and 

John Stuart Mill. 

Many moral philosophers recommend a mixed deontological-teleological system 

of ethics. For example, choosing between utility and justice, and between good and evil 

(Frankena 1963). Hence, any positive theory of ethics must account for both the 

deontological and teleological aspects of the evolution process, i.e., to the extent that 

people actually follow the normative theories previously discussed, these concepts 

should be incorporated into any positive theory purporting to explain their behavior.  

The ultimate underlying assumption of the positive theory is that people – in this 

case, marketers – do in fact engage in both deontological and teleological evaluations in 

determining their ethical judgments and, ultimately, their behaviors. Although this is a 

fundamental assumption underlying the theory, Hunt and Vitell show this assumption to 

be empirically testable.  

The Explananda (Outcomes) are the seven testable hypotheses. The seven 

testable propositions of the Hunt-Vitell theory of Ethics (1986) are laid out as follows. 

The first proposition proposes that in a situation involving ethical content where an 
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individual perceives several alternatives, the ethical judgments concerning each 

alternative are a function of deontological evaluation and teleological evaluation. The 

second proposition states that the intention to adopt a particular alternative is a function 

of ethical judgments and teleological evaluations. The third proposition states that the 

likelihood that an individual will engage in a particular behavior is a function of the 

individual’s intentions and situational constraints. The fourth proposition states that 

teleological evaluation for each alternative is a function of {DC, PC, IS} probabilities of 

the consequences associated with each alternative, desirability or undesirability of the 

consequences of each alternative, and importance of the stakeholders on whom the 

consequences fall. The fifth proposition states that the deontological evaluation is a 

function of the deontological norms that are applied to each alternative. The sixth 

proposition states that deontological norms are formed by the individual’s personal 

experiences, organizational environment, industry environment, and cultural 

environment. Similarly, the seventh proposition indicates that the importance of each 

stakeholder group is determined by the same environmental factors that form the 

deontological norms.  

3) The Commitment-Trust Theory of Relationship Management: The Effect is: 

Morgan and Hunt (1994).  The name of the theory is: The Commitment-Trust Theory of 

Relationship Management. The Explanans (Foundational Premises) are as follows: 

Relationship marketing consists of all marketing activities directed toward establishing, 

developing, and maintaining successful relational exchanges, and extends into seven 

areas: 1) Relational Contracting, 2) Relational Marketing, 3) Working Partnerships, 4) 

Symbiotic Marketing, 5) Strategic Alliances, 6) Co-Marketing Alliances, and 7) Internal 
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Marketing. The paradoxical nature of relationship marketing is that in order to be a 

successful competitor, one must be a trusted cooperator. 

 Derived from relational contracting theory first developed by MacNeil (1978, 

1980) and Dwyer et al. (1987). MacNeil (1980) posited that a bilateral relationship is a 

normative process in which the smaller entity accepts the norms of the larger system in 

an exchange. Relational norms are applied to flexibility, information exchange, and 

solidarity, implying the ability to adapt to a partner’s situation, willingness to exchange 

information with a partner, and resorting to a predetermined plan of action in the event 

of unforeseen circumstances like conflicts etc. 

Trust and commitment are key mediating variables. Trust is related to reliance 

and integrity, while commitment is the belief that the relationship is worth working on to 

ensure its endurance. 

The key mediating variables (KMVs) – commitment and trust – are placed 

between five antecedents: 1) relationship termination costs, 2) relationship benefits, 3) 

shared values, 4) communication, 5) opportunistic behavior; and five outcomes: 1) 

acquiescence, 2) propensity to leave, 3) cooperation, 4) functional conflict, 5) decision-

making uncertainty.  

The Explananda (Outcomes) - Trust and commitment are key mediating 

variables that contribute to relationship marketing success. Trust has a stronger effect 

on cooperation than commitment. The testable propositions from the thirteen 

hypotheses are: 1) Relationship termination costs and relationship benefits directly 

influence relationship commitment. 2) Shared values directly influence relationship 

commitment and trust. 3) Communication and opportunistic behavior directly influence 
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trust. 4) Trust directly influences relationship commitment. 5) Relationship commitment 

directly influences acquiescence and propensity to leave. 6) Trust directly influences 

functional conflict and uncertainty. 7) Relationship commitment and trust directly 

influence cooperation. 

Trust and communication influence the way in which disagreements and 

arguments are perceived by exchange partners. When trust and/or communication are 

high, the conflict is seen as functional. Rather than yielding to power, relationship 

partners acquiesce because of their commitment to the relationship. Firms acquiesce 

because they want to, not because they are forced to. None of the antecedents in the 

rival model were significantly related to more than two of the outcomes even though 

they had been widely recognized as important in exchange relationships. These 

antecedents do affect the outcomes, but only through KMVs of commitment and trust 

(all of the indirect effects of the antecedents on the outcomes are supported in the KMV 

model). The KMV model is much more parsimonious than the rival model. 

4) The Distributive Theory of Contractual Vertical Marketing Systems: The Effect 

is: Hunt (1972).  The name of the theory is: The Distributive Theory of Contractual 

Vertical Marketing Systems.  The Explanans (Foundational Premises) are as follows: 

The present study employed the following definition to denote a franchise relationship: 

1) a contract exists which delineates the responsibilities and obligations of both parties; 

2) a strong continuing cooperative relationship exists between them; and 3) the 

franchisee operates the business substantially under the trade name and marketing 

plan of the franchisor. This definition would encompass: 1) Manufacturer-Retailer 

franchisors (the automobile and oil companies), 2) Manufacturer-Wholesaler franchisors 
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(the soft-drink companies), 3) Wholesaler-Retailer franchisors (the voluntary chains in 

food retailing), and 4) The Service Sponsor-Retailer (fast food systems). 

The Explananda (Outcomes) - Some social and economic consequences of 

franchising as a system of distribution are evaluated. Hunt argues against the purported 

favorable and unfavorable consequences of franchises in the literature. The purported 

favorable and unfavorable consequences studied are myths 

5) The General Theory of Marketing: The Effect is: Hunt (1971); Also: Hunt 

(1983). The name of the theory is: General Theory of Marketing. The Explanans 

(Foundational Premises) are as follows: Bartels’ (1968) theory; Theoretical Schemata 

(Rudner 1966); Hunt (1971): Evaluation of “the general theory of marketing” (Bartels 

1968) as a theoretical structure; Four requirements for a discipline to be a Science 

(Buzzell 1963). 

“A theoretical schemata is a systematically related set of statements, including 

some lawlike generalizations, that is empirically testable” (Rudner 1966). This definition 

provides three criteria for testing whether a given structure is a theory: whether the 

structure - 1) contains a systematically related set of statements, 2) contains lawlike 

generalizations, and 3) yields hypotheses or predictions that are at least in principle 

susceptible to empirical testing. 

Morphology of theory: Most structures that purport to be theories may be 

classified as one of the following schemata: 1) theoretical schemata, 2) definitional 

schemata, 3) classificational schemata, and 4) analytical-conceptual schemata. 

Hunt (1983a) - 1) examines the nature of theory in marketing, 2) explores 

characteristics of general theories in the philosophy of science, 3) proposes what a 
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general theory of marketing would explain and predict, 4) delineates the structure of 

general theories, both in and of marketing, and 5) evaluates the status of general 

theories in/of marketing.  

The Explananda (Outcomes) - Bartels’ (1968) seven component sub-theories are 

not theories – they do not explain all phenomena of all four sets of the fundamental 

explananda of marketing. Since the seven component sub-theories (Bartels 1968) are 

not theories, the seven components together cannot be referred to as a “general theory 

of marketing.” They represent an assemblage of classificational schemata, some 

intriguing definitions, and exhortations to fellow marketing students to adopt a particular 

perspective in attempting to generate marketing theory. The collection may have 

heuristic value in stimulating others to generate theory, which may be its most 

significant achievement.  

Hunt claims that, on one hand, general theories in marketing would explain all 

the phenomena within one of the four sets of fundamental explananda of marketing. On 

the other hand, a general theory of marketing would explain all phenomena of all four 

sets of the fundamental explananda of marketing. 
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CHAPTER 3  

METHODS AND MEASUREMENT 

Using scientometric analysis, “the application of those quantitative methods 

which are dealing with the analysis of science viewed as an information process” 

(Nalimov and Mulchenko, 1969), the citation analyses including the impact factors, the 

citation indexes such as the h-index from the domain of references across the allied 

behavioral science literatures are empirically assessed.  

Lord Kelvin prescribed that “when you can measure what you are speaking 

about, and express it in numbers, you know something about it; but when you cannot 

express it in numbers, your knowledge is of a meager and unsatisfactory kind; it may be 

the beginning of knowledge, but you have scarcely in your thoughts advanced to the 

state of science.” Further, according to the principles of the philosophy of science, one 

cannot falsify what one cannot measure. So how do you measure love, for instance? 

Note that not every construct can be measured, though social scientists have tried to 

come up with methodologies to do so.  

“Counting, measuring, comparing quantities, analyzing measurements: 

quantitative analysis, as Lord Kelvin’s famous observation suggests, is perhaps 

the main tool of science. In this century, the volume of scientific research— 

measuring to “know something”—and recording and communicating that 

knowledge through publications, has itself become enormous and complex. 

Science research is now such a large enterprise and the substance of scientific 

research is so complex and specialized that personal knowledge and experience 

are no longer sufficient tools for understanding trends or for making decisions. 
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Achievements in industry can often be tracked directly by counting patents 

and measuring, in terms of sales revenues, the commercial success of 

discoveries as they move from the laboratory to the marketplace. However, the 

achievements and trends in science are not counted so easily. Although the need 

to be selective, to highlight significant or promising areas of research, and to 

manage better investments in science is only increasing, until relatively recently, 

peer review has been the main route by which science policymakers and 

research funders have coped with decisions on what course to set for the 

measurement of academic research. However, the ever-increasing size and 

specialized nature of research today makes it difficult for a small group of experts 

to evaluate fully and fairly the bewildering array of research, both that which is 

accomplished and that which is proposed. A library faced with collection 

decisions, a foundation making funding choices, or a government office weighing 

national research needs must rely on expert analysis of scientific research 

performance. Peer review still represents the standard approach to research 

evaluation and decisions about allocating resources for science. Experts 

reviewing the work of their colleagues should rightly be the basis of research 

evaluation. However, it should be one of several approaches to making 

decisions. For the inevitable bias in peer review, whether intentional or 

inadvertent, is widely recognized as a confounding factor in efforts to judge the 

quality of research. (Pendlebury 2008, p. 1). 

Scientometrics  

Scientometrics turns the main tool of science, quantitative analysis, on 
itself and is one such approach. At its most fundamental, this approach to 
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research evaluation is simply counting. The complexity is in the analysis and use 
of the numbers, for the statistics obtained can be understood as indicators of 
achievement or lack thereof. 

Quantitative evaluation of publication and citation data is now used in 
almost all nations around the globe with a sizeable science enterprise. 
Bibliometrics is used in research performance evaluation, especially in university 
and government labs, and also by policymakers, research directors and 
administrators, information specialists and librarians, and researchers 
themselves. 

There are, of course, many activities and outcomes of research that can 
be counted. Perhaps the most basic and common is number of publications, 
which may be used as a measure of output. Citations, the references 
researchers append to their papers to show explicitly earlier work on which they 
have depended to conduct their own investigations, shows how others use a 
work in subsequent research. Tracking citations and understanding their trends 
in context is a key to evaluating the impact and influence of research. 

A citation index for science was first described in 1955 by Eugene 
Garfield, the founder and chairman emeritus of what was then ISI, in the journal 
Science. He realized his vision a few years later with the production of the 1961 
Science Citation Index®. The original and continuing main purpose of Garfield’s 
citation database is improved or expanded information retrieval. By recording not 
only bibliographic information on the journal articles covered but also the cited 
references in these journal articles, Dr. Garfield offered researchers a way to find 
articles relevant to their work that they would not otherwise turn up by searching 
author names, title words, or subject headings alone. (Pendlebury 2008). 

 
Since Vassily V. Nalimov coined the term scientometrics in the 1960s, this term 

has grown in popularity and is used to describe the study of science: growth, structure, 

interrelationships and productivity. Scientometrics is related to and has overlapping 

interests with bibliometrics and informetrics (Hood and Wilson 2001).  

Sengupta (1992) claims that Campbell (1896) produced the first bibliometric 

study, using statistical methods for studying subject scattering in publications. Though 

Otlet (1934) had previously employed the term bibliometrie, Pritchard (1969, p. 348) 

defined the new bibliometrics widely, to be “the application of mathematical and 

statistical methods to books and other media of communication.”  In the same year, 

Fairthorne (1969, p. 341) widened its ambit claim even further to the “quantitative 
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treatment of the properties of recorded discourse and behavior appertaining to it” (Hood 

and Wilson 2001). 

According to Hood and Wilson (2001, p.293 onwards), in 1969, Vassily V. 

Nalimov & Z. M. Mulchenko coined the Russian equivalent of the term scientometrics, 

naukometriya (Nalimov & Mulchenko, 1969b). As the name would imply, this term is 

mainly used for the study of all aspects of the literature of science and technology. The 

term had gained wide recognition by the foundation in 1978 of the journal 

Scientometrics by Tibor Braun in Hungary. According to its subtitle, Scientometrics 

includes all quantitative aspects of the science of science, communication in science, 

and science policy (Wilson 2001). Soon after its foundation, Nalimov became the (only) 

consulting editor. Some other early papers by Nalimov which helped to nurture the 

nascent discipline of scientometrics include: Nalimov (1970), Nalimov and Mulchenko 

(1969a) and Nalimov et al. (1971). 

Much of scientometrics is indistinguishable from bibliometrics, and much 

bibliometric research is published in the journal, Scientometrics. After all, the immediate 

and tangible output of science and technology into the public domain is literature 

(papers, patents, etc). In contrast, the focus of bibliometrics, despite many wide-ambit 

definitions, has always been preponderantly on the literature per se of science and 

scholarship, while there is more to science and technology for scientometricians to 

measure and analyze than its literature output; e.g., the practices of researchers, the 

socio-organizational structures, research and development management, the role of 

science and technology in the national economy, governmental policies toward science 

and technology, and so on (Wilson 2001). Nagpaul et al. (1999) present 13 papers on 
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the emerging trends in scientometrics, categorized in three parts: scientometrics and 

science and technology policy, including an introduction to the subject of, scope of and 

methodology used in scientometrics; the structure and dynamics of science, including 

individual level up to international level of collaboration among scientists; and regional 

aspects of science in India. According to Rousseau (2000) this book supplements the 

papers in the journals, Scientometrics and Research Policy. 

Scientometrics (Hood and Wilson 2001, p.299 onwards) has typically been 

defined as the “quantitative study of science and technology,” as for example in the 

recent special topic issue of the Journal of the American Society for Information Science 

on science and technology indicators, edited by Van Raan (1998, p. 5). As noted earlier, 

technometrics is recognized as a separate field; thus, the journal, Technometrics, 

founded in 1959 in the U.S., takes as its scope the development and use of statistical 

methods in the physical, chemical and engineering sciences. 

Brookes (1990, p. 42) gives further insight into the use and definition of 

scientometrics: “The term scientometrics, nurtured by Tibor Braun, has become fruitful 

in science policy studies. Its techniques have been developed by small groups of 

scientists working with single-minded enthusiasm in compact research units notably in 

Budapest and Leiden. But other research units in Europe, are beginning to make 

contributions to scientometric studies. The term has now established a significant role in 

the social sciences. Applications have so far been restricted to exploitation of the 

citation data provided by ISI but further refinements are now being critically examined. 

Though the techniques of scientometrics and bibliometrics are closely similar their 

different roles are distinguished by their very different contexts.” 
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Another definition is provided by Tague-Sutcliffe (1992a, p. 1): “Scientometrics is 

the study of the quantitative aspects of science as a discipline or economic activity. It is 

part of the sociology of science and has application to science policy-making. It involves 

quantitative studies of scientific activities, including, among others, publication, and so 

overlaps bibliometrics to some extent.” 

Our study shows a trend toward further concentration of publications in the 
top-producing journals. It should be noted that in Peritz’s (1990, as cited by Hood 
and Wilson 2001) study, the journal Scientometrics (founded in 1978) did not 
feature in the first time period; however, it ranked first in the second time period 
(p. 304).  

Over time, the popularity (or usage) of the terms has changed, with the 
older term ‘bibliometrics’ fairly stable and the newer terms, informetrics and 
scientometrics gaining in usage. The growth rate of the literature of this 
combined field has also stabilized over the last five years with an annual 
publication count of about 300 records. As the interests of researchers in this 
field turn to the measurement of webpages or websites, new terms have been 
coined to describe the application of measurement techniques to the internet, 
web and cyberspace pages or sites (i.e., netometrics, webometrics, and 
cybermetrics). As with the mostly print-based metric terms, we can expect to see 
researchers choosing terms which they feel most accurately describe their work. 
(Hood and Wilson 2001). 

 
Scientometrics is a multifaceted endeavor encompassing subareas such as 

structural, dynamic, evaluative and predictive scientometrics. Structural scientometrics 

came up with results like the re-mapping of the epistemological structure of science 

based, for instance, on co-citation, “bibliographic coupling” techniques or co-word 

techniques. Dynamic scientometrics constructed sophisticated models of scientific 

growth, obsolescence, citation processes, etc. These models are not only of theoretical 

interest but can also be usefully applied in evaluation and prediction (Glänzel 2003). 

O’Connor’s (2000) dissertation asserts that three basic tenets guide 

scientometric research (Narin et al., 1994). First, scientometric analysis pertains to 

activity measurement. This means that counts of articles, authors, and journals provide 
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valid indicators of research activity in the discipline being expressed. Second, 

scientometric measurements are indicators of impact. The number of times that articles 

are cited in subsequent articles is an accurate measure of their importance (White, 

1990). Whether a citation is supportive or derogatory of the cited article is irrelevant in 

scientometrics. The fact that an article is cited more frequently than another makes it 

contribution to the literature more significant than a less cited article. Third, researchers 

can use scientometric analysis to illustrate intellectual links between articles, journals, 

researchers, and institutions (Lawani 1981; Narin et al. 1994).  

Within scientometrics, there are two broad groups of subtypes: descriptive 

studies and citation studies (Nicholas and Ritchie 1978). Descriptive studies are 

primarily concerned with representing the factors present in the current literature and 

the condition of the past literature. Citation studies are based on the existence of 

relationships between researchers (Boyce and Pollens, 1982; Price, 1965). 

Researchers use citation studies to discover the nature and extent of the relationships 

by examining the patterns in the occurrence of citations (Deo 1981; Sangam and 

Biradar 1990).  

It is important to differentiate between scientometrics and the more common 

research method of content analysis. Content analysis is a research technique used to 

objectively and to quantitatively describe the content of literature (Paisley 1990). The 

purpose of a content analysis is to infer meaning about a specific topic from the 

literature under study (Reid and Prupas, 1998; Sherrill and O’Connor, 1999; Thomas 

and Nelson, 1996). The primary difference between scientometrics and content analysis 
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is whether the primary purpose is to infer meaning about a topic (content analysis) or 

describe characteristics of the literature (scientometrics).  

Three laws govern scientometrics. Stewart (1994) suggested that, when the 

researcher was looking at the number of individuals producing x articles, Lotka’s Law 

was appropriate. Based on Lotka’s Law, in a well-defined subject field over a given 

period of time, a few prolific authors will account for a large percentage of the 

publications in the field (Diodato, 1994). When the research question was related to the 

number of journals containing x articles in a comprehensive bibliography, Bradford’s 

Law was appropriate. Bradford’s Law stated that, in a given field over a specified period 

of time, a few serials produce a relatively large number of the articles (Diodato, 1994). If 

the researcher was looking at the number for words used x times in a document, then 

Zipf’s Law would be applied. Zipf’s Law stated that, if the words in a text are ranked 

according to the frequency of their use, the ranking (r) of the word multiplied by its 

frequency (f) of use will equal a constant (r*f = C). This is true whether the word in 

question is the 10th ranked or the 1,000th ranked word (Diodato, 1994).  

So, why use scientometrics? Garfield (1965) and Weinstock (1971) have listed 

15 different reasons for giving citations to others’ work. 1) paying homage to pioneers, 

2) giving credit for related work (homage to peer), 3) identifying methodology, 

equipment, etc., 4) providing background reading, 5) correcting one’s own work, 6) 

correcting the work of others, 7) criticizing previous work, 8) substantiating claims, 9) 

alerting to forthcoming work, 10) providing leads to poorly disseminated, poorly indexed, 

or uncited work, 11) authenticating data and classes of facts – physical constants, etc., 

12) identifying original publications in which an idea or concept was discussed, 13) 
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identifying original publications or other work describing an eponymic concept or term, 

14) disclaiming work or ideas of others (negative claim), and 15) disputing priority 

claims of others (negative homage).  

This list is, of course, not exhausting, but some of the above reasons for being 

cited, for instance, items 5-7, 14, and 15 above, may illustrate that not all given citations 

point to quality. But even criticism expresses the reception of documented scientific 

information. Heavy criticism of a certain scientific work can, in a sense, reflect true 

impact. By provoking constructive criticism, an erroneous theory may even more 

contribute to the advancement of a science area than some sound average study. On 

the other hand, papers of a controversial nature will continue to be cited longer (Glänzel 

2003).  

The operating principle of a citation index is this: If a researcher knows of 
a publication important to his or her work, a citation index would allow the 
researcher to identify journal articles published subsequent to that work that cited 
it. On the assumption that the citing journal article is related in some way to the 
substance of the cited work, the user of the citation index may, as it were, search 
forward in time to uncover studies of interest potentially profitable for the 
researcher’s work. 

It did not escape Garfield’s notice that such a database could serve other 
purposes as well, such as monitoring and analyzing the structure and growth of 
science. Others, too, saw this possibility. Among them are the historian of 
science Derek J. de Solla Price, author of the 1963 classic Little Science, Big 
Science, and the sociologists of science Robert K. Merton, Jonathan and 
Stephen Cole, Warren Hagstrom, and Diana Crane. Francis Narin of CHI 
Research in the United States was also an early proponent and pioneer in using 
ISI publication and citation data to analyze science, particularly through his 
influential Evaluative Bibliometrics of 1976. (Pendlebury 2008, p.3).  

 
However, besides Web of Science, the new avatar of ISI, the advent of CiteSeer, 

Scopus and Google Scholar on the landscape of scientometrics changed the science of 

the study of citations.  Scientometrics is increasingly becoming more effective because 

of the reach of the powerful databases like Google Scholar. “Google Scholar presents a 
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more complete picture of an academic’s impact than the Thomson ISI Web of 

Science…. The major disadvantage of the Web of Science (for both the general search 

function as well as the cited reference function) is that it may provide a substantial 

underestimation of an individual academic’s actual citation impact” (Harzing 2008).  

The distinct advantages that Google Scholar offers are due to the 

underestimation of the true citation impact by Thomson ISI Web of Science because: 1) 

Web of Science General Search is limited to ISI-listed journals, 2) Web of Science Cited 

Reference is limited to citations from ISI-listed journals, 3) Web of Science Cited 

Reference counts citations to non-ISI journals only towards first author, 4) Web of 

Science has poor aggregation of minor variations of the same title, and 5) Web of 

Science has very limited coverage of non-English sources (Harzing 2008). Hence, in the 

current study, the analysis for scientometric indexes is based on Harzing’s (2010) 

software Publish or Perish for Windows that relies on Google Scholar for the calculation 

of the relevant indexes. The scientometric indexes are explained in detail in the next 

chapter.  

 

Applying Scientometrics to the Study  

How is this study going to make use of scientometrics to evaluate the theory 

formation and epistemology within the discipline of marketing as put forth by Dr. Shelby 

D. Hunt? Citation impact is mainly influenced by the following five factors that are 

analogously to the case of publication activity at higher levels of aggregation practically 

quite inseparable: 1) the subject matter and within the subject, the “level of abstraction;” 

2) the paper’s age; 3) the paper’s “social status” (through the author(s) and the journal); 
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4) the document type; and 5) the observation period.  This study intends to go beyond 

Lotka’s Law, and employ citation indexes to quantitatively assess the impact of a 

marketing theoretician. In the current study, the analysis for scientometric indexes is 

based on Harzing’s (2010) software Publish or Perish for Windows that relies on Google 

Scholar for the calculation of the relevant indexes, the h-index, the g-index, and the AW-

index. The scientometric indexes are explained in detail in the next chapter.  

 

Limitations 

Blaise Cronin (1981) defined citations as “frozen footprints in the landscape of 

scholarly achievement … which bear witness to the passage of ideas,” but he also 

referred to certain problems with regard to reference practices as he concluded, “If 

authors can be educated as to the informational role of citations and encouraged to be 

more restrained and selective in their referencing habits, then it should be possible to 

arrive at a greater consistency in referencing practice generally.” 

Problems with citation analysis as a reliable instrument of measurement and 

evaluation have been acknowledged throughout the literature. Chapman (1989), for 

instance, delineated 25 shortcomings, biases, deficiencies, and limitations of citation 

analysis. Wouters (1999) has devoted a large monograph on citation culture and 

Leydesdorff (1998) has initiated the discussion about reappraisal of existing theories of 

citation. 

According to Westney (1998), citations are nevertheless indicators of scholarly 

impact: “Despite its flaws, citation analysis has demonstrated its reliability and 

usefulness as a tool for ranking and evaluating scholars and their publications. No other 
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methodology permits such precise identification of the individuals who have influenced 

thought, theory, and practice in world science and technology” (Glänzel 2003). 

The limitations of this study are related more to the shortcomings of Google 

Scholar (Harzing 2008) than to the limitations of scientometrics, viz., 1) Google Scholar 

includes some non-scholarly citations, 2) Not all scholarly journals are indexed in 

Google Scholar. Unfortunately, Google Scholar is not very open about its coverage and 

hence it is unclear what its sources are. However, the social sciences, arts and 

humanities, and engineering in particular seem to benefit from Google Scholar's better 

coverage of (citations in) books, conference proceedings and a wider range of journals, 

4) Google Scholar does not perform as well for older publications, but that is mostly for 

the sciences between the years 1925 and 1989, 5) Google Scholar automatic 

processing creates occasional nonsensical results. Automatic processing can also 

result in double counting citations when two or three versions of the same paper are 

found online. However, incidental mistakes like this are unlikely to have a major impact 

on citation metrics, especially those as robust as the h-index. “Google Scholar is 

committed to fix mistakes” (Harzing 2008). 
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CHAPTER 4  

ANALYSIS AND RESULTS 

In the preceding chapters, a meta-analytic approach has been employed to 

illuminate the paucity of original theory development in the marketing discipline.  The 

effects applications culled from social sciences that has permeated marketing and its 

sub-disciplines challenges both the ontological and epistemological grounding of 

marketing as a science.  Accordingly, Chapter 3 critically explored the theory of 

composition as a foundation for critically evaluating the marketing theory development 

to date.  The present chapter utilizes several long-standing traditions in scientometric 

analysis to examine the focal body of contributions proffered by Shelby D. Hunt.  The 

analysis of the contribution to the literature proffered by Shelby D. Hunt is approached 

by analyzing various scientometric indexes. The three primary approaches to the 

analysis include the computation of the h-index (Hirsch 2005), the g-index (Egghe 

2006), and the AW-index to quantitatively measure the impact and relevance of his 

scientific research output.  This is the primary approach to the scientometric analysis 

undertaken in this study.  

Harzing’s (2010) software Publish or Perish for Windows that employs the 

Google Search engine algorithm has been employed to calculate the scientometric 

indexes for this study. The author impact analysis page allows the user to perform an 

analysis of the impact of an author’s publications.  Once certain minimum parameters 

necessary to look up the author’s publications on Google Scholar are entered, Publish 

or Perish for Windows performs an advanced scholar query that is subsequently 

analyzed and converted into a number of statistics.  The results are available on-screen 
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and may also be copied onto the Windows clipboard for pasting into other applications 

such as Excel.   

The Publish or Perish for Windows software employed calculates several citation 

metrics such as: 1) total number of papers: the number of papers returned by Google 

Scholar in reply to a query, 2) total number of citations: the sum of the citation counts 

across all papers, 3) average number of citations per paper: the sum of the citation 

counts across all papers, divided by the total number of papers; the median and mode 

are also calculated, 4) average number of citations per author: for each paper, its 

citation count is divided by the number of authors for that paper to give the normalized 

citation count for the paper; the normalized citation counts are then summed across all 

papers to give the average number of citations per author, 5) average number of 

citations per author per year: this is the average number of citations per author as 

above, divided by the number of years covered by the result set, 6) average number of 

papers per author: for each paper, the reciprocal of the author-count is calculated to 

give the normalized author count for the paper; the normalized author counts are then 

summed across all papers to give the average number of papers per author, and 7) 

average number of authors per paper: the sum of the author counts across all papers, 

divided by the total number of papers; the median and mode are also calculated. While 

a quick glance at these basic statistics provides a bird’s eye view of an overall relative 

picture of citation analysis, these basic metrics do not directly contribute as much 

toward a rigorous scientometric analysis as the new indexes that rely on modern 

technological tools to paint a more robust picture of the effects under study.  This brings 
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us to a discussion of three important indexes that we will use as a more concrete 

yardstick to scientometrically measure the impact of citations.  

 

The h-Index 

The recently introduced (Lehmann et al. 2006) h-index, proposed by Hirsch 

(2005) is a single number, and is “a particularly simple and useful way to characterize 

the scientific output of a researcher.”  Initially calculated for physicists, Hirsch’s (2005) 

h-index is the “new science indicator (that) has been well-received in scientometrics” 

(Egghe, 2006) because it is applicable to the other sciences as well, as a single number 

to gauge the impact and relevance of a scientist’s research (Hirsch, 2005).   

The h-index (Hirsch, 2005) is defined thus: “A scientist has index h if h of his or 

her Np papers have at least h citations each and the other (Np – h) papers have ≤ h 

citations each.” According to Hirsch (2005), “The highest h among physicists appears to 

be E. Witten’s h, which is 110.  That is, Witten has written 110 papers with at least 110 

citations each.  That gives a lower bound on the total number of citations to Witten’s 

papers at h2 = 12,100.  Of course, the total number of citations (Nc,tot) will usually be 

much larger than h2, because h2 both underestimates the total number of citations of the 

h most-cited papers and ignores the papers with <h citations. The relation between 

(Nc,tot) and h will depend on the detailed form of the particular distribution (1), and it is 

useful to define the proportionality constant a as (Nc,tot) = a. h2 .” Hirsch found 

“empirically that ‘a’ ranges between 3 and 5.” 

Moreover, the findings of an empirical study of the predictive power of the h-

index indicate that the h-index is better able to predict future achievement compared 
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with other indicators such as the count of the total number of citations (Nc), the mean 

number of citations per paper (nc=Nc/Np) (Lehmann et al. 2006), and the total number of 

papers published (Np), in predicting future scientific achievement (Hirsch 2007).  Here, 

the achievement is defined by either the indicator itself or the total citation count, Nc.  

Further, the h-index was found to be a better predictor of productivity (Np) than Np itself. 

Since the number of citations is expected to grow quadratically with time, Hirsch (2007) 

employed Nc as a measure of total citations.  The reasons for the superiority of the h-

index, “a representative measure of individual scientific achievement,” (Hirsch 2007) 

over Nc is due to the issue of co-authorship, as revealed by the results of Hirsch’s 

(2007) analysis, and proposed in Hirsch (2005). The h-index is thus shown as the only 

robust index because a variety of studies have shown that the h-index by and large 

agrees with other objective and subjective measures of scientific quality in a variety of 

different disciplines (Hirsch 2007). 

The h-index has been established as a measure of scientific quality, beyond a 

bibliometric measure of citations, thus truly measuring the impact of any “unit” on a body 

of scientific work.  The unit could be an author, a journal, an institution, and so forth.  In 

the case of this study, it is the marketing theoretician whose impact was sought to be 

studied. The h-index is relevant because the “h-index originates from the assumption 

that the number of citations received by a scientist is a better indicator of the relevance 

of his or her work than the number of papers he or she publishes or the journals where 

they are published.  It takes into account the number of papers published and the 

citations to those papers in a balanced way, and thus is useful to make comparisons 

between marketing theoreticians” (Hirsch and Buela-Casal 2014).  Evidently, the h-
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index is the most robust measure of scholarly impact (Harzing book 2010), and is hence 

used for the analyses in this study.  For this reason, the other important measures used 

in this investigation are all indexes derived from the h-index.  

 

The g-Index  

It has been argued in the literature that one drawback of the h-index is that it 

does not give enough ‘‘credit’’ to very highly cited papers, and various modifications 

such as Egghe’s g-index (2006b) have been proposed to correct this.  These modified 

indexes reward authors with higher citation numbers in the papers that contribute to the 

h count (Hirsch 2007).  According to Egghe (2006b), “The h-index is also robust in the 

sense that it is insensitive to a set of uncited (or lowly cited) papers but also it is 

insensitive to one or several outstandingly highly cited papers. This last aspect can be 

considered as a drawback of the h-index. 

Highly cited papers are, of course, important for the determination of the value h 

of the h-index.  But once a paper is selected to belong to the top h papers, this paper is 

not “used” any more in the determination of h, as a variable over time.  Indeed, once a 

paper is selected to the top group, the h-index calculated in subsequent years is not at 

all influenced by this paper’s received citations further on: even if the paper doubles or 

triples its number of citations (or even more) the subsequent h-indexes are not 

influenced by this. We think it is an advantage of the h-index not to take into account the 

‘tail’ papers (with low number of citations) but it should (being a measure of overall 

citation performance) take into account the citation evolution of the most cited papers!”  
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Hence, in an ISSI letter, Egghe (2006a) introduced “a simple variant of the h-index: the 

g-index.” 

The g-index is defined as follows.  “A set of papers has a g-index g if g is the 

highest rank such that the top g papers have, together, at least g2 citations. This also 

means that the top (g+1) papers have less than (g+1)2 citations” (Egghe, 2006b).  In 

other words, “The g-index is the (unique) largest number such that when the articles are 

ordered by the decreasing number of citations, the top g articles receive (together) at 

least g2 citations” (Bar-Ilan 2010).  

Of course, there are disputes as to the value of the g-index being a better 

measure of an author’s impact.  Schreiber (2009, 2010) has even come up with his own 

modification of the g-index called the gm-index, to account for the suggested 

normalization of the h-index for fractionalized counting of publications or for considering 

multiple authors. However, in the case of Hunt, the number of authors per publication is 

a mere 1.86, hence is not a cause for any major concern in the case of our research.  It 

may be noted that marketing is not known to be a discipline like some of the 

engineering and hard science disciplines wherein a large number of authors is the norm 

rather than an exception (Harzing 2008).  

So, “is the g-index better than the h-index?”  “Current research suggests that 

these indexes do not substitute each other; they are complementary” (Costas and 

Bordons, 2008).  Note that in the case of highly cited authors, the g-index approximates 

the number of published articles under consideration.  This does not seem right.  Why?  

If an author would publish an additional paper without any citations, her/his g-index 
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would still increase.  This is clearly a limitation of the g-index.  Meanwhile several 

refinements have taken place for the h-index.   

 

The AW-Index 

The AW-index or the Age-Weighted index is derived from the Age-Weighted 

Citation Rate (AWCR) and is employed as the third complex scientometric indicator for 

the measure of scholarly impact for our study.  The AWCR was inspired by Bihui Jin 

(2007). The AWCR measures the number of citations to an entire body of work, 

adjusted for the age of each paper. It is an age-weighted citation rate, where the 

number of citations to a given paper is divided by the age of that paper. Jin defines the 

AR-index as the square root of the sum of all age-weighted citation counts over all 

papers that contribute to the h-index.  However, in the Publish or Perish for Windows 

implementation, Harzing (2010) sums over all papers instead, because she feels that 

this represents the impact of the total body of work more accurately.  In particular, it 

allows younger and as yet less cited papers to contribute to the AWCR, even though 

they may not yet contribute to the h-index.  The AW-index is defined as the square root 

of the AWCR to allow comparison with the h-index; it approximates the h-index if the 

(average) citation rate remains more or less constant over the years.  These metrics are 

shown as AWCR and AW-index in the output (Harzing 2010).  

Evaluation of scientific research, the driving force of our modern society is 

crucial.  While peer review by colleague-scientists is largely a qualitative assessment of 

research performance, scientometric indicators are more heavily quantitative in nature.  

Peer review has a quantitative side employing bibliometric indicators such as the 
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number of publications in high prestige scientific journals.  Moreover, citations given to 

research work can be seen as judgments and votes of colleague-scientists in favor of 

the work cited (van Raan 2003).  

While peer review remains the principal procedure for qualitative assessment of 

scientific work, expert-based judgments suffer from serious shortcomings and 

disadvantages (Horrobin 1990, Moxham and Anderson 1992).  “Opinions of experts 

may be influenced by subjective elements, narrow mindedness, and limited cognitive 

horizons.  Subjectivity, i.e., dependence of the outcomes on the choice of individual 

committee members, is a major problem.  This dependence may result in conflicts of 

interests, unawareness of quality, or a negative bias against younger people or 

newcomers to the field.” (van Raan 2003) 

International scientific influence is considered “an important, measurable aspect 

of scientific quality” by van Raan (2003) who “developed standardized, bibliometric 

procedures to assess research performance within the framework of international 

influence or impact.”  It may be noted, however, that “bibliometric ‘snapshots’ are 

useless, even periods of five years are too short” (van Raan 2003). Further, 

bibliometrics maps of scholarly research may be drawn using multidimensional scaling 

(van Raan 2003). 

However, we have come a long way in the past decade with the introduction of 

Hirsch’s h- index.  Several other indexes have been suggested as a modification to the 

h-index, including the g-index and the AW-index, but the h-index is still the most 

important scientometric indicator (Hirsch and Buela-Casal 2014).  The other indexes 

merely complement it (Costas and Bordons, 2008).  
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Hence, the scientometrics analytics conducted consist of examining the h-index, 

g-index, and the AW-index for the marketing literature.  This consisted of multiple 

stages of study.  First, the publications in the Journal of Marketing, the top journal of the 

discipline, are studied to ascertain the impact of the top marketing scholars.  Based on 

the number of Journal of Marketing publications, three authors who had also made a 

contribution toward theory generation, development and maintenance for the marketing 

discipline were chosen. V. Kumar has worked on the maintenance of the Customer 

Lifetime Value theory (see for example Reinartz and Kumar 2000); Varadarajan has 

worked on theories surrounding market strategy (See for example Kerin, Varadarajan, 

and Peterson 1992), and Sheth is the author of the very first consumer behavior model 

– the Howard-Sheth Model of Buyer Behavior (Howard and Sheth 1969).  

From the above list of marketing scholars, Shelby D. Hunt emerged as the 

highest ranking scholar in the discipline of marketing.  Then the publications of Shelby 

D. Hunt are identified for analysis, carefully picking only the journal articles for the 

purpose of this study.  From this the scientometric indexes are computed, and followed 

up with a study of the interdisciplinary impact of Shelby D. Hunt.  This helped articulate 

a firm position for establishing Shelby D. Hunt as the top marketing theoretician, prior to 

determining the interdisciplinary impact of Hunt.  The top five theories of Shelby D. Hunt 

are subsequently analyzed, and it emerges that original theory formation within the 

marketing discipline is closely linked to the interdisciplinary impact of a marketing 

theoretician.  This has repercussions for the marketing discipline as a whole—both, in 

the realm of advancing the discipline, as well as in the arena of training of emerging 

scholars, i.e., doctoral students pursuing research in the discipline.  This then delineates 
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not only the importance but also the reach of Hunt’s marketing theories in fostering 

future marketing theory development, and inspiring the next generation of marketing 

theoreticians. 

According to Tague-Sutcliffe (1992) “scientometrics is the study of the 

quantitative aspects of science as a discipline or economic activity. It is part of the 

sociology of science and has application to science policy-making. It involves 

quantitative studies of scientific activities, including, among others, publication, and so 

overlaps bibliometrics to some extent.”  So first, some bibliometric analysis is 

undertaken. 

Citation analyses represent the bulk of the bibliometric techniques.  Citation 

indexes help measure the impact and contribution of research.  “The use of citation 

indexes dates back to as far back as 1743 and publication counts have also been 

located in legal writings since at least 1817. Weinberg (1997) shows that Hebrew 

citation indexes are even earlier still and date from about the 12th century” (Hood and 

Wilson, 2001).  Publication years, publication count, and citation count…, are all easily 

available using the Google Scholar based Harzing’s (2010) Publish or Perish for 

Windows.  

According to Harzing (2008), there are several advantages to using Google 

Scholar for Publish or Perish for Windows (Harzing 2010). Consequently, Publish or 

Perish for Windows uses Google Scholar data to calculate its various statistics, in place 

of the Thomson ISI “Web of Science,” or Elsevier’s “Scopus.” Moreover, Google Scholar 

is freely available to anyone with an Internet connection and is generally praised for its 

speed (Bosman et al. 2006). The Web of Science is only available to those academics 
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whose institutions are able and willing to bear the (quite substantial) subscription costs 

of the Web of Science and other databases in Thomson ISI’s Web of Knowledge.   As 

Pauly and Stergiou (2005, p.34) indicate, free access to data provided by Google 

Scholar provides an avenue for more transparency in tenure reviews, funding and other 

science policy issues, as it allows citation counts, and analyses based thereon, to be 

performed and duplicated by anyone.  Alastair Smith (2008) compared citation counts 

from Google Scholar to the research output from universities under New Zealand’s 

PBRF (Performance Based Research Funding) research assessment exercise and 

found a very high (0.94) correlation between the PBRF output (defined as PBRF quality 

score times the full time equivalent or FTE staff size) and the total number of citations 

returned by Google Scholar. However, there are several other good reasons to use 

Google Scholar to perform citation analyses, mainly related to the shortcomings and 

disadvantages of the Web of Science, the alternative, as delineated in the previous 

chapter.    

So this is how the data was analyzed:  the author impact analysis was performed 

using Harzing’s (2010) Publish or Perish for Windows software.  To begin with, the 

name of the author to be studied was entered in the required format. So, for instance, 

for Shelby D Hunt, the three variants of his name were entered thus, within quotation 

marks: “Hunt Shelby D” OR “Hunt Shelby” OR “SD Hunt” – the initial query threw up 261 

records.  Several of these “publications” by Hunt included books.  This list also included 

a some erroneous multiple entries, or wrong entries, typically with extremely low citation 

numbers Nc.  Now Harzing’s (2010) Publish or Perish for Windows software allows for 

the deleting of any of the publications desired to be excluded from the calculations for 
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impact, and the statistics get updated in real time. Moreover, Harzing’s (2010) Publish 

or Perish for Windows software allows for repeating records to be merged; these 

typically result from spelling mistakes committed by citing authors.  This being so, the 

task shifted to identifying the publications that were required for this study.  Only journal 

articles from peer-reviewed journals were chosen for the purpose of this study, and a list 

of 139 effects was compiled.  Accordingly, only these 139 effects were included in the 

statistical analysis to obtain scientometric data.  We shall come back to these statistics 

after going through the comparison statistics for Shelby D. Hunt.   

In order to compare Shelby D Hunt as a marketing theoretician to other scholars 

within the marketing discipline, it was decided to run the statistics using Harzing’s 

(2010) Publish or Perish for Windows software for the top three authors besides Hunt 

who had the largest number of Journal of Marketing publication to their credit.  It may be 

pointed out here that since we rarely have the problem of several authors for a single 

journal article within the marketing discipline, the effects of co-authorship were ignored.  

Thus, a count of one was allocated for each published article in a peer-reviewed journal.  

Shelby D hunt at 26 articles in the Journal of Marketing, V. Kumar at 19 articles in the 

Journal of Marketing, P. Rajan Varadarajan at 17 articles in the Journal of Marketing, 

and Jagdish N. Sheth at 12 articles in the Journal of Marketing, topped our list of top 

Journal of Marketing published marketing scholars. Some bibliometric comparison of 

citation statistics are presented in Table 6, viz., number of publications, number of 

citations, and number of citations per publications.  The scientometric statistics were 

then compared and are provided in Table 7. 
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For the Journal of Marketing articles, Shelby D. Hunt’s h-index, as calculated by 

using Harzing’s (2010) software Publish or Perish for Windows, that employs the 

Google Search engine algorithm, is higher than that of any of the other three authors, at 

22.  The h2 for Hunt is 484 for Journal of Marketing articles alone.  According to the 

definition of the h-index (Hirsch 2005) h2 fixes the lower bounds for Hunt’s citations, and 

an estimation of the total number of citations is: (Nc,tot) = a. h2 for the value of “a” lying 

between 3 and 5, as empirically estimated by Hirsch (2005).  This value of (Nc,tot) = a. h2 

varies from 1452 to 2420 for Hunt’s Journal of Marketing articles.  Hunt has an index 

h=22 which implies that h=22 of his Np =26 papers have at least h=22 citations each, 

and the other (Np – h) = 26-22 = 4 papers have ≤ h or ≤ 22 citations each.  The actual 

value of Hunt’s citations, according to Harzing’s (2010) Publish or Perish for Windows, 

currently stands at 20063 for 26 publications.   

 

TABLE 6   
Bibliometric Citation Statistics 

Query Papers Citations 
Cites/ 
Paper Years 

Cites/ 
Year 

Cites/ 
Author 

Papers/ 
Author 

Authors/ 
Paper 

Cites/ 
Author/ 

Year 
Impact of 
Hunt’s 
journal 
articles 139 30084 216.4 44 683.7 16342.4 90.6 1.9 371.4 
Hunt’s Inter-
disciplinary 
Impact 36 2325 64.6 41 56.7 1416.8 24.8 1.7 34.6 
Shelby D. 
Hunt (JM) 26 20063 771.7 44 456.0 10641.7 17.0 1.9 241.9 
V. Kumar 
(JM) 19 4693 247.0 24 195.5 1982.3 7.5 2.8 82.6 
P. R. 
Varadarajan 
(JM) 17 5691 334.8 29 196.2 2396.8 9.7 2.2 82.6 
Jagdish N. 
Sheth (JM) 12 1477 123.1 43 34.4 1232.4 7.0 2.4 28.7 
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TABLE 7 
Comparison of the Scientometric Indexes for the Top Journal of Marketing 

Published Authors 
          Hirsch’s Egghe’s   
Author Papers Citations Cites_Paper Years h_index g_index AW_index 
Shelby D. 
Hunt 26 20063 771.65 44 22 26 31.47 
V. Kumar 19 4693 247 24 14 19 22.98 
P. R. 
Varadarajan 17 5691 334.76 29 14 17 16.33 
Jagdish N. 
Sheth 12 1477 123.08 43 9 12 8.58 

 

Hunt’s g-index computed using Harzing’s (2010) Publish or Perish for Windows, 

is 26 for Journal of Marketing articles alone.  By the definition of the g-index, this implies 

that g=26 is the highest rank such that the top g=26 Journal of Marketing papers 

authored by Hunt have, together, at least g2=676 citations.  In other words, when the 26 

articles under consideration are ordered by the decreasing number of citations, the 

largest number g such that the top g articles receive at least g2 citations altogether is 

g=26.  This also means that the top (g+1) =27 papers have less than (g+1)2=729 

citations.   

The computed value of Hunt’s AW-index for Journal of Marketing articles alone is 

31.47.  The age-weighted index approximates the h-index if the (average) citation rate 

remains more or less constant over the years.  Being higher than the h-index in the 

case of the Journal of Marketing publications, this signifies that over a period of time, 

Hunt’s productivity has gone up.  

For the Journal of Marketing articles, V. Kumar’s h-index, as calculated by using 

Harzing’s (2010) software Publish or Perish for Windows, is 14 for 19 articles.  The h2 

for Kumar is 196 for Journal of Marketing articles alone.  According to the definition of 

the h-index (Hirsch 2005) h2 fixes the lower bounds for Kumar’s citations, and an 
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estimation of the total number of citations is: (Nc,tot) = a. h2 for the value of “a” lying 

between 3 and 5, as empirically estimated by Hirsch (2005).  This value of (Nc,tot) = a. h2 

varies from 588 to 980 for Kumar’s Journal of Marketing articles.  The actual value of 

Kumar’s citations, according to Harzing’s (2010) Publish or Perish for Windows, 

currently stands at 4693 for 19 publications.  Kumar has an index h=14 which implies 

that h=14 of his Np papers considered for the purpose of computation of the h-index 

have at least h=14 citations each, and the other (Np – h) = Np – 14 papers have ≤ h or 

≤ 14 citations each.” 

Kumar’s g-index computed using Harzing’s (2010) Publish or Perish for 

Windows, is 19 for Journal of Marketing articles alone.  By the definition of the g-index, 

this implies that g=19 is the highest rank such that the top g=19 Journal of Marketing 

papers authored by Kumar have, together, at least g2=361 citations.  In other words, 

when the 19 articles under consideration are ordered by the decreasing number of 

citations, the largest number g such that the top g articles receive at least g2 citations 

altogether is g=19.  This also means that the top (g+1) =20 papers have less than 

(g+1)2=400 citations.  

The computed value of Kumar’s AW-index for Journal of Marketing articles alone 

is 22.98.  The age-weighted index approximates the h-index if the (average) citation rate 

remains more or less constant over the years.  Being higher than the h-index in the 

case of the Journal of Marketing publications, this signifies that over a period of time, 

Kumar’s productivity has gone up.  

For the Journal of Marketing articles, Varadarajan’s h-index, as calculated by 

using Harzing’s (2010) software Publish or Perish for Windows, is 14 for 17 articles.  
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The h2 for Varadarajan is 296 for Journal of Marketing articles alone.  According to the 

definition of the h-index (Hirsch 2005) h2 fixes the lower bounds for Varadarajan’s 

citations, and an estimation of the total number of citations is: (Nc,tot) = a. h2 for the value 

of “a” lying between 3 and 5, as empirically estimated by Hirsch (2005).  This value of 

(Nc,tot) = a. h2 varies from 588 to 980 for Varadarajan’s Journal of Marketing articles.  

Varadarajan has an index h=14 which implies that h=14 of his Np papers considered for 

the purpose of computation of the h-index have at least h=14 citations each, and the 

other (Np – h) = Np – 14 papers have ≤ h or ≤ 14 citations each.  The actual value of 

Varadarajan’s citations, according to Harzing’s (2010) Publish or Perish for Windows, 

currently stands at 5691 for 17 publications.   

Varadarajan’s g-index computed using Harzing’s (2010) Publish or Perish for 

Windows, is 17 for Journal of Marketing articles alone.  By the definition of the g-index, 

this implies that g=17 is the highest rank such that the top g=17 Journal of Marketing 

papers authored by Varadarajan have, together, at least g2=289 citations.  In other 

words, when the 17 articles under consideration are ordered by the decreasing number 

of citations, the largest number g such that the top g articles receive at least g2 citations 

altogether is g=17.  This also means that the top (g+1) =18 papers have less than 

(g+1)2=324 citations.  

The computed value of Varadarajan’s AW-index for Journal of Marketing articles 

alone is 16.33.  The age-weighted index approximates the h-index if the (average) 

citation rate remains more or less constant over the years.  Being higher than the h-

index in the case of the Journal of Marketing publications, this signifies that over a 

period of time, Varadarajan’s productivity has gone up.  
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For the Journal of Marketing articles, Jagdish N. Sheth’s h-index, as calculated 

by using Harzing’s (2010) software Publish or Perish for Windows, is at 9 for 12 articles.  

The h2 for Sheth is 81 for Journal of Marketing articles alone.  According to the definition 

of the h-index (Hirsch 2005) h2 fixes the lower bounds for Sheth’s citations, and an 

estimation of the total number of citations is: (Nc,tot) = a. h2 for the value of “a” lying 

between 3 and 5, as empirically estimated by Hirsch (2005).  This value of (Nc,tot) = a. h2 

varies from 243 to 405 for Sheth’s Journal of Marketing articles.  Sheth has an index 

h=9 which implies that h=9 of his Np papers considered for the purpose of computation 

of the h-index have at least h=9 citations each, and the other (Np – h) = Np – 9 papers 

have ≤ h or ≤ 9 citations each.  The actual value of Sheth’s citations, according to 

Harzing’s (2010) Publish or Perish for Windows, currently stands at 1477 for 9 

publications.   

Sheth’s g-index computed using Harzing’s (2010) Publish or Perish for Windows, 

is 12 for Journal of Marketing articles alone.  By the definition of the g-index, this implies 

that g=12 is the highest rank such that the top g=12 Journal of Marketing papers 

authored by Sheth have, together, at least g2=144 citations.  In other words, when the 

12 articles under consideration are ordered by the decreasing number of citations, the 

largest number g such that the top g articles receive at least g2 citations altogether is 

g=12.  This also means that the top (g+1) =13 papers have less than (g+1)2=169 

citations.  

The computed value of Sheth’s AW-index for Journal of Marketing articles alone 

is 8.58.  The age-weighted index approximates the h-index if the (average) citation rate 

remains more or less constant over the years.  Being higher than the h-index in the 



123 

case of the Journal of Marketing publications, this signifies that over a period of time, 

Sheth’s productivity has gone up.  

Next, the set of scientometric indicators for all the journal articles published thus 

far by Hunt is computed (see Table 8).   

 

TABLE 8   
Metrics for Measuring the Impact of Shelby D. Hunt’s Scholarship across the 

Disciplines, and Specifically, Outside the Discipline 
          Hirsch’s Egghe’s   
Shelby D. Hunt Papers Citations Cites_Paper Years h_index g_index AW_index 
Impact of journal 
articles 139 30084 216.43 44 57 139 39.75 
Interdisciplinary 
Impact 36 2325 64.58 41 21 36 12.26 

 

Shelby D. Hunt’s h-index for his 139 articles, as calculated by using Harzing’s 

(2010) software Publish or Perish for Windows, is 57.  The h2 for Hunt’s 139 articles 

works out to 3249.  An estimation of the total number of Hunt’s citations is: (Nc,tot) = a. 

h2, and this, then, fixes the lower bounds for Hunt’s citations, that, for the value of “a” 

lying between 3 and 5, varies from 9747 to 16245.  The actual value of Hunt’s citations, 

according to Harzing’s (2010) Publish or Perish for Windows, currently stands at 30,084 

for 139 publications.  

Hunt’s g-index computed using Harzing’s (2010) Publish or Perish for Windows, 

is 139 overall.  By the definition of the g-index, this implies that g=139 is the highest 

rank such that the top g=139 articles authored by Hunt have, together, at least 

g2=19321 citations.  In other words, when the 139 articles under consideration are 

ordered by the decreasing number of citations, the largest number g such that the top g 
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articles receive at least g2 citations altogether is g=139.  This also means that the top 

(g+1) =140 papers have less than (g+1)2=19,600 citations.   

The computed value of Shelby D. Hunt’s AW-index is 39.75 for the 139 articles.  

The age-weighted index approximates the h-index if the (average) citation rate remains 

more or less constant over the years.  Being lower than the h-index in the case of the 

total set of journal articles published, this signifies that over a period of time, Hunt’s 

overall productivity has gone down.  

 

Interdisciplinary Impact of Hunt’s Effects 

As for Hunt’s interdisciplinary impact, 36 out of the 139 journal articles written in 

44 years were in journals that specifically cater to the publication of scholarly work 

related to fields other than the marketing discipline.  This stream of research has an h-

index of 21, a g-index of 36, and an AW-index of 12.26.    
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FIGURE 1 
Interdisciplinary impact of Hunt’s effects: The size of the bubble is the number of 

citations for that journal article 
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Shelby D. Hunt’s h-index for his 36 articles published in journals outside of the 

marketing discipline, as calculated by using Harzing’s (2010) software Publish or Perish 

for Windows, is 21.  The h2 for these 36 of Hunt’s articles works out to 441.  An 

estimation of the total number of Hunt’s citations is: (Nc,tot) = a. h2, and this, then, fixes 

the lower bounds for Hunt’s citations, that, for the value of “a” lying between 3 and 5, 

varies from 1323 to 2205.  The actual value of Hunt’s citations, according to Harzing’s 

(2010) Publish or Perish for Windows, currently stands at 2,325 for 36 publications.  

Hunt’s g-index computed using Harzing’s (2010) Publish or Perish for Windows, 

is 36 overall.  By the definition of the g-index, this implies that g=36 is the highest rank 

such that the top g=36 articles authored by Hunt have, together, at least g2=1296 

citations.  In other words, when the 36 articles under consideration are ordered by the 

decreasing number of citations, the largest number g such that the top g articles receive 

at least g2 citations altogether is g=36.  This also means that the top (g+1) =37 papers 

have less than (g+1)2=1,369 citations.  The actual value of Hunt’s citations, according to 

Harzing’s (2010) Publish or Perish for Windows, currently stands at 2,325 for 36 

publications.  

The computed value of Shelby D. Hunt’s AW-index is 12.26 for the 36 articles.  

The age-weighted index approximates the h-index if the (average) citation rate remains 

more or less constant over the years.  Being lower than the h-index in the case of the 

articles published across the disciplines, this signifies that over a period of time, Shelby 

D. Hunt’s interdisciplinary publication productivity has gone down.  The central idea of 

this last analysis is to reinforce the importance of how the extension of citations across 

disciplines is, in itself, evidence of the robust contribution of this body of theories.  The 
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bubble graph in figure 1 represents Hunt’s interdisciplinary impact, wherein the size of 

each bubble corresponds to the number of citations of the particular work.  

 

Summary of Conclusions Based on the Data Analytics  

Following the identification of Shelby D. Hunt as the foremost marketing 

theoretician, scientometric analytics were conducted by first comparing the Journal of 

Marketing articles and the corresponding h-index, g-index, and AW-index using 

Harzing’s (2010) Publish or Perish for Windows to establish that Hunt is 

scientometrically the superior marketing scholar.  Comparisons were made using three 

marketing scholars – V. Kumar Ph.D., P. Rajan Varadarajan Ph.D., and Jagdish N. 

Sheth Ph.D. Of these marketing scholars, Shelby D. Hunt has the highest scores, at an 

h-index of 22 for 26 Journal of Marketing articles, compared to 14, 14, and 9 

respectively for the 19, 17, and 12 articles of the three respective marketing scholars.  

Hunt’s corresponding g-index and AW-index are 26 and 31.47.  

In then conducting a scientometric analysis for Shelby D. Hunt, all but peer-

reviewed journal articles were excluded. Note that Hunt is a prolific author, and 

including his books would only have given him a greater advantage.  However, since 

the main purpose of the study is to look at theory formation and theoretical impact, 

hence only peer-reviewed journals were considered.  139 effects were identified, for 

which the h-index is 57, the g-index is 139, and the AW-index is 39.75.   

The interdisciplinary impact of Hunt’s scholarly works was then studied by 

computing scientometric indexes for Shelby D. Hunt’s articles published in scientific 
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journals outside of the marketing discipline.  This stream of research has an h-index of 

21, a g-index of 36, and an AW-index of 12.26.     
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CHAPTER 5  

DISCUSSION, RESEARCH IMPLICATIONS, AND FUTURE DIRECTIONS  

Knowledge has to be improved, challenged, and increased 
constantly, or it vanishes. 

Peter Drucker 
 

This study has illuminated the paucity of organic theory development within the 

marketing discipline. Marketing as a discipline has the least influence and the most 

dependence when compared to the other three core business disciplines of finance, 

accounting, and management (Clark et al. 2014). 

In order for the marketing discipline to reassert its relevance within the academe 

as well as in the practitioner realm, it is important to lay greater stress on indigenous 

theory formation, and development.  Theory development begins with a proposal, and 

the triggering cues may come from anywhere, anytime.  Marketing scholars need to be 

open to these triggering cues, and doctoral student training plays an important part in 

furthering the cause of theory development within the marketing discipline. Doctoral 

students should be treated as immediate learners and not immediate producers, and 

theory development should be a part of the syllabus of the training for emerging 

scholars of the field in all higher education institutions offering doctoral programs in 

marketing. To quote Shelby D. Hunt, the focal marketing theoretician of my study, 

theory development is ultimately “creative cognitive acts, significantly constrained and 

reasoned.” 

This study explores the contribution of a single marketing theoretician to the 

marketing discipline, and the interdisciplinary impact of this theoretician. The purpose of 

this study is not to put Shelby D. Hunt on a pedestal, but is a call for marketing scholars 



130 

to reflect of Hunt as a role model for theory development. In order to foster theory 

development, it is imperative that the intrinsic rewards of theory formation at the 

individual level be recognized. The contribution to the discipline over a long term is, of 

course, tremendous.  In order to understand contributions of marketing scholars, though 

there could have been several ways to go about drawing a list, this study first looks at 

the publications in the Journal of Marketing for four of the most prolific marketing 

scholars, and then analyzes their impact utilizing a robust empirical method of 

scientometrics. Journal of Marketing is the principal outlet for marketing research.  

Scientometric analysis of the works of the scholars reveals that Hunt is the 

scholar with the highest impact. Further measurement and analysis of the impact of his 

entire set of journal articles proves that Hunt has a high impact – not only within the 

discipline, but also outside the discipline. The latter was studied as a function of his 

publications outside of the realm of marketing journals.  This has huge implications in 

terms of reifying the assertion that scholarly contributions must not only have an impact 

within the discipline, but must exhibit interdisciplinary impact, too.  Future implications 

are in the suggestions for the bolstering the doctoral programs in the marketing 

discipline by including theory development courses. The advantages will accrue in 

terms of enhanced scholarship within the discipline, as well as in visible impact outside 

of the discipline. The effect of buttressed theory development will also impact the 

perception of marketing practitioners in the field.  
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APPENDIX A 

LIST OF JOURNAL OF MARKETING ARTICLES PUBLISHED BY V. KUMAR
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Balasubramanian, Siva K. and V. Kumar (1990), “Analyzing Variations in Advertising 
and Promotional Expenditures: Key Correlates in Consumer, Industrial, and 
Service Markets,” Journal of Marketing, 54 (04), 57-68.  

---- and ---- (1997), “Explaining Variations in the Advertising & Promotional costs/sales 
Ratio: A Response, Research Criteria, and Guidelines,” Journal of Marketing, 61 
(01), 97-8. 

---- and ---- (1997), “Explaining Variations in the Advertising & Promotional costs/sales 
Ratio: A Reanalysis,” Journal of Marketing, 61 (01), 85-92. 

Jayachandran, Satish et al. (2013), “Brand Licensing: What Drives Royalty Rates?” 
Journal of Marketing, 77 (09), 108-22. 

Krasnikov, Alexander, Satish Jayachandran, and V. Kumar (2009), “The Impact of 
Customer Relationship Management Implementation on Cost and Profit 
Efficiencies: Evidence from the U.S. Commercial Banking Industry,” Journal of 
Marketing, 73 (11), 61-76. 

Kumar, V., J. A. Petersen, and Robert P. Leone (2013), “Defining, Measuring, and 
Managing Business Reference Value,” Journal of Marketing, 77 (01), 68-86. 

---- et al. (2011), “Is Market Orientation a Source of Sustainable Competitive Advantage 
Or Simply the Cost of Competing?” Journal of Marketing, 75 (01), 16-30. 

----, J. A. Petersen, and Robert P. Leone (2010), “Driving Profitability by Encouraging 
Customer Referrals: Who, when, and how,” Journal of Marketing, 74 (09), 1-17. 

---- and Denish Shah (2009), “Expanding the Role of Marketing: From Customer Equity 
to Market Capitalization,” Journal of Marketing, 73 (11), 119-36. 

----, Rajkumar Venkatesan, and Werner Reinartz (2008), “Performance Implications of 
Adopting a Customer-Focused Sales Campaign,” Journal of Marketing, 72 (09), 
50-68. 

Petersen, J. A. and V. Kumar (2009), “Are Product Returns a Necessary Evil? 
Antecedents and Consequences,” Journal of Marketing, 73 (05), 35-51. 

Ramani, Girish and V. Kumar (2008), “Interaction Orientation and Firm Performance,” 
Journal of Marketing, 72 (01), 27-45. 

Reinartz, Werner J. and V. Kumar (2000), “On the Profitability of Long-Life Customers in 
a Noncontractual Setting: An Empirical Investigation and Implications for 
Marketing,” Journal of Marketing, 64 (10), 17-35. 
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---- and ---- (2003), “The Impact of Customer Relationship Characteristics on Profitable 
Lifetime Duration,” Journal of Marketing, 67 (01), 77-99. 

----, Jacquelyn S. Thomas, and V. Kumar (2005), “Balancing Acquisition and Retention 
Resources to Maximize Customer Profitability,” Journal of Marketing, 69 (01), 63-
79. 

Rust, Roland T. et al. (2004), “Measuring Marketing Productivity: Current Knowledge 
and Future Directions,” Journal of Marketing, 68 (10), 76-89. 

Shah, Denish et al. (2012), “Unprofitable Cross-Buying: Evidence from Consumer and 
Business Markets,” Journal of Marketing, 76 (05), 78-95. 

Venkatesan, Rajkumar and V. Kumar (2004), “A Customer Lifetime Value Framework 
for Customer Selection and Resource Allocation Strategy,” Journal of Marketing, 
68 (10/09), 106-25. 

----, ----, and Nalini Ravishanker (2007), “Multichannel Shopping: Causes and 
Consequences,” Journal of Marketing, 71 (04), 114-32. 
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LIST OF JOURNAL OF MARKETING ARTICLES PUBLISHED BY P.R.VARADARAJAN



135 

Bharadwaj, Sundar G., P. R. Varadarajan, and John Fahy (1993), “Sustainable 
Competitive Advantage in Service Industries: A Conceptual Model and Research 
Propositions,” Journal of Marketing, 57 (10), 83-99. 

Jaworski, Bernard J. and P. R. Varadarajan (1989), “The PIMS Principles: Linking 
Strategy to Performance,” Journal of Marketing, 53 (04), 126-9. 

Jayachandran, Satish, Javier Gimeno, and P. R. Varadarajan (1999), “The Theory of 
Multimarket Competition: A Synthesis and Implications for Marketing Strategy,” 
Journal of Marketing, 63 (07), 49-66. 

Kerin, Roger A., P. R. Varadarajan, and Robert A. Peterson (1992), “First-Mover 
Advantage: A Synthesis, Conceptual Framework, and Research Propositions,” 
Journal of Marketing, 56 (10), 33-52. 

McKee, Daryl O., P. R. Varadarajan, and William M. Pride (1989), “Strategic 
Adaptability and Firm Performance: A Market-Contingent Perspective,” Journal of 
Marketing, 53 (07), 21-35. 

Menon, Anil and P. R. Varadarajan (1992), “A Model of Marketing Knowledge use within 
Firms,” Journal of Marketing, 56 (10), 53-71. 

Parasuraman, A. and P. R. Varadarajan (1985), “More on “Marketing Strategy and 
Differential Advantage,” Journal of Marketing, 49 (Spring85), 124-8. 

Szymanski, David M., Sundar G. Bharadwaj, and P. R. Varadarajan (1993), “An 
Analysis of the Market Share-Profitability Relationship,” Journal of Marketing, 57 
(07), 1-18. 

----, ----, and ---- (1993), “Standardization Versus Adaptation of International Marketing 
Strategy: An Empirical Investigation,” Journal of Marketing, 57 (10), 1-17. 

Varadarajan, P. Rajan (1986), “Horizontal Cooperative Sales Promotion: A Framework 
for Classification and Additional Perspectives,” Journal of Marketing, 50 (04), 61-
73. 

----(1986), “Product Diversity and Firm Performance: An Empirical Investigation,” 
Journal of Marketing, 50 (07), 43-57. 

----(1996), “From the Editor: Reflections on Research and Publishing,” Journal of 
Marketing, 60 (10), 3-6. 

----(1996), “From the Editor: The Journal of Marketing, 1993 to 1996,” Journal of 
Marketing, 60 (10), 1-2. 

---- and Daniel Rajaratnam (1986), “Symbiotic Marketing Revisited,” Journal of 
Marketing, 50 (01), 7-17. 
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----, Satish Jayachandran, and J. C. White (2001), “Strategic Interdependence in 
Organizations: Deconglomeration and Marketing Strategy,” Journal of Marketing, 
65 (01), 15-28. 

---- and Anil Menon (1988), “Cause-Related Marketing: A Coalignment of Marketing 
Strategy and Corporate Philanthropy,” Journal of Marketing, 52 (07), 58-74. 

White, J. C., P. R. Varadarajan, and Peter A. Dacin (2003), “Market Situation 
Interpretation and Response: The Role of Cognitive Style, Organizational 
Culture, and Information use,” Journal of Marketing, 67 (07), 63-79. 
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Brown, Stephen W. et al. (2005), “Marketing Renaissance: Opportunities and 
Imperatives for Improving Marketing Thought, Practice, and Infrastructure,” 
Journal of Marketing, 69 (10), 1-25. 

Frazier, Gary L. and Jagdish N. Sheth (1985), “An Attitude-Behavior Framework for 
Distribution Channel Management,” Journal of Marketing, 49 (07/15), 38-48. 

Gross, Barbara L. and Jagdish N. Sheth (1989), “Time-Oriented Advertising: A Content 
Analysis of United States Magazine Advertising, 1890-1988,” Journal of 
Marketing, 53 (10), 76-83. 

Roscoe, A. M., Dorothy Lang, and Jagdish N. Sheth (1975), “Follow-Up Methods, 
Questionnaire Length, and Market Differences in Mail Surveys,” Journal of 
Marketing, 39 (04), 20-7. 
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of Marketing, 35 (01), 13-9. 
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Change,” Journal of Marketing, 46 (Winter82), 15-26. 

---- and ---- (1983), “A Margin-Return Model for Strategic Market Planning,” Journal of 
Marketing, 47 (04/15), 100-9. 

---- and Rajendra S. Sisodia (2005), “Does Marketing Need Reform?” Journal of 
Marketing, 69 (10), 10-2. 
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Information in Mail Surveys,” Journal of Marketing, 44 (Winter80), 67-70. 
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