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Walter van Waterschoot & Christophe Van den Bulte 

The 4P Classification of the 

Marketing Mix Revisited 
McCarthy's 4P classification of the marketing mix instruments has received wide acceptance in past de- 
cades. In recent years, however, increasing criticism has been voiced, among other reasons because of 
its inherent negative definition of sales promotion and its lack of mutual exclusiveness and collective 
exhaustiveness. The authors evaluate the 4P classification against the criteria proposed by Hunt and 
present an improved classification. 

You are right to question the classical principles. All 
principles should be subjected to the closest exami- 
nation with respect to both logic and factual rele- 
vance. 

-Paul A. Samuelson 

McCarthy's classification is especially useful from a 
pedagogical point of view. Nevertheless, the feeling 
remains that some other classification, still to be born, 
will develop better conceptual distinctions among the 
large variety of marketing decision variables. 

-Philip Kotler 

THE philosophy of science has always considered 
classificational schemata of paramount impor- 

tance. Especially in the early development stages of 
a discipline, listings and taxonomies are used as path- 
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ways to further inquiry. This pattern is highly visible 
in marketing, where the earliest schools of thought cut 
through the "wilderness of actual trade and market- 

ing" by drawing categories of actions and functions, 
institutions, and products (Grether 1967, p. 313; Sheth, 
Gardner, and Garrett 1988). Taxonomical issues in 

marketing are considered not only extremely impor- 
tant, but also extremely difficult (Hunt and Hunt 1982). 
According to Venkatesh (1985, p. 62), marketing has 

very few carefully developed classificational sche- 
mata, which contributes to "our inability to climb the 
theoretical ladder in any significant way." In this ar- 
ticle, we address what can safely be considered the 

prime classificational scheme in marketing, the 4P 

configuration of the marketing mix. The concept of 
the marketing mix is one of the basic ideas of mar- 

keting. Nevertheless, its pragmatically developed and 
widespread 4P classification does not fulfill the re- 
quirements of a good taxonomy. It goes without say- 
ing that this is an awkward situation. The marketing 
discipline needs a strong classification of the market- 
ing mix, not only to stimulate conceptual integration 
and purification of the discipline, but also for mean- 
ingful measurement of marketing mix efforts and their 
effects. Also, managers need a clear classification of 
all instruments at their disposal in order to assess and 
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judge the instruments' objectives, interactions, and 
restrictions. Last but not least, students in marketing 
need to work with a clear and logical classification. 

We first outline and comment on the origin and 
application of the 4P classification. Next, we evaluate 
this taxonomy by using the criteria proposed by Hunt 
(1991). Taking the observed shortcomings of the 4P 
typology as a starting point, we then develop some 
necessary building blocks and finally combine them 
into a new classification. 

Review 
The concept of the marketing mix was reportedly in- 
troduced by Neil Borden in his presidential address to 
the AMA in 1953. He got his idea from James Cul- 
liton, who described the business executive as some- 
body who combines different ingredients. The term 
"marketing mix" therefore referred to the mixture of 
elements useful in pursuing a certain market response. 
To facilitate practical application of the concept to 
concrete operating problems, early writers on the mar- 
keting mix sought to itemize the large number of in- 
fluences on market response that marketers must take 
into account (Oxenfeldt 1962). Frey (1956) and Bor- 
den (1964) adopted a checklist approach, providing a 
handy device for understanding the complex and in- 
terrelated nature of marketing activities. Frey even re- 
lated it explicitly and directly to the development of 
marketing plans. Other authors developed more suc- 
cinct and convenient classifications of marketing ac- 
tivities that could be easily memorized and system- 
atically diagrammed (Frey 1961; Howard 1957; Lazer 
and Kelly 1962; McCarthy 1960). Of the many sche- 
mata proposed, only McCarthy's has survived and it 
has become the "dominant design" or "received view." 
His 4P formula discerned four classes, Product, Price, 
Place, and Promotion, Promotion itself being split into 
advertising, personal selling, publicity (in the sense 
of free advertising), and sales promotion. Presumably 
because of its very pithy and easy-to-remember re- 
production of some undeniable basic principles, it has 
become the most cited and the most often used clas- 
sification system for the marketing mix, both in the 
marketing literature and in marketing practice. Hence, 
the 4P system may well be called the traditional clas- 
sification of the marketing mix. 

In the remainder of this section we summarize the 
acceptance of the 4P classification by marketing au- 
thors and the way they use and comment on it. Be- 
cause of space limitations, the review is limited to 
several general marketing textbooks and textbooks on 
communication and/or promotion. Narrowing the scope 
somewhat more, we concentrate on publications writ- 
ten in English and mainly during the late 1970s and 
the 1980s. During this period most authors followed 

the 4P classification as well as its accompanying sub- 
division of the fourth promotional P (e.g., Ames and 
Hlavacek 1984; Bagozzi 1986; Bell 1979; Cun- 
ningham and Cunningham 1981; Engel, Wales, and 
Warshaw 1975; Evans and Berman 1988; Gwinner et 
al. 1977; Hartley 1976; Kinnear and Bernhardt 1986; 
Lazer and Culley 1983; Mandell and Rosenberg 1981; 
McDaniel 1982; Pride and Ferrell 1980; Robin 1978; 
Stanley 1982; Stanton 1978; Udell and Laczniak 1981; 
Zikmund and d'Amico 1986). The following obser- 
vations come to the fore: 

* Several authors stress the hybrid nature of the fourth P, 
mentioning the presence of two important dimensions, 
"communication" and "promotion" (or persuasion), and 
the vagueness of the borderline between these two di- 
mensions. 

* Many authors underline the persuasive or selling char- 
acter of the broad "promotional" category, the "sales 
promotion" category being the most diverse. 

* Some of them call the fourth P alternatively "commu- 
nication" and consequently stress the dominantly com- 
municative character of this variable. 

* A relatively large number of authors complain about the 
catch-all function of the sales promotion category in the 
4P scheme. Stanton (1978) synthesizes the general idea 
very strongly and clearly: "Sales promotion is one of the 
most loosely used terms in the marketing vocabulary . . . 
sales promotion is muddled, misused, and misunder- 
stood. " 

* Given the unclear distinction between communication, 
promotion, and sales promotion, it is not surprising that 
some authors mix up the terms "promotion" and "sales 
promotion." 

* Some authors use a classification that comes close to the 
4P classification, but without stating or defending it ex- 
plicitly (e.g., Dalrymple and Parsons 1983; Heskett 1976; 
Hughes 1978). 

A remarkable change occurred during the 1980s, 
however. A great many authors, though still using the 
catch-all category of sales promotion within Mc- 
Carthy's 4P-classification, tried to define it not in a 
residual, negative way but in a positive way (e.g., 
Ailloni-Charas 1984; Bennett 1988; Cravens and 
Woodruff 1986; Kotler 1988; McCarthy 1981; 
McDaniel 1982; Nickels 1980; Ulanoff 1985). Re- 
curring elements in the definition of sales promotion 
and/or in the related comments (though both are 
sometimes rather partial) are: 

* the complementary nature of sales promotion activities, 
* the short term of its positive effects, 
* its nonproductivity or even counterproductivity in the long 

run, 
* the very wide variety of instruments used, and 
* the existence of three broad fundamental target groups: 

final consumers, trade institutions, and the firm's own 
salesforce. 

From this review, one may conclude that the 4P clas- 
sification is very widely-if not almost exclusively- 
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used in marketing. The same holds for the subdivision 
of the fourth P into personal selling, advertising, pub- 
licity, and finally sales promotion as a residual cate- 
gory. The shortcomings of this way of classifying, 
however, have become increasingly apparent. 

Assessment of the 4P 
Classification 

We elaborate on the criteria for evaluating classifi- 
cational schemata proposed by Hunt (1991) to provide 
an assessment of the 4P scheme. 

Does the Schema Adequately Specify the 
Phenomena to Be Classified? 

Before classifying the ingredients of the marketing mix, 
one first must identify the nature of these ingredients. 
Surprisingly, the literature does not agree on what ex- 
actly the marketing mix is a mixture of. Some early 
writers such as Borden (1964), Frey (1956), and Staudt 
and Taylor (1965) view these elements as procedures, 
policies, and processes (i.e., activities), whereas most 
authors today (e.g., Kotler 1988, p. 71) depict them 
as parameters, tools, or instruments (i.e., objects). 

Does the Schema Adequately Specify the 
Properties or Characteristics on Which the 
Classification Is Based? 

This criterion can be split into several subelements: 

1. Have properties or characteristics been identified? 
2. Are these properties or characteristics appropriate for 

classificatory purposes? 
3. Are the operational procedures for applying the clas- 

sificatory properties or characteristics intersubjectively 
unambiguous? Is there a high interjudge reliability? 

Here lies a second surprise. To our knowledge, the 
classificatory property(-ies) or rationale for distin- 
guishing four categories labeled "product," "price," 
"place," and "promotion" have never been expli- 
cated. So, the answer to question 1 is negative. In 
consequence, questions 2 and 3 cannot be answered. 
Though casual observation of practitioners, students, 
and textbooks suggests a general consensus to classify 
marketing mix elements in the same categories, the 
lack of any formal and precise specification of the 
properties or characteristics according to which mar- 
keting mix elements should be classified is a major 
flaw. 

Does the Schema Have Categories That Are 
Mutually Exclusive? 

According to Kerlinger (1973, p. 139), the "mutual 
exclusiveness" and the "adequate specification of 
properties or characteristics" criteria are closely re- 
lated. In view of the poor performance of the 4P scheme 

on the latter, it is not surprising to note some prob- 
lems as to the mutual exclusiveness of the four Ps. 
Indeed, the sales promotion subcategory of promotion 
overlaps to a large extent with the advertising and per- 
sonal selling subcategories (Ferree 1983; Van Acker 
1962) and with the product, price, and place cate- 
gories (Cross, Hartley, and Rexeisen 1985; Gaidis and 
Cross 1985; Gussekloo and Strating 1985; Leeflang 
and Beukenkamp 1981; Shapiro 1985; van Water- 
schoot and Voet 1987, 1988). 

Does the Schema Have Categories That Are 
Collectively Exhaustive? 

Each item must be capable of being assigned to a cat- 
egory. As Hunt (1991, p. 188) notes, "all classifi- 
cation systems can be made collectively exhaustive by 
the simple expedient of adding that ubiquitous cate- 
gory 'other.' However, the size of this category should 
be monitored carefully. If too many phenomena can 
find no home except other, then the system should be 
examined carefully . . .." Again, the sales promotion 
catch-all appears to be the weak spot of the 4P schema. 
In view of the increasing importance of these activi- 
ties (Schultz 1987; Strang 1976), this situation is very 
awkward. 

Is the Schema Useful? Does It Adequately 
Serve Its Intended Purposes? 

The 4P scheme has turned out to be a very useful de- 
vice for practitioners and students (and textbook writers) 
who need to structure management tasks and market- 
ing plans. Theoretically, however, the scheme ap- 
pears to be much less fruitful. Two drawbacks are ap- 
parent. First, the four Ps fall short as building blocks 
for true theory development about marketing mix in- 
teraction (Reidenbach and Olivia 1981, p. 30; Sheth, 
Gardner, and Garrett 1988, p. 105). Second, the P of 
product (and not products) may have contributed to 
an ignorance of all kinds of cost, sales, and compe- 
tition interdependencies among products (cf. Wind and 
Robertson 1983). 

Our assessment of the 4P scheme revealed three 
major flaws, clarification of which should lead to a 
fundamentally better classificational schema of the 
marketing mix: 

* The properties or characteristics that are the basis for 
classification have not been identified. 

* The categories are not mutually exclusive. 
* There is a catch-all subcategory that is continually grow- 

ing in importance. 

Those three flaws, however, are closely related: the 
first and second pertain to the absence of any explicit 
definition of classificational dimension(s) and all three 
pertain to the sales promotion subcategory. 
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Toward a Functional Classification 
of the Marketing Mix 

Basically, the mode of building a classification used 
here is a deductive process wherein the schema is de- 
veloped before the researcher analyzes any specific 
set of data. This logical partitioning, as the method is 
called, "presupposes a fairly sophisticated under- 
standing of the phenomena being investigated, else the 
classifications involved may be totally unrealistic, 
nothing better than an inspired guess" (David Harvey, 
cited by Hunt 1991, p. 181). Judging the discipline's 
understanding of the various mix elements to be ad- 
equate for classificatory purposes, we start our en- 
deavor by proposing suitable criteria. 

P1: Marketing functions are appropriate properties for 
classifying the marketing mix. 

If one views the classification of the marketing mix 
to be a device to help structure marketing decision 
making and management, the objectives the marketer 
is pursuing while using it seem to be appropriate as a 
classificational dimension (Leeflang 1979; Leeflang 
and Koerts 1970). For this classification mode to be 
effective, two conditions must be fulfilled. First, one 
must identify generic marketing objectives, by which 
we mean universal intermediate objectives that must 
be achieved for an exchange to come about. In other 
words, one must elaborate a list of necessary condi- 
tions that is valid for each and every marketing ex- 
change. However, in view of the marketing mix con- 
cept's managerial perspective, one need not take all 
these necessary conditions into account. Only condi- 
tions whose fulfillment is at the marketer's discretion 
must be considered. In marketing theory, these are 
known as marketing functions. Second, this list of 
marketing functions must be elaborated or interpreted 
in such a way that every marketing mix element can 
be assigned to one and only one function. This is nec- 
essary to achieve mutual exclusiveness and collective 
exhaustiveness. Such a functional classification effort 
is based on the exchange concept of marketing, and 
more particularly on the concept of generic marketing 
functions. Hence, before presenting an improved clas- 
sification, we show how its rationale is vested in the 
marketing literature, more specifically in the "mar- 
keting and exchange" body and in the functional school 
of thought. 

Marketing and Exchange 
Houston and Gassenheimer (1987) identified a set of 
necessary and sufficient conditions for an exchange to 
take place, albeit in noncompetitive market situations 
only. Some of these conditions refer to characteristics 
of human beings, the number of parties involved, and 
their freedom to accept or reject the offer. Obviously, 

they are beyond the parties' discretion and hence be- 
yond the scope of the marketing mix. Several con- 
ditions are relevant to our discussion, however: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

Each party has something valued by the other. 
Each party is capable of communicating about the of- 
fering. 
Each party is capable of making the offering available. 
Each party believes it is appropriate or desirable to deal 
with the other party. Each party must value the offered 
benefits highly enough to offset the efforts and risks 
involved in the exchange, that is, the perceived price 
(see Murphy and Enis 1986). 

These are the four necessary conditions for an ex- 
change to take place that can be met unilaterally by 
prospective exchange parties' efforts. Marketers en- 
gaging in behavior directed at consummating ex- 
changes should try to fulfill each of them. Hence: 

P2: There are four generic marketing functions: configu- 
ration, valuation, facilitation, and symbolization. 

This quartet of universal intermediate marketing ob- 
jectives suggested by the exchange literature was 
identified by Kotler in his classic 1972 article. The 
four items are also present in the 1985 AMA defini- 
tion of marketing (Marketing News 1985) and in Hunt's 
(1983) fundamental explanandum of the behavior of 
sellers directed at consummating exchanges. At closer 
inspection, the 4Ps appear to be a scheme classifying 
marketing activities according to their generic func- 
tion except (!) for the "sales promotion" activities, as 
we explain subsequently. As a matter of fact, the sug- 
gestion to use marketing functions as classification 
criteria seems to have been partly realized for de- 
cades. 

Marketing Functions 

The key idea of the preceding discussion is to differ- 
entiate between functions and the specific tools used 
or activities performed in achieving those functions. 
This critical distinction has been present in marketing 
theory for decades and has even been called crucial 
for a correct conceptualization of marketing manage- 
ment, but has never gained much attention (Enis and 
Mokwa 1979; Fullbrook 1940, p. 234; Lewis and Er- 
ickson 1969, p. 12; McGarry 1950, p. 268). Accord- 
ing to McGarry and to Lewis and Erickson, functions 
are actually the output entities of the marketing sys- 
tem (i.e., its intermediate ends), whereas activities or 
instruments are the input of the marketing system (i.e., 
its means). There is a broad consensus that marketing 
functions are generic and necessary conditions that must 
be met for exchanges to take place (Breyer 1934, p. 
24; McCarthy 1960, p. 32; McGarry 1950, p. 268; 
Savitt 1988, p. 116). Following another central tenet 
of the functional school of thought (McGarry 1950; 
Sheth and Gross 1988), we state: 
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P3: Marketing functions can be accomplished through a 
variety of specific activities or tools. 

Following Staudt and Taylor (1965), we also put for- 
ward: 

P4: Any specific marketing activity or tool can serve sev- 
eral functions simultaneously. 

This proposition implies that one cannot relate each 
marketing mix element unambiguously to one single 
function. At best, one may hope to classify mix ele- 
ments according to their main function, as we discuss 
subsequently. Here, however, we present an even more 
important (and more hopeful) implication. Remember 
the observation that all major flaws of the 4P scheme 
are related to promotion, especially to an overlap of 
sales promotion with other elements. Because of the 
lack of a clear one-to-one relationship between func- 
tions and activities or instruments, one can conjecture 
that further elucidation could come from a closer in- 
spection of the sales promotion elements' function. 

The Sales Promotion Concept 
Sales promotion challenges any marketing mix clas- 
sification effort with three closely interrelated prob- 
lems: semantic, definitional, and classificational. First, 
the term "sales promotion" has been used to denote 
at least three different concepts: (1) the entire mar- 
keting mix (e.g., Oxenfeldt 1962), (2) marketing 
communications (according to Anderson and Rubin 
1986, p. 275), and (3) a catch-all for all communi- 
cation instruments that do not fit in the advertising, 
personal selling, or publicity subcategories. Some- 
times, however, "promotion" is used to refer to that 
catch-all subcategory (e.g., Rossiter and Percy 1987). 
Needless to say, the use of a single term to denote 
several distinct concepts leads to fuzziness and con- 
fusion (see Bunge 1967; Zaltman, Pinson, and An- 
gelmar 1973). 

The second major problem with sales promotion 
is the lack of a generally accepted positive definition, 
which makes it difficult to develop a research frame- 
work and actually conduct research in that area. In 
consequence, many managerial issues such as what 
type of sales promotion to use in particular circum- 
stances, how much of it to use, and how to assess its 
effectiveness remain unresolved (Cross, Hartley, and 
Rexeisen 1985; Page 1985; Strang 1980). 

We have already discussed the third major prob- 
lem: when the catch-all definition is used, many sales 
promotion activities appear to overlap with other mix 
elements. This is not in line with the mutual exclu- 
siveness criterion. The overlap, however, is not ex- 
clusively due to poor definition, but can safely be 
considered an inherent characteristic of sales promo- 
tion. Indeed, in their authoritative textbook, Schultz 
and Robinson (1982, p. 24) note that sales promotion 

often acts as "the bridge between the various elements 
in the marketing mix." In a similar vein, Wolfe and 
Twedt (1970) remarked that in functionally organized 
marketing departments, the detailed work of sales 
promotion is regularly assigned to the sales, advertis- 
ing, and sales promotion departments simultaneously. 
Finally, Peter and Olson (1987, p. 529) observed that 
many sales promotion instruments "can be classified 
as either sales promotion or some other marketing or 
promotion tool, depending on their use." Hence, 
whether a certain instrument is promotional or not de- 
pends on the use the marketer makes of it, not on 
some inherent characteristic. These observations im- 
ply that, logically, some kind of overlap between sales 
promotion and other mix categories is in fact a desir- 
able feature for a marketing mix classification scheme. 
This overlap, however, should be conscious, delib- 
erate, well-thought-out, and explicit, not accidental as 
in the 4P scheme. 

P5: Deliberate and explicit overlap between sales promo- 
tion and other mix categories is a desirable feature for 
a marketing mix classification scheme. 

The first step in addressing these three intertwined 
problems is to develop an acceptable and positive def- 
inition of sales promotion (Ailloni-Charas 1984; Page 
1985). Over the years, and especially recently, many 
attempts have been undertaken. A review of 28 def- 
initions and discussions suggests three groups of def- 
initions. Nine of them consider inducement to en- 
hance sales as the most essential characteristic of sales 
promotion (Ailloni-Charas 1984; Beem and Shaffer 
1981; Frey 1957; Luick and Ziegler 1968; Peter and 
Olson 1987; Pride and Ferrell 1980; Rossiter and Percy 
1987; Schultz and Robinson 1982; Shimp and De- 
Lozier 1986). A small minority of only four refer- 
ences stress the nonroutine, short-duration element as 
its most distinct and essential feature (Bennett 1988; 
Buzzell et al. 1972; ter Gorst and Kokshoorn 1987; 
Zikmund and d'Amico 1986). The third group, com- 
prising as many as 15 references, combine the two 
aspects-a combination that, in fact, appears inevi- 
table (Anderson and Rubin 1986; Boddewyn and Lardi 
1989; Cravens and Woodruff 1986; Everaert 1990; 
Floor and van Raaij 1989; Gussekloo and Strating 1985; 
Kotler 1988; Leeflang and Beukenkamp 1981: 
McDaniel 1982; Quelch 1989; Schultz 1987; Strang 
1980; Van Acker 1962; van Waterschoot and Voet 
1987; Wells, Burnett, and Moriarty 1989). 

The first group, a substantial minority, view sales 
promotion as activities directed at inducing potential 
exchange partners to consummate the exchange im- 
mediately. This idea of "moving the sales forward" 
is in line with the term's Latin root (Rossiter and Percy 
1987) and with the concept's historical origins of of- 
fering an additional incentive (Toop 1978). The third 
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group, the majority, also conceive sales promotion as 
inducements, but explicitly add the constraint of short 
duration and nonroutineness. For the normal "basic," 
"long-term," and "ongoing" marketing programs, they 
reason, inducing the potential exchange partner to 
consummate the exchange immediately will require a 
temporary reformulation or "actualization" of the ba- 
sic formula. It seems quite acceptable that a sudden 
shift in behavior can be realized only by a shift in 
stimuli. Furthermore, this short-term inducement view 
is in line with current knowledge of behavior modi- 
fication techniques, which are believed more efficient 
and sometimes even more effective when used on an 
irregular or intermittent basis than when used contin- 
ually. Also, using an incentive too long would cause 
the target person to alter his or her anchor point (Ferree 
1978; Krishna, Currim, and Shoemaker 1991; Leef- 
lang and Beukenkamp 1981; Nord and Peter 1980: Pe- 
ter and Nord 1982; Peter and Olson 1987; Rothschild 
and Gaidis 1981; van Raaij 1987). Though short-term 
duration is an essential characteristic to delineate the 
concept of sales promotion, it may pose practical 
drawbacks when used as a single classification crite- 
rion as the second group propose. Hardy (1984) found 
duration to be relative to the specific type of sales 
promotion. Hence, as an operational yardstick in the 
classification process, it might provoke intersubjec- 
tive ambiguity and result in low interjudge reliability. 

The idea of activities directed at inducing potential 
exchange partners to consummate the exchange im- 
mediately not only seems the essence of the concept 
of sales promotion, but also has major classificational 
implications. It means that sales promotion is not a 
subcategory of communication instruments (Beem and 
Shaffer 1981). Instead, sales promotion may pervade 
all four Ps. 

Generic Marketing Functions Revisited 

Having offered some building blocks for a rigorous 
concept of sales promotion, we now move the argu- 
ment one step forward by exploring the link between 
sales promotion and generic marketing functions. 
Viewing sales promotion elements as inducements 
means that they are not limited to communication in- 
struments performing the same generic function as 
personal selling, advertising, or publicity. Commu- 
nication activities rely on a variety of media to create 
awareness, provide knowledge, and motivate use de- 
sires, whereas sales promotion amplifies the decision 
to buy and accelerates the execution of the buying de- 
cision (Ailloni-Charas 1984; Rossiter and Percy 1987). 
Similar ideas have been put forward by Beem and 
Shaffer (1981). In their wording, persuasive com- 
munication is used to overcome a lack of awareness 
or appreciation (information barriers), or a lack of 
credibility (credibility barriers), or even to change in 

the preference structure of prospects, in this way over- 
coming benefits barriers. In contrast to these three 
"barriers to wanting," sales promotion tackles "bar- 
riers to acting" such as physical and psychological in- 
ertia barriers, risk barriers, or competitive barriers from 
close substitutes (Beem and Shaffer 1981, p. 16-18). 
The very existence of sales promotion efforts suggests 
that the list of four generic marketing functions de- 
duced previously is somehow incomplete. In the mar- 
ket reality, offering a bundle of benefits for an ac- 
ceptable price, making it available, and making the 
target parties knowledgeable about it apparently do not 
always suffice to make the potential exchange partner 
consummate the exchange. Sometimes, "triggers to 
customer action" seem necessary or at least desirable. 
Direct inducement or provocation is in some situa- 
tions a necessary condition for the exchange to take 
place. Hence, it can be seen as a "situational" or 
"complementary" marketing function. 

P6: In the presence of important barriers to action, direct 
inducement of the prospective exchange partner is 
necessary for the exchange to take place. This in- 
ducement function is not generic, but only situational. 

An Improved Classification of the 
Marketing Mix 

At this point, we are ready to deduce a new taxonomy 
from our propositions. An improved marketing mix 
classification logically must score better on the cri- 
teria for which the 4P-scheme shows weaknesses 
without scoring worse on its relatively strong points. 
We therefore follow the format of a check against the 
five evaluative criteria used before. 

Specification of the Phenomena to Be 
Classified 
The 4P classification can be criticized for not being 
explicit enough in this regard. A marketing mix clas- 
sification in our view should explicitly make clear that 
it tries to schematize all the controllable demand-im- 
pinging instruments that are combined into a market- 
ing program used by the firm to achieve a certain level 
and type of response from its target market. 

Specification of the Properties on Which the 
Classification Is Based 
A defendable marketing mix classification in our view 
might be based on two explicit criteria: the main ge- 
neric function performed and the basic versus com- 
plementary nature of the specific instrument's use. 

Generic function. A defendable first criterion for 
classifying marketing mix instruments is the generic 
function they mainly fulfill. Elements of the market- 
ing mix are used in performing the functions neces- 
sary for making the exchange happen. We call these 
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functions "generic" as they necessarily must be ful- 
filled for a transaction to come about and as they en- 
compass all conceivable more specific elements within 
the marketing mix. These four generic functions can 
be summarized as: 

1. Configuring something valued by the prospective ex- 
change party. 

2. Determining the compensation and the sacrifices the 
prospective exchange party must make in exchange for 
the offer. 

3. Placing the offer at the disposal of the prospective ex- 
change party. 

4. Bringing the offer to the attention of the prospective 
exchange party, keeping its attention on the offer, and 
influencing-normally in a positive way-its feeling 
and preferences about the offer. This is communicating 
the offer. 

Sales promotion is not taken up as a separate generic 
functional category, as this category is not essential 
to bring about a transaction. One must keep in mind 
that each of these generic functions can be realized by 
several marketing mix instruments and categories. Any 
particular category of marketing mix elements, how- 
ever, has as its primary role the fulfillment of a certain 
generic function and the other marketing mix cate- 
gories play a secondary part in the fulfillment of that 
function. The matrix representation in Table 1 illus- 
trates this idea. For example, the satisfaction of the 
buyer's needs will be fulfilled mainly by the product 
characteristics, but the other marketing mix categories 
can add to that result. Indeed, in some cases a high 
price can assuage the status needs of the consumer, 
as can the use of an exclusive distribution network or 
advertising the purchased brand through a highly re- 
garded medium. It therefore seems logical and inev- 
itable that when the generic marketing mix functions 
are used as a classification base for the marketing mix 
instruments, the latter should be classified according 
to their main functional category, even if the attendant 
functions are also of practical importance in the op- 
erational execution of the marketing strategy. 

Basic versus complementary nature of the instru- 
ments. The second criterion for subdivision of the 
marketing mix is the distinction between instruments 
that are basic to the consummation of an offer and 
instruments that are more complementary. Indeed, we 
can also meaningfully divide the marketing mix into 
instruments that have a proportionally fixed compo- 
sition over a long period and those that are applied 
over a shorter period as additional incentives to move 
the exchange forward. This supplementary mix ac- 
tually contains the elements fulfilling the previously 
mentioned "situational" function that are usually found 
in the sales promotion mix. However, we define this 
mix in a positive and not in a residual manner and do 
not limit it to the narrow domain of communication 
instruments, but spread it out over all the major classes 
of marketing instruments. 

P7: The promotional mix positively defined contains de- 
mand-impinging instruments that have no power of 
themselves but can, during relatively short periods of 
time, complement and sustain the basic instruments of 
the marketing mix (namely product, price, distribu- 
tion, and communication) for the purpose of stimu- 
lating prospective exchange partners (commonly re- 
ferred to as target market(s)) to a significant degree of 
desirable forms of immediate, overt behavior. 

Promotions imply that there is a sound basic market- 
ing mix that might need support in some circum- 
stances. Some promotions are linked mainly to the 
communication function of the marketing mix. Other 
promotions are much closer to the family of product- 
mix instruments (e.g., a temporary offer of luxury op- 
tions on a car at the price of its standard model) or to 
the family of price-mix instruments (e.g., temporary 
discounts). Hence, the promotional mix comprises a 
supplementary class of instruments that can be split 
up in exactly the same way as the basic instruments 
of the marketing mix. They are used mostly as tactical 
adaptations to external circumstances. The aim of pro- 
motions in the preceding definition is to stimulate tar- 

TABLE 1 
Relative Importance of Diverse Marketing Mix Instruments in the Fulfillment of 

Generic Marketing Functions 
Generic Product Price Distribution Communication 
Function Instruments Instruments Instruments Instruments 
Configuration of something valued by the xxxxx x x x 

prospective exchange party 
Determination of the compensation and x xxxxx x x 

sacrifices to be brought by the prospective 
exchange party 

Placing the offer at the disposal of the x x xxxxx x 
prospective exchange party 

Bringing the offer to the attention of the x x x xxxxx 
prospective exchange party and influencing 
its feelings and preferences about it 
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TABLE 2 
An Improved Classification of the Marketing Mix' 

Communication Mix 

Mass Personal 
Communication Communication 

Marketing Mix Product Mix Price Mix Distribution Mix Mix Mix Publicity Mix 

Basic Mix Basic Product Mix Basic Price Mix Basic Distribution Basic Mass Com- Basic Personal Basic Publicity Mix 
Mix munication Mix Communication 

Mix 
Instruments that Instruments that Instruments that Nonpersonal com- Personal communi- Efforts that aim at 

mainly aim at mainly fix the mainly deter- munication ef- cation efforts inciting a third 
the satisfaction size and the mine the inten- forts that mainly that mainly aim party (persons 
of the prospec- way of pay- sity and man- aim at announc- at announcing and authorities) 
tive exchange ment ex- ner of how the ing the offer or the offer or to favorable 
party's needs changed for goods or ser- maintaining maintaining communication 

the goods or vices will be awareness and awareness and about the offer 
services made available knowledge about knowledge about 

it: evoking or it; evoking or 
maintaining fa- maintaining fa- 
vorable feelings vorable feelings 
and removing and removing 
barriers to want- barriers to want- 
ing ing 

e.g.: product e.g.: list price, e.g.: different e.g.: theme-adver- e.g.: amount and e.g.: press bulle- 
characteristics usual terms of types of distri- tising in various type of selling, tins, press con- 
options, assort- payment, usual bution chan- media, perma- personal remu- ferences, tours 
ment, brand discounts, nels, density of nent exhibitions, nerations by journalists 
name, packag- terms of credit, the distribution certain forms of 
ing, quantity, long-term sav- system, trade sponsoring 
factory guaran- ings cam- relation mix 
tee paigns (policy of mar- 

gins, terms of 
delivery, etc.), 
merchandising 
advice 

Promotion Mix Product Promo- Price Promotion Distribution Pro- Mass Communica- Personal Communi- Publicity Promotion 
tion Mix Mix motion Mix tion Promotion cation Promotion Mix 

Mix Mix 
Supplementary Supplementary Supplementary Supplementary Supplementary Supplementary 

group of in- group of in- group of in- group of instru- group of instru- group of instru- 
struments that struments that struments that ments that ments that ments that 
mainly aim at mainly aim at mainly aim at mainly aim at in- mainly aim at in- mainly aim at in- 
inducing im- inducing im- inducing im- ducing immedi- ducing immedi- ducing immedi- 
mediate overt mediate overt mediate overt ate overt behav- ate overt behav- ate overt behav- 
behavior by behavior by behavior by ior by ior by ior by 
strengthening strengthening strengthening strengthening strengthening strengthening 
the basic prod- the basic price the basic distri- the basic mass the basic per- the basic public- 
uct mix during mix during rel- bution mix communication sonal communi- ity mix during 
relatively short atively short during rela- mix during rela- cation mix dur- relatively short 
periods of time periods of time tively short pe- tively short pe- ing relatively periods of time 

riods of time riods of time short periods of 
time 

e.g.: economy e.g.: exceptionally e.g.: extra point e.g.: action adver- e.g.: temporary e.g.: all measures 
packs, 3-for- favorable price, of purchase tising, contests, demonstrations, to stimulate pos- 
the-price-of-2 end-of-season material, trade sweepstakes, salesforce pro- itive publicity 
deals, etc.; sales, excep- promotions samples, premi- motions such as about a sales 
temporary lux- tionally favor- such as buying ums, trade salesforce con- promotion action 
ury options on able terms of allowances, shows or exhibi- tests, etc. 
a car at the payment and sales contests, tions 
price of its credit, short- etc.; temporary 
standard term savings increase of the 
model campaigns, number of dis- 

temporary dis- tribution points 
counts, cou- 
pons 

aAdapted from van Waterschoot and Voet (1988, p. 356). 
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get groups to a significant degree of desirable forms 
of immediate, overt behavior. Such behavior usually 
consists of straight buying. However, other forms of 
overt behavior also can be envisaged, such as infor- 
mation gathering. Many promotional activities and 
actions in business marketing and direct marketing are 
directed not at stimulating immediate purchase, but at 
moving the prospect one step forward in the buying 
process. Free sampling, clearly a promotional activ- 
ity, is used to induce trial use, not buying. Hence, we 
prefer not to use the term "sales promotion" because 
it unnecessarily narrows the scope of the class of in- 
struments to which it refers. Instead, we propose the 
more general term "promotion" for such induce- 
ments, which is also more in line with the everyday 
vocabulary of many practitioners. 

Mutual Exclusiveness and Collective 
Exhaustiveness 
The combination of the preceding two classification 
criteria results in a marketing mix schedule that is mu- 
tually exclusive and collectively exhaustive. In the 
suggested new scheme, represented in Table 2, the 
basic product mix comprises basic instruments that aim 
at the satisfaction of the buyer's needs, whereas the 
product promotion mix contains complementary in- 
struments that aim at supporting the basic product mix 
on a temporary basis. The other submixes are deter- 
mined in a comparable way. For the names of the cat- 
egories, we aim at expressions that are defendable on 
logical grounds and that correspond as much as pos- 
sible to terms in common use in the marketing jargon, 
such as "price promotions." Moreover, the proposed 
representation has many similarities to the well-known 
distinction between the "above the line" and the "be- 
low the line" activities. In addition, the popular ty- 
pology of customer, trade, and salesforce promotions 
(e.g., Shapiro 1977) fits within the new taxonomy. 

Trade promotions fit in the distribution promotion class, 
salesforce promotions fit in the personal communi- 
cation promotion class, and customer promotions fit 
in the the other promotion categories. 

Usefulness 

Finally, this more explicit and logical marketing mix 
classification is arguably of more use than the clas- 
sical 4 Ps. Indeed, because it better delineates the dis- 
tinct classes and more explicitly emphasizes their 
complementarity, researchers as well as managers 
should be more able to determine and judge marketing 
instruments on their objectives, interactions, and re- 
strictions. In addition, the framework's rationale is 
firmly vested in marketing theory, especially the ex- 
change paradigm and the functional school of thought, 
and is in line with recent insights about behavior mod- 
ification techniques in consumer behavior, as well as 
with the state of the art in promotion management. As 
meeting ground of "pure" marketing theory, con- 
sumer behavior, and managerial action, it could prove 
to be a valuable basis for new integrative theoretical 
developments. The propositions we offer can be of 
some value in giving direction and focus to such ef- 
forts. The scheme developed is of immediate value for 
promotional issues in particular. Indeed, for decades 
the marketing discipline has lacked a positive and 
widely agreed upon definition of sales promotion, which 
has made it difficult to develop a research framework 
and actually carry out research in that area (Page 1985, 
p. 71). 

In sum, the new classification responds positively 
to the three fundamental flaws in the 4P scheme. In 
addition, it is more useful for theoretical develop- 
ment, empirical research, and managerial decision 
making. Its only drawback, an inferior mnemotechnic 
appeal for educational uses in comparison with the 4P, 
is far outweighed by these important advantages. 
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