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Abstract

The thesis of this paper is that in agricultural marketing theory the basic approach
to marketing problems should be the ‘marketing management’ approach. In order
to substantiate this thesis, the developments in agricultural marketing and general
marketing theory are concisely reviewed. The elaboration of marketing manage-
ment in agricultural marketing is discussed in relation to the properties of the mark-
eting environment and to the marketing capacities of an agricultural marketing sys-
tem.

Introduction

‘Marketing management’, i.e. decision-making with respect to the marketing mix
(product, price, promotion and distribution), on the basis of customer orientation
has become the basic approach to marketing of goods and services. This is not the
case in the agricultural marketing discipline. In fact, since the 1950s (Kotler, 1967;
McCarthy, 1964; Kohls, 1955), general marketing and agricultural marketing theo-
ry seem different branches of marketing. This divergence is not fruitful for agricul-
tural marketing.

Some scholars in agricultural marketing have been aware of this gap between ag-
ricultural marketing and general marketing theory. For instance, Polopolus stated
in his presidential address to the American Association of Agricultural Economists:
‘There are more arguments that marketing agricultural products is not an isolated
operation but an integrated operation’ (Polopolus, 1982). Also, various agricultu-
ral economists have partially incorporated the marketing management approach in
agricultural marketing theory (e.g. Breymeier, 1976; Bateman, 1976; Shaffer,
1983; Padberg & Westgren, 1983; Purcell, 1979; Yon, 1976; Besch, 1981).

In this contribution it is claimed that also in agricultural marketing theory the ba-
sic approach to marketing problems should be ‘marketing management’.

The paper is organized as follows. First, the evolution of general marketing and
agricultural marketing is discussed briefly. The discussion is confined to the main
similarities and differences of both disciplines. Within a systems framework the
marketing management approach to agricultural marketing is elaborated. It is ar-
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gued that better coordination between general marketing and agricultural market-
ing as a discipline is advantageous to agricultural marketing theory. Finally some
conclusions are drawn.

The evolution of general marketing and agricultural marketing theory

Period 1910-1950: the beginning of marketing thought, agricultural marketing and
general marketing theory are similar
According to Bartels, ‘The beginnings of marketing thought might be dated at the
beginning of the twentieth century, for it was between 1900 and 1910 that “market-
ing” was conceived or discovered and initial expression was given to ideas which be-
came incorporated in the body of marketing thought’, and, according to the same
author, ‘Marketing was a discovery only as “‘marketing” is recognized as an idea
and not simply as an activity. Until the idea was conceived to which the term “‘mark-
eting” was applied the simple activity had been called only “trade”, “‘distribution”
or “exchange”’ (Bartels, 1970). The basic theme of marketing in the 1920s were the
activities involved in the transfer of goods and in the exchange of title (Bartels,
1970). Soon three classic approaches to marketing problems developed: the func-
tional, institutional and commodity approach. These approaches were also taken
by agricultural marketing. In fact in the beginning of marketing as a discipline agri-
cultural marketers contributed to general marketing theory. Amongst others,
Weld, an agricultural marketer, contributed to the functional approach (Weld,
1920). While from 1920 to 1950 research and conceptual thinking about marketing
expanded substantially, in the United States in particular, the functional, institutio-
nal and commodity approach in marketing prevailed yet (e.g. Bartels, 1970). The
resemblance between agricultural marketing and general marketing until about
1950 may be brought about by (a) the centrality of distribution problems in market-
ing and (b) the predominantly economic approach towards marketing problems:
‘Where the pre-1940 period was preoccupied with trying to make the same product
cheaper the postwar period saw a new dimension added to the competition in which
the focus was to try and make the old product better, or even more bold, to try and
launch a new product’ (McKitterick, 1957).

The congruence between general marketing theory and agricultural marketing as
a discipline appears also from early definitions of marketing: ‘Those business activi-
ties involved in the flow of goods and services from production to consumption’
(National Association of Marketing Teachers, Autumn 1935) and ‘those efforts
which effect transfers in the ownership of goods and services and care for their
physical distribution’ (Clark & Clark, 1947), or ‘Marketing is the economic process
by means of which goods and services are exchanged and their values determined in
terms of money prices’ (Duddy & Revzan, 1953). These definitions compare well
with definitions of agricultural marketing in the 1970s: ‘Marketing is the perform-
ance of all business activities involved in the flow of goods and services from the
point of initial agricultural production until they are in the hands of the ultimate
consumer’ (Kohls & Downey, 1972). Also in Europe where, at least in the non-An-
glophone countries, the term ‘marketing’ was not used until 1950, and study of the
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commercial process concentrated on marketing functions such as collection/assem-
bling, sorting, storage and transport. In Germany and the Netherlands economic
study of these marketing functions was investigated in the analysis of ‘Handel’ (e.g.
Schir, 1921, being quoted in Muiswinkel, 1962). Redlich developed a system of
functions performed by the trader, similar to the marketing functions (Redlich,
1932).

Period since 1950, rapid expansion of marketing theory: marketing management,
consumer orientation, multidisciplinary approach

After the second world war markets for many consumer goods changed from ‘sell-
ers’ markets to ‘buyers’ markets, amongst other things because of increasing dispo-
sable income of consumers, because of increasing production capacity of industries
and because of expanding international trade. In conjunction with this change of
markets the main change in general marketing was the shift towards marketing
management: decision-making with respect to the marketing mix (product, price,
promotion, distribution) on the basis of consumer orientation. Marketing became
multidisciplinary, in some instances even interdisciplinary: increasingly concepts
and research methods were used from behavioural sciences, decision sciences and
systems theory. Marketing changed from the consensus ‘marketing is essentially an
economic activity’ and ‘the initiator of marketing activities and programmes is the
marketer and not the consumer’ towards ‘marketing is essentially “the exchange of
values”’ and ‘the consumer is more powerful than the marketer’, consequently ‘be-
havioural perspectives in place of economic perspectives’ are more important ’to
develop a realistic marketing theory’ (Sheth & Gardner, 1982). General marketing
theory centred on marketing management, that is defined as ‘. . . the analysis,
planning, implementation, and control of programmes designed to create, build,
and maintain beneficial exchanges and relationships with target markets for the
purpose of achieving organizational objectives’ (Kotler, 1984).

Of course, the importance of consumers and of managerial decision-making was
recognized also in the 1930s but did not play such a central role in marketing theory
yet. . . . the trade structure was regarded as an impenetrable barrier — it was the
market, and this fellow we have been calling the end user was the exclusive problem
of the dealer, and no concern of the manufacturer’ (McKitterick, 1957).

Since the firm establishment of the marketing management approach various
new developments emerged in marketing discipline, which are essentially based on
marketing management. Some important developments are:

— specialization of marketing management to its use in specific organizations, com-
panies, institutions and markets, such as non-profit marketing, retail marketing, in-
dustrial marketing (the marketing of raw materials, capital goods and other produc-
tion means to producers), marketing of services and export marketing.

— a specific theoretical view towards marketing. Carman (1980) distinguishes six
paradigms of marketing: ‘the microeconomic paradigm which looks at an ab-
straction of a market, usually pure competition in a one level structure; the per-
suasion/attitude change paradigm focusing on one aspect of the process of market-
ing — the information and persuasion required by one actor to achieve a desired be-
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havior from another; the conflict resolution paradigm whose theories largely have
been captured by other paradigms; the general system paradigm, focusing on the
interrelationships between institutions in a system; the functionalist paradigm, con-
cerned with decision-making regarding the functions performed by institutions
within society; and the social exchange paradigm focusing on the phenomenon of
exchange between social actors or institutions regardless of the functions being per-
formed or the institutions involved’.

— marketing at the level of business units: strategic marketing; marketing at sector
level, sector marketing; and marketing from a societal perspective, macro-market-
ing. These extensions have broadened the marketing discipline as appears from re-
cent definitions, such as ‘. . . those activities that relate an organization success-
fully to its environment’ (Hughes, 1978) or ‘Marketing is a social process by which
individuals and groups obtain what they need and want through creating and ex-
changing products and value with others’ (Kotler, 1984). However, there seems to
be consensus about what general marketing theory is concerned with. Hunt (1983)
summarizes this as follows: ‘The behaviors of buyers directed at consummating ex-
changes; the behaviors of sellers directed at consummating exchanges; the institu-
tional framework directed at consummating/facilitating exchanges; the conse-
quences on society of the behaviors of buyers, the behaviors of sellers and the insti-
tutional framework directed at consummating and/or facilitating exchanges.’

Evolution of agricultural marketing as a discipline since 1950

Since the 1950s agricultural marketing has not kept track with general marketing
discipline: the marketing management approach did not get foothold in agricultural
marketing. Possibly the following reasons have brought about this different evolu-
tion:

— individual farmers have scarce contacts with the final consumer, and have limited
capacities for managing the marketing mix (price, product, promotion and distribu-
tion);

— agricultural marketing is operating often within institutional and technical con-
straints, like those of government policies;

— the strong adherence of agricultural marketing to economic theory as its scientif-
ic foundation, also after 1950, interferes with a multidisciplinary approach to agri-
cultural marketing.

These arguments, however, do not justify that agricultural marketing discipline
should refrain from marketing management. We will substantiate this point in the
next section. But first it seems appropriate to review some important developments
in agricultural marketing. It is out of the scope of this article to review completely
the vast amount of research in this field.

While agricultural marketing had absorbed to a limited extent only devel-
opments in general marketing theory since the 1950s, it has expanded substantially
in its familiar field, for example: market structure analysis (Marion & Mueller,
1983; Connor et al., 1985), marketing efficiency studies (French, 1977), regional
and spatial analysis (Takayama & Judge, 1971), economic demand analysis and
price analysis (Fox, 1953; McFarquhar, 1971; Tomek, 1983; Wohlken, 1979) and
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marketing institutions like future markets, marketing cooperatives and marketing
boards (Hoos, 1979; Working, 1953; Gray, 1963). Bain’s ‘Industrial organizaton’
(1968) has been a theoretical basis for analysing organization and competition in
agricultural markets.

Some elements of change in general marketing theory have been picked up by
scholars of agricultural marketing. Breymeier wrote: ‘Although agricultural mark-
eting has not been transformed that much, the industrial marketing image helps to
refute the older agrarian notion that regards production of farm products as a pri-
mary, autonomous farm based activity and marketing as a secondary, subservient,
and non farm’ (Breymeier, 1976). By stressing specialization, the sequential cha-
racter of the marketing process and the composite character of sequential activities,
Breymeier also implicitly advocates, in our opinion, the systems approach to the
marketing of agricultural products through the marketing channel. But the title of
his book ‘The economics of product markets of agriculture’ indicates Breymeier’s
essentially economic approach. Bateman (1976) discussed the behavioural analysis
of food marketing at length. Kohls & Downey (1972) underline the importance of
the consumer as “. .. the overall ruler and coordinator of marketing activi-
ties . . .’, but do not deal with agricultural marketing as decision-making oriented
at satisfaction of consumers’ wants and needs. The same holds for the most recent
edition of this leading textbook (Kohls & Uhl, 1985). Purcell (1979) stresses a sys-
tems approach to agricultural marketing: ‘. . . emphasis is placed on the workings
of the marketing system as the means of achieving coordination between produc-
tion and consumer demands’, but he concentrates mainly on the pricing system.
Schaffer (1983) has propagated the need for the identification of consumers’ prefer-
ences and the articulation of these preferences in agricultural marketing, and Pad-
berg & Westgren (1983) underline the societal consequences of product policy.

Other scholars of agricultural marketing take the marketing management ap-
proach but apply it especially on marketing by agribusiness companies (Besch,
1981; Yon, 1976; Branson & Norvell, 1983). Farris (1983) mentions amongst others
the following subjects, being important for future agricultural marketing: problem
areas related to regulation, environmental quality, food safety, quality, nutrition
and various types of subsidized food consumption and efficiency of marketing.

It is our thesis that a fundamental analysis of agricultural marketing problems today
calls for a marketing management approach. Arguments for this thesis are as fol-
lows.

— Consumer demand with respect to food in Western countries is, in terms of ener-
gy intake, satiated. Population growth in Western Countries is stagnating. Conse-
quently, stimulating demand for a food product, often at the cost of another, re-
quires an integrated programme of the ‘marketing mix’ from the point of view of
consumers’ wants and needs.

— Marketing channels for agricultural products evolve towards vertical marketing
systems.

— The strong bargaining power of retail chains in the marketing channel forces food
industry and wholesalers to integrated marketing operations.
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- Decreasing capacities and willingness of governments to support agriculture fi-
nancially stimulate an agricultural marketing from the consumers’ point of view.

Marketing management approach to agricultural marketing problems

It has been argued that also in agricultural marketing theory there is a need for
marketing management: organizing the marketing mix (product, price, promotion,
distribution) in a consistent policy based on consumers’ orientation. The usefulness
of this approach will be discussed within the framework of the system’s concepts:
objectives, environment, instruments and organizational structure, subsystems. It
will also be illustrated how agricultural marketing as a discipline can profit from the
achievements of general marketing theory by using the management approach. It is
demonstrated how the traditional functional approach in agricultural marketing
can be looked upon as a special case of marketing management.

Objectives of the marketing system

In general marketing theory the main distinction in objectives is ‘profit’ versus ‘non-
profit’. Within profit orientation alternatives are: maximization of profit or of
market share, a specific return on investment, or a satisficing objective. Traditio-
nally farmers are profit-oriented. However, farmers’ responsibilities in maintaining
landscape may add non-profit-oriented objectives which are sponsored by the gov-
ernment. In the latter case agriculture marketing might learn a great deal from
‘non-profit’ marketing theory (e.g. Kotler, 1975). Maintenance or expansion of
market share will become more important in agricultural marketing, because of se-
vere competition in various West European and international markets. Agricultu-
ral marketing can profit from market share analysis in general marketing (Lilien &
Kotler, 1983; Naert & Leeflang, 1978). Models combining market demand for the
generic product with market share of specific varieties are useful in this respect
(Neslin & Shoemaker, 1983).

Differences in marketing objectives might become more important in the future
because of a segmentation between profit-maximizing specialized farmers and sat-
isficing part-time farmers, and organic food farmers.

Environment

The task environment of a marketing system consists of consumers, competitors,
distributive companies, and government. Marketing management basically is con-
sumer-oriented, in a broader sense environment-oriented. Consumers, competi-
tors and distribution companies are the object of marketing policy. Government
and consumer organizations put side conditions to marketing operations. When the
environment does not change, in other words when it is static, a marketing system
will get in equilibrium with its environment and marketing management ends up in
a routine operation. In that case there will be less need for continuous analysis,
planning and control, the basic activities of marketing management. A static envi-
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ronment as defined is essentially a theoretic concept, but markets can approach
more or less that situation. Agricultural markets in traditional societies resemble a
static environment more than Western agricultural markets. The latter are dynamic
because of changing consumers, competitors, distributive companies and govern-
ment policies. It is out of the scope of this article to review all changes in West Euro-
pean agricultural markets. We will confine ourselves to some major changes.

Consumers change in many respects. Important are demographic changes, such as
decreasing rate of population growth, changing structure of families, and, at least in
some Western countries like the Netherlands, a growing importance of ethnic
groups. Consumers dispose of a substantial discretionary income and have more
freedom to spend their purchasing power in accordance with their needs and wants.

Life style (activities, opinions and interests) is changing because of more leisure,
travelling, outdoor working housewives, concern about health, and environmental
problems. Education and more information accelerate this change. Consequently,
the analysis of consumer behaviour, also in agricultural marketing, will have to be-
come multidisciplinary/interdisciplinary. ‘No other area in marketing has had a
greater dominance for such a long time period as buyer behavior. While it seems to
have peaked in recent years, it is still the most dominant area of research and theory
in marketing’ (Sheth & Gardner, 1982; see also: Engel & Blackwell, 1982; Schiff-
man & Kanuk, 1986). Integral models of consumer behaviour, such as those of
Engel, Kollat and Blackwell (Engel & Blackwell, 1982); Howard & Sheth (1969)
and Bettman (1979), seem relevant to consumer demand for food and agricultural
products. They have been applied, for example, to the demand for liquid milk
(Termorshuizen, 1982; Termorshuizen et al., 1986). The analysis of specific aspects
of consumer behaviour is increasing. Perception of food products (Wierenga, 1980;
Werner, 1982; Deters, 1985) has been analyzed extensively in order to develop
product maps describing the position of various products/brands on important prod-
uct dimensions, say taste and nutritional value. Attention has been paid to quality
perception of food and agricultural products by consumers (Steenkamp et al., 1985;
Steenkamp & Meulenberg, 1986). Attitude research is well known in agricultural
marketing. Preference analysis by conjoint analysis (Green & Srinivasan, 1978) has
become familiar to the analysis of food consumption. Stochastic consumer models
such as Markov processes and linear learning models have been applied to brand
choice for agricultural products (e.g. Wierenga, 1974; van Tilburg, 1984).

While behavioural analyses of consumers have been applied in agricultural mark-
eting problems, they are not integrated in agricultural marketing theory yet. Pad-
berg & Westgren (1983) and Shaffer (1983) recently have, in our opinion, argued
for more integration too.

Competition is increasing in agricultural markets. Reasons for this increase are well
known: in many markets, such as the milk and dairy markets, there is an oversup-
ply; similarity of food and agricultural products supplied to the market makes it dif-
ficult for a company to develop a niche in the market, a specific market segment; in-
ternational trade in food and agricultural products is increasing because of less tra-
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de barriers — at least within the EC — and because of internationally operating food
and trading companies; vertical competition increases because of the bargaining
power of retail companies.

Agricultural marketing as a discipline has not paid much attention to competitive
strategies. It might profit from the work on that subject in general marketing theory
(Porter, 1980).

Distribution traditionally has received much attention in agricultural marketing:
transport, storage and processing. The strategic position of retail companies makes
the choice of channels and the marketing programme vis a vis the retailer also im-
portant.

A broad view on distribution has emerged in general marketing theory: distribu-
tion strategy (choice of a channel); distribution location (number of outlets); distri-
bution logistics (planning of physical functions) and distribution management (fit-
ting marketing programmes to the requirements of retail companies). This broad
view seems useful to agricultural marketing too.

Governmental policies relevant to agricultural marketing originate from both econ-
omic and societal responsibilities. These responsibilities increase because of sur-
pluses in international markets, of concern about healthiness of food and of concern
about environment. Within general marketing theory macromarketing analyses so-
cietal aspects of marketing (e.g. Fisk, 1981). The concepts of macromarketing seem
useful to the agricultural marketing discipline in its relationship to environment,
and to the government in particular.

Instruments of the marketing system

In agricultural marketing theory marketing processes are investigated by analysing
market structure and marketing functions: exchange, physical and facilitating func-
tions. Marketing management takes a more fundamental approach to marketing
processes, namely the performance of a marketing policy by the marketing mix:
product (what to supply?), price (at what cost?), promotion (what information?),
distribution (where, when, what service?).'

It is our thesis that in principle this approach should be taken in agricultural
marketing as well. Dynamics of the marketing environment call for such procedure.
Also technological progress augmenting the greater potential of companies, be-
cause of research and development, call for marketing management. The extent in
which a marketer can manage the marketing mix differs, however, substantially.
Individual farmers have limited capacities in this respect: they are price takers,
have no brands, have no promotional programmes and cannot set up marketing
channels for their products. Small trading and processing companies in agribusiness
have also limited capacities in this respect. We suggest that company size and prod-

! Some authors list additional instruments, such as public relations (promotion at the company level),
service (an element of product or distribution) and politics (related to promotion and price).
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uct differentiation determine the capacity of a marketer to manage the marketing
mix. Table 1 provides a schematic picture of marketing capacities in relation to
company size and product differentiation. The following alternatives are distin-

guished.

Case 1. The ‘limited-marketing’ firm. Small firms supplying homogeneous products
have limited marketing capacities. A family farm, selling products in a market of

Table 1. Influence of company size and product differentiation on the marketing capacity of a market-
ing system (for explanation see text).

Company size

Small

Large

Product differentiation

small

‘Limited-marketing firm’
(Case 1)

‘Price and distribution oriented marketer’

(Case 3)

large

‘Specialist in a market niche’
(Case 2)

‘The complete marketer
(Case 4)

Table 2. Reduction of marketing mix towards marketing functions as a consequence of marketing ca-
pacities of a marketer.

Marketing mix

Product

Price

Promotion

Distribution

Oligopoly with product differentiation

e.g. large food company

Product mix
Attributes
Assortment
Brand
Package
Image
Quality

Price mix

General price level
Price discrimination
Discounts
Psychological pricing
Promotion mix
Advertising

‘Below the line’

Distribution mix
Distribution strategy

Distribution location
Distribution logistics

Distribution management

Pure competition
e.g. family farm

Facilitating functions
Grading, sorting

Exchange functions
Buying/selling

Facilitating functions
Information

Exchange functions
Channel decision

Physical functions
Transport, storage
Facilitating functions
Credit
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pure competition, is an example. Of course, within the constraints of its capacities a
firm will try to realize the best marketing result: marketing management reduces to
optimal execution of marketing functions as indicated in Table 2.

Case 2. ‘The specialist in a market niche’. Small companies supplying differentiated
products and services to a particular market segment: monopolistic competition.
Specialty shops and specialized small industries are examples. This type of firm is
not numerous in agriculture. Farmers producing cheese or butter at the farm and
selling to a special clientele seem an example.

Case 3. ‘The price and distribution oriented marketer’. Large companies selling ho-
mogeneous products by definition cannot compete through product differentiation.
They will search for competitive advantage by effective and efficient distribution
(better service, lower costs) or by competitive prices (by lower costs). In some
markets price competition may lead to price wars. Therefore companies will try to
protect themselves against catastrophic price competition by formal and informal
pricing agreements or by product differentiation. The latter actually implies a shift
towards case 4 of Table 1.

Case 4. ‘The complete marketer’. Large companies supplying differentiated prod-
ucts to the market dispose, in principle, of a broad range of marketing instruments.
The market structure of oligopoly with product differentiation is characteristic for
this type of company.

It has been argued that dynamic agricultural markets of today call for extensive
use of the marketing mix: not only distribution and price but also product (assort-
ment and quality) and promotion have become important. Since cases 1 and 3 of
Table 1 do not fit well to these requirements there is a shift in agricultural markets
to case 4 and, to a lesser extent, to case 2. In this way the need for marketing man-
agement is changing market structure. Companies and organizational structures
have emerged, by amalgamation, by forward and backward integration, which can
manage the marketing mix adequately (case 4 of Table 1). Examples are big dairy
cooperatives, which have come into existence in many West European countries.
Some farmers produce and market special products for particular consumer groups,
such as cheese made at the farm (case 2).

It is appropriate now to elaborate our point that agricultural marketing can profit
better from developments in general marketing theory by taking the marketing
management approach. Theories about the relationship between marketing instru-
ments and sales or market share are numerous. They are helpful to set up adequate
agricultural marketing programmes too. Some examples will illustrate the point
(see for more information e.g. Lilien & Kotler, 1983).

Product policies. A great many theories/concepts about product as a marketing in-
strument have been set forth.

Product life cycle theory is concerned with market penetration of new products
from introductory stage until obsolence (Wind, 1982). Dynamics of agriculture
markets make the product life cycle more relevant for agricultural marketing. The
rapid change in assortment of flowers in the Netherlands seems an example.

Market segmentation — fitting products to the needs and wants of specific target
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groups being relatively homogeneous in wants and needs and having sufficient size
—is a useful concept in agricultural marketing too. Also many agricultural produc-
ers are supplying special target groups, for example with respect to quality or price
consciousness. Therefore, general methods to establish market segments are useful
in agricultural marketing (Frank et al., 1972; van Tilburg, 1984).

Product portfolio models have been developed, which evaluate strengths and

weaknesses of product assortment on the basis of criteria like market share and
market growth by the Boston Consulting Group, or business strengths and industry
attractiveness by McKinsey (see for instance Wind, 1982). Such models are, at least
conceptually, useful for strategic marketing by agribusiness companies. They offer
also a frame of reference for analysing the product portfolio of a specific sector of
agriculture, say Dutch fresh vegetable industry.
Price policies. Price formation has always been a main theme of the agricultural
marketing discipline (e.g. Tomek & Robinson, 1972; Tomek, 1983; Purcell, 1979).
Investigations concern in particular price formation of the generic product, the for-
mation of marketing margins, and price formation institutions such as futures mark-
ets and auctions.

General marketing theory is focussed both on price decision-making and price
formation. Also attention has been paid to behavioural aspects of pricing, for in-
stance price as an indicator of quality (e.g. Gabor & Granger, 1966; Monroe,
1979). Price decision-making under uncertainty is another subject, which has been
dealt with in bidding models and competitive pricing models (e.g. Monroe, 1979).
Recently models have been proposed for pricing throughout the life cycle (e.g. Li-
lien & Kotler, 1983).

Since agricultural and food producers increasingly compete for consumer accep-

tance with other suppliers pricing has to be based both on economic and behaviour-
al concepts.
Promotion. In marketing management many promotional models have been devel-
oped. Econometric models measure the influence of promotional expenditure on
sales, or market share. Also in agricultural marketing econometric models have
been applied extensively to measure the effect of promotional expenditure for ge-
neric products such as oranges (Nerlove & Waugh, 1961). Models have been con-
structed which measure the communicative impact of advertising and the combined
influence of advertising together with other marketing instruments on sales, for in-
stance Brandaid (Little, 1975).

Also in agricultural marketing there is a need for integration of promotion in the
total marketing mix. The need for planning promotional expenditure over the vari-
ous types of promotion, such as advertising and below-the-line promotions, exhibi-
tions and public relations, calls also in agricultural marketing for both an economic
and behavioural approach to promotion. In this respect agricultural marketing as a
discipline can profit from findings in general marketing theory.

Distribution policies. Physical distribution has been analyzed at length in agricultu-
ral marketing, in particular transport and storage. In general marketing theory dis-
tribution policy has been elaborated in distribution strategy, distribution location,
distribution logistics and distribution management (Lilien & Kotler, 1983). Models
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have been developed to explain the development of marketing channels, for exam-
ple models which assume minimization of the number of transactions or the minimi-
zation of total costs in the marketing channel as the objective (e.g. Stern & Ansary,
1982; Mallen, 1977). Bucklin (1965) introduced the concepts postponement and
speculation to determine the structure of a marketing channel. Decision procedures
have been proposed in general marketing theory to choose a marketing channel.
Also concepts and models have been developed which may be helpful in determin-
ing the appropriate number of outlets, such as intensive, selective, and exclusive
distribution. Physical distribution has been extended towards integrated planning
of ‘physical functions’ such as transport and storage. It is, on its turn, integrated
with other logistical functions, such as materials handling, into the discipline of
‘business logistics’ (e.g. Bowersox, 1978).

Distribution management, as a concept, stresses the necessity for fitting market-
ing programmes to the needs of wholesalers and retailers. Important in this respect
is also the behavioural analysis of marketing channels, for instance the analysis of
power in the marketing channel (e.g. Stern & Ansary, 1982). This broad approach
to distribution as a marketing instrument seems increasingly relevant to marketing
of agricultural products and food.

Organization of marketing systems and subsystems

In marketing theory many concepts and models have been developed about the or-
ganization of marketing management, product management, and sales force (Lod-
ish, 1971). These concepts and models have been applied by large agribusiness
companies extensively. In agricultural marketing there is also a need for the organi-
zation of marketing operations through the various subsystems of the marketing
channel. Theories about marketing channel structure in general marketing theory
seem relevant in this respect to agricultural marketing theory (Stern & Ansary,
1982).

Another organizational issue of agricultural marketing is that institutions as coo-
peratives, auctions or commodity boards have to adapt their organization to per-
form an adequate marketing management policy (Meulenberg, 1984).

It is also important to strike a good balance between marketing activities of indi-
vidual agribusiness companies and marketing activities for the generic product by
sector institutions as marketing boards and marketing orders. Changing marketing
capacities of individual agribusiness companies require a permanent assessment of
the coordination of marketing activities between individual companies and sectoral
marketing institutions.

Conclusion

It has been argued that agricultural marketing, as a scientific discipline, should be
based on the marketing management approach as it is practised in general market-
ing theory.

If the marketing management approach will not be pursued consistently, the ag-
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ricultural marketing discipline ultimately will split into agribusiness marketing and
agricultural marketing, the latter covering some specific marketing items at the
farm level only.

In some marketing situations marketing management will reduce to the perform-
ance of specific marketing functions only, because of the characteristics of the
marketing environment and/or of limited marketing capacities of a marketer.

By taking a marketing management approach, agricultural marketing can profit
most from the findings of general marketing theory.
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