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Abstract 
The term marketing mix describes the combination of four ingredients that 
constitute the core of a company’s marketing system. When these four-
product, price, distribution, and promotion are effectively blended, they 
formed a marketing program that provides wants satisfying goods and 
services to the company’s market. Inspite of the immediate and widespread 
acceptance of the marketing mix concept, it has been criticised in several 
respect.  This work takes a critical look at the ingredients of “people” as one 
of the Ps of marketing. AfriHUB ICT centre and Jopal restaurant Enugu was 
used for the study and a quantitative method was used in this research work. 
The SPSS for windows was used to process the primary data. The study 
shows that Customer, employees, management and the company itself are 
the ingredients of    people in the 7 Ps of marketing, and that people have 
great effect on the image of an organisation and people have effect on the 
sales/profit of an organization.  

  
In spite of the immediate and widespread acceptance of the marketing mix concept, it has 

been criticized in several respects. Van den Bulte (1991) summarized these criticisms under nine 
headings. The following reflects Van den Bulte’s inventory, together with our personal assessment. 
The marketing mix concept is accused of applying to micro issues only, because it takes the stance of 
only one exchange party, namely the seller or the ‘cake mixer’ or the ‘channel captain’ rather than the 
consumer or society at large. Indeed, the channel captain perspective typifies the marketing discipline 
as a whole, except for those fields where social goals dominate from the outset, as in the case of true 
charity marketing. The marketing mix concept cannot be criticized in this respect, since the usefulness 
of a known and classified set of ciemand impinging instruments — even if suggested by the specific 
metaphoric expression — is not by its own nature limited to channel captain applications, but applies 
to any exchange situation. 

 
A second criticism concerns the concept’s limited managerial use in an organizational 

context, because of its attributed ‘lack of attention to the internal tasks of the marketing function, like 
disseminating information to all people involved in or affected by marketing activities, human 
resources management, and developing incentive and control systems’ (Van den Bulte 1991: 11). 
Also this point of criticism results from unrealistic expectations about aba- sic and powerful but at the 
same time limited concept. The marketing mix concept has not been developed to encompass 
guidelines for internal organization and communication. On the other hand, a clearly defined and 
classified set of demand impinging instruments contributes to a sound organization of commercial 
efforts. The existence of the concept and the corresponding classification should be seen as a 
necessary, but at the same time insufficient, condition for theoretical and practical development. 
Valuable research has been conducted regarding interactions and interdependencies between mix 
variables. The mix concept is criticized because the hypotheses cannot be derived from the metaphor 
itself. This criticism can again be countered quite easily: the mere inventory of a set of instruments 
cannot be supposed to encompass a theory about the interactions amongst them. The classification of 
these instruments, however, to some extent, can. Empirical investigation and theory building rely 
heavily on the way such instruments are classified. The classification itself, however, cannot be 
anything more than a solid tool for theory building and empirical investigation, which it cannot 
replace. 

 
  The Nigerian Academic Forum Volume 22 No. 1, April, 2012 



2 

 

A fourth point of criticism accuses the marketing mix concept of a mechanistic view on 
markets. The market is often described in terms of response curves, depending on a certain 
‘parameter’ or ‘marketing decision variable’ or on the entire mix. In this way the optimization 
problem upon which the concept of the marketing mix focuses is solved. Modelling the relationship 
between commercial instruments and market response serves analytical and forecasting purposes. 
Forgetting the limitations and assumptions of the model or technique represents an undeniable risk, 
which cannot be attributed to the marketing mix as a concept. Models — whether they are of a 
stimulus-response or of an interactive type — suppose a sound marketing mix concept and 
classification, but the characteristics of the former should not be attributed to the latter and vice versa. 
A fifth point of criticism comes very close to the previous one. The concept is accused of having a 
one-way (stimulus—response) character, which impedes marketing from shifting its focus from 
exchange as an isolated act towards the richer concept of exchange relationships  The marketing mix 
concept in no way conflicts with an idea of interaction. Indeed, its instruments and their categorization 
perfectly fit such approaches, as they also fit the idea of an exchange relationship. An exchange 
relationship supposes, for example, a more pronounced quality and service accent than a mere one-
tine exchange. 

 
The concept’s poor market orientation also follows from the suggested view of the customer 

as someone to whom something is done- by the cake mixer — and not as someone for whom 
something is done. The stimulus- response approach that is attributed to the marketing mix is at the 
same time criticized for pro. Posing to lump individuals into a market homogeneous respondents. 
Presence or absence, as well as degree of market orientation, depends on factors like market structure, 
power balance between parties, organizational structures and procedures, personal attitudes, corporate 
culture, business mission and business goals. However, to blame the mix concept for causing a lack of 
market orientation is intellectually not correct. This basic, but by its very nature limited, concept is a 
factual device in any market approach. 

 
The mix concept is also criticized for implying a view of the firm (or any exchange-seeking 

party in general) — perhaps suggested to some people by the picture of the independent cake mixer 
— as being a rather self-sufficient social unit having access to a considerable resource base.  Except 
for manufacturer—distributor links, the concept would remove resource dependency between social 
units. As result the different bridging strategies — such bargaining contracting, cooption, joint 
programmes, licensing, integration, trade associations and government action — are issues that would 
not be taken into consideration. Once again this is an example of unjustified criticism, resulting from 
unrealistic expectations. Also here the argument can be turned round. Inter organizational ‘bridges’ 
will influence the specific marketing mix choice. As such argument is given not against but in favour 
of clear concept and classification. A further point of criticism concerns the concept’s supposed 
reactive attitude towards the environment. Traditionally, marketing mix proponents have myopically 
considered the transactional environment to be composed of customers and dealers only, putting all 
other social units into the category ‘contextual’, hence lumping them together into faceless 
environmental forces. Thus blinding themselves, they have not taken into consideration the fact that 
the links with some transaction-environmental units and the activities these deploy can be changed 
through lobbying, legal action, public relations, advertising, strategic partnering and on. Finding a 
way to control or influence variables that were previously considered be beyond discretion, is often 
the cornerstone of great marketing creativity and the gateway to superior profitability. (Van den Bulte 
1991: 18) citation contains a major and welliressed lesson in marketing management. Practice and 
marketing theory have putting too much emphasis on their tradition public, but there is no logic in 
blaming concept for it.  

  
Finally, critics accuse the mix concept possessing a mechanistic and rationalonomic 

neoclassical view of markets and firms, and stripping out the institutional and social supports to 
market processes such as attraction, trust, friendship, power and interdependency. As a result the 
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marketing mix would be ‘rendered impotent before many strategic management problems’ (Van den 
Bulte 20). In this case the criticism also concerns actual marketing practice as well as the conceptual 
development that has taken place instrumental, tactical and strategic level; the criticism does not hit 
the mix concept itself. 
 
Research Method 

Considering the research problem, descriptive design was chosen, because it would provide 
answers to questions as they are related to the ingredients of “people” as one of the P’s of marketing 
and more over its effects on the image of an organisation as well as its effects on sales/ profits of an 
organisation. Therefore, two major sources were used in the quest to gather information for the study. 
They were both secondary and primary sources. Published and unpublished data were used. And 
structured questionnaire was used to source the primary data. The research design ensured enough 
provision for protection against bias and maximized reliability, with due concern for the timely 
completion of the study. Data from the study were analysed using descriptive and inferential 
approaches. Simple tables, charts and table of means were employed as descriptive tools. For 
hypothesis testing, z-test and correlation analysis and factor analysis were used to judge the 
significance of the result obtained. SPSS for windows (SPSSWIN Version 15) was used to process 
and analyse the generated data. 
 
Data Analysis and Results 
Table: Question 1  
   
Response AfriHUB ICT Centre UNEC    JOPAL Restaurant UNEC  

Customer 
(%) 

Staff  
(%) 

Total 
(%) 

Customer 
(%) 

Staff 
(%) 

Total 
(%) 

Total 
(%) 

Yes 72(52.17) 15(75.0) 87(55.06) 65(47.10) 10(100) 75(50.67) 162(53.94) 
No 40(28.99) 3(15.0) 43(27.22) 65(47.10) 0(0.0) 65(43.91) 108(35.29) 
Not Sure 26(18.84) 2(10.0) 28(17.72) 8(5.95) 0(0.0) 8(5.40) 33(10.78) 
Total 138 20 158 138 10 148 306 
Source: Field Data, 2011 
 

The table above shows that the 162 respondents (52.94%), representing a greater proportion 
of the respondents say that they have heard about ‘’People’’ as one of the 7p’s of marketing. Of this 
number, 87 respondents are from Afrihub ICT Centre UNEC while the remaining 75 respondents are 
from Jopal restaurant. 108 respondents (35.29%) out of which 43 are from Afrihub and 65 from Jopal 
say no. The remaining 33(10.78%) respondents, 28 from Afrihub and 8 from Jopal indicated that they 
are not sure. 
 
Table: Question 2  
 

Response AfriHUB ICT Centre UNEC    JOPAL Restaurant UNEC  

Customer 
(%) 

Staff  
(%) 

Total 
(%) 

Customer 
(%) 

Staff 
(%) 

Total 
(%) 

Total 
(%) 

Very Strong 80(57.97) 15(75.00) 95(60.12) 90(65.21) 9(90.0) 99(66.89) 194(62.39) 

Strong Effect 38(27.53) 3(15.00) 41(25.94) 28(20.28) 1(10.0) 29(66.89) 70(22.87) 

Weak Effect 11(7.97) 1(5.00) 12(7.95) 11(7.59) 0(0.0) 29(19.59) 23(7.51) 

No Effect 9(6.52) 1(5.00) 10(6.32) 9(6.52) 0(0.0) 11(7.43) 19(6.21) 

Total 138 20 158 138 10 148 306 
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Source: Field Data, 2011 
 

The table above shows that 194 respondents (63.39) representing a greater proportion of the 
respondents say that  “people” have a very strong affect on the smooth running of an organization.  
Out of this number, 95 respondents are from AfriHub and 99 for Jopal. 70 (23.87%) where 41 belong 
to AfriHub and 29 for Jopal say that “people” have strong effect on the smooth running of an 
organization. 12 respondents from Afrihub and 11 from JOPAL making it 23(7.51) said ‘’people have 
week effect while the remaining 16(6.21), 10 for Afrihub and 6 for Jopal said it has no effect.  
 
Table: Question 3 
  
Response Afrihub Jopal       Total 

      
Customer   Staff  Total Customer  Staff  Total 

 Excellently 
well 100(72.04) 20(100) 120(75.94) 99(71.73) 10(100) 109(73.64) 229(74.83) 
Very well  18(13.04) 0(0.0) 18(11.39) 29(29.01) 0(0.0) 29(19.59) 47(15.35) 
Fair well  15(10.86) 0(0.0) 15(9.49) 10(7.24) 0(0.0) 10(6.75) 25(8.16) 
Not at all 5(3.62) 0(0.0) 5(3.16) 0(0.0) 0(0.0) 0(0.0) 5(1.63) 
Total 138 20 158 138 10 148 306 

Source: Field Data, 2011 
 

The above table shows that 229 (74.83) of the total respondents say that ‘’People’’ contribute 
excellently well to the image of an organization. Out of this number, 109 belong to Jopal and 120 
respondents belong to Afrihub. 47 (15.35) respondents say that People contribute very well, 18 and 29 
respondents belong to Afrihub and Jopal respectively. 25(8.16) respondents say that people contribute 
to the image of the organization fair well, 10 and 15 respondents from Jopal and Afrihub made up the 
number. 5 (1.63) of Afrihub say that People do not Contribute to the image of an organization at all. 
 
Table: Question 4 
  

Response 
Afrihub Jopal Total 
Customer Staff Total Customer Staff Total   

Strongly agree 100(72.46) 17(85.00) 117(74.05) 69(50.00) 8(52.02) 77(52.02) 194(63.39) 
Agree 10(7.24) 3(15.00) 13(8.22) 68(49.27) 2(47.29) 70(47.29) 83(27.12) 
Undecided 28(20.28) 0(0.0) 28(17.72) 1(7.24) 0(0.0) 1(6.75) 29(9.47) 
Strongly 
Disagree 0(0.0) 0(0.0) 0(0.0) 0(0.0) 0(0.0) 0(0.0) 0(0.0) 
Total 138 20 158 138 10 148 306 

Source: Field Data, 2011 
 
The above shows that 194 respondents (63.39%) representing a greater proportion of the 

respondents say that they strongly agree that ‘’People’’ have effect on the sales of an organization. Of 
this number, 117 respondents are from Afrihub and Jopal. 83(27.12) respondents of which 13 and 70 
are from Jopal and Afrihub respectively. 29 respondents (9.47%) belong to undecided group and 29 of 
them are from Afrihub and 1 is from Jopal. No respondent indicated that they strongly disagree. 
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Table: Question 5  

Response 
Afrihub Jopal Total 
Cust Staff Total Cust Staff Total   

Very Large extent 87(63.04) 16(80.00) 103(65.18) 77(65.18) 7(70.00) 84(56.75) 197(64.37) 
Large extent 30(21.73) 3(2.17) 33(20.88) 43(31.15) 2(20.00) 45(45.00) 78(25.49) 
Small extent 15(7.24) 1(5.00) 16(10.12) 15(10.86) 1(10.00) 16(10.81) 32(10.54) 
Not at All 6(4.34) 0(0.0) 6(3.79) 3(2.17) 0(0.0) 3(2.02) 9(2.94) 
Total 138 20 158 138 10 148 316 

Source: Field Data, 2011 
 

The table above shows that 197 respondents (64.37) representing a greater part of the 
respondents says that the large extent “people” in 7 P’s of marketing can affect the sales/profit 
optimization of an organization.  From the 197 respondents, 103 is for AfriHub and 84 is for Jopal.  
78 (25.49%) where 33 belong to Afrihub and 45 for Jopal says that to a small extent “people” affect 
the sales/profit of organization.  32 (10.45) comprising 16 for Jopal and 16 for Afrihub say to a little 
extent people affect sales/profit of organization.  Lastly, 9 (2.94%) of the respondents out of which 3 
belong Jopal and 6 for AfriHub say that they do not know whether “people” affect sales/profit of 
organization.  
 
Table: Question 6 
  

Response 
Afrihub Jopal Total 
Cust Staff Total Cust Staff Total   

Strongly agree 84(60.86) 10(10.00) 94(59.49) 66(47.82) 9(90.00) 75(50.67) 169(55.22) 
Agree 30(21.73) 5(25.00) 35(22.15) 45(32.60) 1(10.00) 46(31.08) 81(26.47) 
Undecided 14(10.14) 3(15.00) 17(10.75) 12(8.69) 0(0.0) 12(8.18) 29(9.47) 
Disagree 10(7.24) 1(5.00) 11(6.96) 10(7.24) 0(0.0) 10(8.75) 21(6.86) 
Strongly disagree 0(0.0) 1(5.00) 1(6.32) 5(3.62) 0(0.0) 5(3.37) 6(1.96) 
Total 138 20 158 138 10 148 306 

Source: Field Data, 2011 
 

From the table above, it is observed that 169 (55.22) respondents strongly agreed that 
customer, employees, management and the company itself are the ingredients of “people” in the 70 
P’s of marketing. Out of this number, 94 belong to Afrinhub UNEC and 75 belong to Jopal UNEC. 
81(26.47) respondents where 35 is for Afrihubb and 46 for Jopal agreed.  The undecided respondents 
is 29 (9.47) respondents.  In it we have 17 respondents for Afrihub and Jopal has 12.21 (6.86) 
respondents (1 for Afrihub and 5 for Jopal) strongly disagreed. 
 
Test of Hypotheses 
 
Test of Hypothesis One 
Customer, Employees, Management and the Company Itself Are Not the Ingredients of People 
in the 7 P’s of Marketing 
The results presented in table 6 were tested with the ANOVA statistic in testing this hypothesis.  The 
result of this test of hypothesis is presented as below. 
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Descriptive 
Customers, employees, management and the company itself are ingredients of “people” in 7 ps of 
marketing. 
 
 
Table: Hypothesis one 
 

 
95% Confidence Interval for 
Mean 

  

 
N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error 

Lower 
Bound Upper Bound Minimum Maximum 

Afrihub customers 138 1.6377 .93545 .07963 1.4802 1.7951 1.00 4.00 
Afrihub staff 20 1.5500 .75915 .16975 1.1947 1.9053 1.00 3.00 
Jopal customers 138 1.8623 1.08198 .09210 1.6802 2.0444 1.00 5.00 
Jopal staff 10 1.1000 .31623 .10000 .8738 1.3262 1.00 2.00 
Total 306 1.7157 .99221 .05672 1.6041 1.8273 1.00 5.00 
 
 
 
Table: Anova   
 Sum of Squares Df Mean Square F Sig. 
Between Groups 8.147 3 2.716 2.807 .040 
Within Groups 292.118 302 .967   
Total 300.265 305    
Source: Field Data, 2011 
 

From the result presented in the ANOVA table above, the Fcalculated value is 2.807.  This is 
greater than the Fcrit ical value of 2.6049.  Furthermore, with a significance value of 0.040 < 0.05, this 
result is significant.  Therefore, the null hypothesis is rejected and the alternative hypothesis is 
accepted.  Hence, Customer, Employees, Management and the Company Itself are the Ingredients of 
People in the 7 P’s of Marketing. 
 
Test of Hypothesis Two 
People Do not Have Effect on the Image of an Organisation 

The data presented in table 3 were tested with the ANOVA statistic in testing this hypothesis.  
The result of this test of hypothesis is presented as below. 
Descriptive     
How well do you think "people" contribute to the good image of an Organisation   
 
Table: Hypothesis Two 
 

 
95% Confidence 
Interval for Mean 

 

 
N Mean 

Std. 
Deviation 

Std. 
Error 

Lower 
Bound Upper Bound Minimum Maximum 

Afrihub customers 138 1.4565 .82938 .07060 1.3169 1.5961 1.00 4.00 
Afrihub staff 20 1.0000 .00000 .00000 1.0000 1.0000 1.00 1.00 
Jopal customers 138 1.3551 .61372 .05224 1.2518 1.4584 1.00 3.00 
Jopal staff 10 1.0000 .00000 .00000 1.0000 1.0000 1.00 1.00 
Total 306 1.3660 .70364 .04022 1.2869 1.4452 1.00 4.00 

Source: Field Data, 2011 
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Table: Anova  
 Sum of Squares Df Mean Square F Sig. 
Between Groups 5.166 3 1.722 3.566 .015 
Within Groups 145.841 302 .483   
Total 151.007 305    
Source: Field Data, 2011 
 

From the result presented in the ANOVA table above, the Fcalculated value is 3.566.  This is 
greater than the Fcrit ical value of 2.6049.  Furthermore, with a significance value of 0.015 < 0.05, this 
result is significant.  Therefore, the null hypothesis is rejected and the alternative hypothesis is 
accepted.  Hence, people do have effect on the image of an organisation. 
 
Test of Hypothesis Three 
People Do not Have Effect on the Sales/Profit of an Organisation 

The results presented in table 5 were tested with the Z-test statistic in testing this hypothesis.  
The result of this test of hypothesis is presented as below. 
 
Table: Effect on Sales/Profit  
 

One-Sample Kolmogorov-Smirnov Z Test.   
  To what extent do you think "people" can 

affect the sales/profit optimization of an 
organization? 

 N 306 
Normal Parametersa,,b Mean 1.5523 

Std. Deviation .79685 

Most Extreme Differences Absolute .367 

Positive .367 

Negative -.244 

 Kolmogorov-
Smirnov Z 

6.420 

 Asymp. Sig. (2-
tailed) 

.000 

a. Test distribution is Normal.  b. Calculated from data. 

 
 

From the results presented in the table above, the Kolmogorov-Smirnov Z value of 6.420 was 
obtained. This is greater than Z-critical value (95% level of significance) of 1.96.  Furthermore with 
an asymptotic significance of 0.000 < 0.05, this result is significant. Therefore, the null hypothesis 
should be rejected and the alternate accepted accordingly.  Hence, People have an effect on the 
sales/profit of an organization. 
 
 
 

Source: Field Data, 2011 

Source: Field Data, 2011 
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Discussion  
Throughout the years a number of alternative marketing mix classifications have been 

formulated, often to reflect the peculiarities of a specific field of application. In most instances this 
adaptation was realized by adding one or more Ps to McCarthy’s mnemonic Four P list. In instances 
where an explication of a subcategory of instruments is concerned, such an addition- although 
conceptually not strictly necessary - is defensible on pedagogical grounds. In instances where an 
extension outside the boundaries of the marketing mix is concerned, no conceptual justification exists. 
Despite the indisputable relevance of the managerial issues behind the added Ps, the extension of the 
mnemonic list mainly serves as an eyecatcher. In further instances, the proposed names of the new 
categories are not appropriate as a result of the obligatory P. The subsequent paragraphs summarize 
the main examples of such explications and extensions. 
 

Occasionally, a separate fifth P is added to denote People, Personnel or Personal selling. In 
this way a collective noun is provided to stress the importance of all types of selling and servicing 
efforts which are being carried out by any person within the organization. In applications where sales 
efforts are of a typically high strategic value — as for example in the case of service marketing — no 
fundamental objection can be made to this explication, although there is no conceptual necessity since 
the provision of services belongs to the P of the (service) Product, and sales efforts form part of the 
‘P’ of Communication. In retail marketing, as well as the supplementary P of People a further P is 
often added to denote the Presentation of merchandise as well as the store layout. Again an 
explication is involve that is defensible on pedagogical grounds, but which is not necessary from a 
conceptual or classificatory point of view, since the generically rooted Four Ps also hold these 
elements. 

 
In service marketing Ps has also been added to represent Participants, Physical evidence and 

Process (Booms and Bitner 198l). The Participants in a service marketing situation can significantly 
improve or harm the quality of the execution of service. However, the activities of the personnel 
carrying out the service conceptually belong to the first P of Product, encompassing all instruments 
which aim primarily at want fulfilment. Insofar as the clients are meant by Participants, the addition 
becomes conceptually incorrect, since the marketing mix groups demand impinging elements and not 
the actual demand constituting elements. The Physical environment where the service is provided, 
together with tangible elements which are used to support the service, obviously influences demand. 
Where these elements are under the control of the marketer, they form part of the Product or Place 
instruments. If these elements cannot be controlled by the manager, they are by definition not 
marketing mix variables. The same remark also holds for the procedural elements of servicing, 
meaning that a separate P for Process is not really necessary. 

 
With regard to the persuasion of the public outside the most typical target groups, Kotler 

(1986) has introduced the concept of ‘megamarketing’, denoting the art of supplying benefits to 
parties other than target consumers and intermediaries like agents, distributors and dealers — parties 
such as governments, labour unions and other interest groups that can block profitable entry into a 
market. Specific instruments in this context are Public Relations and Power. Public relations try to 
influence public opinion, mainly by means of mass- communication techniques (see PUBLIC 
RELATIONS). Power on the other hand addresses itself to ‘influential industry officials, legislators, 
and government bureaucrats to enter and operate in the target market, using sophisticated lobbying 
and negotiating skills in order to achieve the desired response from the other party with cut giving 
away the house’ (Kotler 1986: 120). The term power is not appropriate in this instance. Power refers 
to the ability of the marketer to get some other party (consumer, distributor, government) to do what 
the latter would not otherwise have done (buy, search for information, give a permit) (Stern and 
ElAnsary 1992: 268). Marketing mix instruments — if properly combined — are capable of 
developing a certain amount of power. Calling one instrument category, applied in a specific context, 
Power, implies a linguistic distortion to make the instrument fit a mnemonic row. 

Dr. Joseph I. Uduji; Michael Ikpekhia and Haruna Shola Adeosun 
 



9 

 

 
Conclusion  
In the light of these findings the following conclusions are drawn: 
1.       Customer, employees, management and the company itself are the ingredients of    people in the 

7 P’s of marketing. This was confirmed from the results of the descriptive analysis and the 
empirical test of hypothesis, that the purpose was archived. 

2. People have great effect on the image of an organisation. This was also confirmed true based on 
the findings. 

3. People have an effect on the sales/profit of an organization. This was also realised from the 
findings of this work. 

 
Recommendations  
It is therefore recommended: 
1. That customer, employees, management and the company itself being the ingredients of 

‘’people’’ should be held with high esteem.  
2. The good image of an organisation depends on the “people” and hence, the importance of people 

should not be relegated to the background. 
3      Lastly, for organisation to make good sale and optimise profit, they should give “people” due 

consideration because they are the reason why the business exists. 
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