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WHERE HAS All tHE SCIENCE GONE?
Stephen Needel 

INtRODUCtION

Thomas Kuhn’s The Structure of Scientific Revolutions 
(�962) analyzes the growth of science and concludes 
(I oversimplify) that it is not the steady accumulation 
of knowledge and experience but a radical revolution 
in thinking that spurs science to new achievements. 
In his exposition, the existing paradigm, the way most 
scientists approach problems within a given field, creates 
the questions deemed worthy of research. At some 
point, these questions become intractable, creating a 
crisis within the science – the current paradigm cannot 
account for certain observed behaviors. It is at this 
point that scientific revolutions are born. Kuhn calls 
this a paradigm shift, where the old way of looking at 
the world is discarded in favor of the new world view. 
A key feature of this new world view is that it answers 
the previously unanswerable questions and provides 
the platform for moving ahead in that science’s under-
standing of its subject matter. This growth spurt comes 
about as a large leap in understanding, not the one small 
step so often assumed of knowledge accumulation. 

Kuhn’s examples are drawn from the physical sciences, 
but we can find many analogies in the history of our own 
marketing research industry. The abandonment of DAR 
(day-after recall) scores was necessary – commercials 
with great scores were not moving the sales needle, yet 
average commercials would produce sales increases. 
In statistical terms, the R2 for DAR was too low to be 
of much use. This led to the introduction of persuasion 
measures as a component of advertising’s potential 
impact. It was a minor revolution, certainly not on the 
same scale as the adoption of Einstein’s relativity theory, 
but a revolution in thinking none-the-less as we now 
thought more about persuasiveness than retention.

I suggest there is a corollary to Kuhn’s sociology of 
scientific revolution; that the premature abandonment 
of a paradigm can retard scientific progress. Scientific 
revolutions work because they are necessary at the time 
and place of the science’s (lack of) progress. Any attempt 
to shift the focus and to abandon past methods must 
arise from the failure of the old regime to explain what 
we observe. When we attempt a coup d’état at too early 
a stage, we are left scrambling to find our way, often 
without the signposts or the guidelines that a paradigm 
provides to help us.

Marketing Research, as it is practiced, is in the midst of 
just such an attempt to overthrow the existing paradigm. 
We take the current paradigm to be the “consumer 
as recipient” or “consumer as information processor” 
model. The consumer is bombarded with stimuli 
(advertising, promotion, packaging, pricing) and proces-
ses this information, magically (at this point in time) 
coming to a purchase decision. This paradigm carries 
with it implications for the types of research we do; of 
primary concern is how to measure the impact of stimuli 
and make the delivery of stimuli more effective or more 
efficient.

The revolutionaries would have us move to “consumer 
as information seeker”. For example, Gordon and 
Kapoor (2007) cast consumers as co-creators of a 
brand while taking into account its context in the world 
they live in. In their world, consumers are engaged 
with the brands, have emotional relations with their 
brands, and may have a deep-seated desire to create 
them in their own image. This new paradigm is more 
concerned with the relationship between brands and 
consumers – determining the nature of this relationship 
is paramount as a research question. This explains the 
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rise in popularity of techniques such as ethnography 
and semiotics.

I believe that, for reasons unrelated to our scientific 
progress (or lack thereof), some in our industry is trying 
to force this paradigm shift. This shift manifests itself on 
two levels – the role we think we play in business and the 
types of research questions we should be asking. This 
revolt would have us move from marketing researchers 
as scientist/practitioner to market researchers as 
consultant /insight provider. A consequence of this re-
definition of our roles is that we are often less focused 
on and less capable of answering questions that impact 
marketing decisions in favor of attempting to find the 
insight, the nugget that will bring a business to a new 
level. 

In a previous paper (Needel, 2006a) I suggested that the 
drive to find consumer insights is motivated not by our 
growth as a discipline but by external factors (pressure 
to provide insights to prove our worth and justify our 
paychecks, pressure to get a seat at the table). More-
over, this over-emphasis on insight versus research will 
eventually harm our industry, not help it. I believe that it 
is not time for a paradigm shift, that there are a number 
of questions that have not been solved yet, and that 
their solution can be based on scientific approaches that 
exist today – the solutions do not rely on a new way 
of viewing the world. 

The theme of this year’s Congress is “Frontiers”, sugges-
ting there is a new world out there to be explored and 
that we, the world’s marketing researchers gathered 
here today, should be at the forefront of that new world. 
This theme fits nicely with the attempted revolution. 
As we change our view of the consumer and the way 
in which the consumer interacts with our brands, we 
would naturally have a new set of questions for our 
industry. In this paper, we want to provide a contrasting 
view: we are seeking out new frontiers because we 
are forcing a paradigm shift. These frontiers may be 
given more emphasis than they are due only because 
they imply a new paradigm. I believe there are many 
frontiers that either may not be worthwhile to pursue 
or are not really frontiers. It is important to understand 

the consequences of adopting a new paradigm, and I’ll 
discuss these new frontiers in that context as well as 
revisiting the frontiers we have yet to conquer.

GIVE ME tHAt OlD-tIME SCIENCE

To understand where we may have gone off the rails in 
specifying our frontiers of research, we need to take a 
look back at science itself. We can trace discussion of the 
basic scientific method well back into the first millennium, 
with refinements by Bacon, Hume, Mills and the other 
Empiricists along the way. The hypothetico-deductive 
model most accepted now as the basis for science was 
codified by Popper (�963) and includes four stages of 
scientific endeavor:

• Observation 
• Hypothesis Generation 
• Test 
• Revise

From a set of observations, we create hypotheses about 
future behavior. If we are fortunate, these hypotheses 
grow up to become theories, with a set of internally 
consistent and sufficient axioms. We deduce predictions 
from these axioms, which by Popper’s definition must 
be testable. The theory is modified as needed by the 
results of our experiments. 

We can expand this model of science to be more 
holistic (and perhaps more representative of what we 
actually do as market researchers). David Smith has 
conceived of a �0-step process that is more inclusive 
of other knowledge available to the researcher and 
more detailed and systemic in its application (Smith 
and Fletcher, 2004). While often accused of advocating 
“fuzzy logic”, with all the negative connotations of that 
term, critics and advocates gloss over their points about 
completely understanding one’s data and one’s analysis 
of the data. The process that Smith advocates requires 
constant re-evaluation of a business’ tacit knowledge, 
an understanding of the vagaries of the data that is 
collected, of the data’s sensitivity to the analytical method 
chosen, and the context of the decision the research is 
meant to drive.
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Why the short course in philosophy of science? When I 
look at the call for papers for this Congress, what strikes 
me is that the frontiers of interest are almost exclusively 
observation-oriented. Indeed, the section for Frontiers in 
Technology starts by asking, “Is market research moving 
to observation…at the expense of asking questions?” The 
existing paradigm in market research is one in which 
we seek to provide input into marketing decisions from a 
scientific/research perspective. Feel free to interpret the 
word “input” in any way that makes you feel comfortable 
– the primary role of the marketing researcher is to help 
improve marketing decisions based on their research 
expertise.

Observation is at the start of any scientific endeavor 
– and I most certainly include Marketing Research in 
this category of scientific pursuits. Observation implies 
measurement, and we have always had measurement 
controversies in our industry. As recently as the �980s, 
what we called “sales” was up for debate. Some con-
sidered factory shipments as sales, while others used 
the Nielsen bi-monthly audits as their definition. SAMI’s 
warehouse withdrawals improved on Nielsen data 
with a monthly service and store-level scanner data 
came and gave us even greater frequency. In the early 
�990s, Nielsen, with Scantrack, and IRI, with Infoscan, 
argued over sample and geographic definitions, each 
in an attempt to claim a better measurement tool to 
give a truer observation of sales. We went through this 
measurement issue again when we became concerned 
over the quality of online panels. What we are observing 
or measuring is a most appropriate domain for research 
and discussion in our community. As a science, we 
should be constantly searching for new and better ways 
to collect our data and measure our phenomena. How-
ever, “new” is not always better; “new” requires research 
to understand whether it is or is not an improvement 
(faster, better, cheaper) over the current methods 
(Needel, 2007). 

There are new technologies (although they have been 
around long enough that they may not qualify as “fron-
tiers” any more) that are giving us new ways or new 
data to use to generate hypotheses about consumers 

that permit testable action. For example, ethnography, 
as exemplified by Paco Underhill’s work (�999), shows 
the obvious value of understanding how a shopper 
interacts with a product category in a store. A category 
where shoppers cruise down the aisle, grabbing their 
product and putting it in their trolley without stopping is 
going to respond differently to category management 
initiatives than a category where shoppers stop, look, 
compare, and then choose. However, this information 
about shopping patterns is not science in and of itself. 
Knowing how the category is shopped should give rise 
to a hypothesis about the best way to shelve this product 
category. We might hypothesize that a “non-stop shop” 
category needs to have the most popular products in the 
most recognizable and accessible area of the section. 
Conversely, a “stop and compare” business might be 
improved by making comparisons between competing 
products simpler for the shopper. These proposals 
share the main characteristic of a scientific hypothesis 
– they are testable (or falsifiable, in Popper’s termino-
logy – �959). We can reset the shelves in accordance 
with our hypothesis and measure whether sales 
improve.

The results of an any observational study, be it an 
ethnographic study, an in-home encounter, an archaeo-
logical survey (Blyth and Roberts, 2006) or a focus 
group should give rise to any number of hypotheses 
about how to improve category performance, brand 
performance, and/or customer satisfaction. However, 
proponents of the new paradigm often recognize the 
results of these observational studies as insights and 
an end unto themselves. Passing these findings off 
as insights is hardly doing our job properly. These 
observational studies should generate hypotheses that 
need to be tested and revised and refined. We need to 
recognize that it is not enough to generate the hypothesis 
and take the marketing action. That leads to a waste of 
marketing dollars and the potential for the estrangement 
of our franchises. Observation, no matter how thorough 
and formalized, is still only observation. To the extent that 
these new frontiers of observation become accepted 
as is, without scientific testing of the technique itself 
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or the hypotheses they enable, is a failure in our role 
as marketing researchers.

DAtA IS WHERE YOU FIND It?

At ESOMAR’s 2007 Consumer Insights conference in 
Milan, I heard someone say, “Hey, data is where you find 
it.” Their intent was not insidious; it was a recognition 
that when we desperately need to deliver insights as 
part of our job, we may need to look for those insights in 
places previously passed by. In my 2006 paper (Needel, 
2006a) I expressed the concern that the shift from being 
researchers to insight managers is leading us to be less 
critical of our data sources. As an industry, we are more 
willing to accept weaker data in the hopes of being able 
to generate insights; I believe this is generally bad for 
marketing research. If our goal is to impact marketing 
decisions, then one of the areas we need to be able to 
speak to fluently is the reliability and validity of the data 
we are presenting in support of our recommendations. 
This does not mean data needs to be perfect – it means 
we need to understand the strengths and weaknesses 
of the data collection method. Let’s use an example of 
a phenomenon that is receiving a lot of attention in our 
industry – Second Life (as a leader in virtual worlds).

Second Life is a virtual world in which the resident 
can work, play, explore, and communicate. Indeed, GfK 
NOP thinks so much of this site that they have created 
an avatar to do research there (Cooke and McFarland, 
2007). Aside from the obvious jokes about Second Lifers 
not having a first life, the size of this environment calls 
into question its utility for market research. According to 
Second Life’s own statistics, as of this writing there are 
�3.9 million residents in Second Life. However, only �.2 
million have logged in during the last 60 days, 8�0,000 in 
the last 30 days, and only 458,000 have logged in during 
the last seven days. On average, Second Lifers spend 
L$5� per month buying goods, services, and real estate 
in this virtual world. At today’s exchange rate, that comes 
out to US$0.20 per month, or US$2.40 per year. I’m 
not sure that buys us a cup of coffee here in Montreal. 
We have to ask – what makes this an interesting sample 
to use or an interesting marketing opportunity to be 

explored? The number of regular visitors is so few; we 
are at a loss to describe how this group is a reason-
able sample for any purpose. What disturbs me about 
Cooke and McFarland’s paper is that they applaud their 
trainees for deciding that this was an important source of 
information. Nowhere do they question the usefulness of 
such a small and skewed sample of people or appear to 
encourage their new hires to come to this conclusion. 

Even IBM questions some of the value in expending 
energy on a site like Second Life. In a recent commercial, 
two men are seated at a table outside an office building. 
Their conversation goes like this:

Businessman: “What do you call that again?”

Second Lifer: “An avatar. A digital simulation of me in 
a virtual world.”

Businessman: “What’s it do?”

Second Lifer: “Business. It’s innovation. It’s all the 
rage. I have my own island!”

Businessman: “Making any money on your island?”

Second Lifer: “Virtual money or actual money?”

Businessman: “The point of innovation is to make 
actual money.”

Second Lifer: “My avatar doesn’t know how to do that.”

Social Networks are also receiving a great deal of 
interest, perhaps as a word-of-mouth or viral marketing 
device, a data-mining environment, or perhaps as a 
source of respondents. After all, who wouldn’t want 
to talk to Facebook’s �45 group members of “I Like 
People Who Smell Like Laundry Detergent” or the 
2,685 group members of “I Wet My Toothbrush Before 
I Put My Toothpaste On It” if you are P&G, Unilever, or 
Colgate? While social networks may be a great source of 
inspiration for a new marketing idea and an interesting 
way to bring an interested consortium into a discussion-
like environment, it is not a likely source of hard data 
to support marketing decisions. There is a perception 
that social network sites may be important because 
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so many members are spending so much of their free 
time socializing on these social networks. According to 
Facebook’s own statistics, as of this writing, the average 
time spent on Facebook is �5 minutes per session. That 
does not leave a lot of time for e-mailing, checking out 
who’s on line, scanning all the user groups one belongs 
to, and participating in discussions. 

A new source of data should always be welcome to 
marketing researchers. However, marketing science 
needs to determine whether that data is valid, reliable, 
and generalizable. We may decide, like many have 
regarding focus groups, that there are interesting 
sources of ideas that warrant further research. However, 
in the absence of good science that determines the 
limits of that data and the appropriate and inappropriate 
applications of that data, making marketing decisions 
from some of these new frontiers is on a good day, ill-
advised. A paradigm shift that is all too willing to accept 
data that has not been vetted is not braving a new 
frontier, it is flirting with disaster. With apologies to James 
Surowiecki, nobody should be betting millions on the 
wisdom of crowds yet.

ASK AND YE SHAll RECEIVE

A key function of a discipline’s paradigm is to formulate 
the questions that are relevant for the practitioners. 
In a paradigm that conceives of the consumer as a 
recipient of marketing stimuli, questions tend to focus on 
understanding the impact of these stimuli on consumer 
choice. Consequently, we ask questions like, “How does 
my ad spending impact sales” or “Will another trade 
deal bring in new buyers or just reward my current 
franchise”? Much of the applied research in the last 
decade has focused on efforts to model markets and 
individual choice decisions as a function of marketing 
stimuli. 

In fomenting this revolt, consumer-centric proponents 
often put the consumers’ opinion as the primary object 
of our investigations. The new paradigm believes that all 
will be revealed (okay, much will be revealed) if we only 
make our customers our business partners. By engaging 
them in co-creation processes, advocates believe we will 

come to understand how the consumer relates to our 
products and how those products fit into the tapestry of 
their lives and cultures. The result of this research will 
be an insight into what new products consumers want 
and how to better market our existing products. I want 
to raise two issues concerning this mind-set; the utility of 
consumer self-report and the positioning of the Internet 
in marketing research.

One of the things I like best about doing market research 
is that you can bet that if you ask people questions, they 
will answer them (respondent cooperation issues not 
withstanding). That’s the good news for our industry. 
The bad news for our industry is that we periodically 
forget that people are notoriously bad at telling us the 
truth. Whether it is because of design flaws or self-
presentation imperatives (cf. Rosenthal and Rosnow, 
�969) or an inability to communicate their subconscious 
thoughts (Zaltman, 2003), relying on consumers’ 
responses to our questions is always cause for caution. 
This does not mean we should ignore the consumer, 
as we seemed to do in the �990s, opting for modeling 
sales and consumer choice without an understanding of 
the shopper. However, we have sufficient evidence that 
consumers’ responses to our questions are not giving 
us the data we need to make good marketing decisions. 
Sheppard et al (�988) made this point well in their review 
of the purchase intent measure, perhaps our most 
widely-used metric. 

Which makes it strange that one of our industry’s 
responses to this problem of inaccurate self-report-
ing was to make it easier and cheaper to ask people 
questions. To state the obvious, the Internet is an 
important source of data for marketing research. Simon 
Chadwick (2007) goes so far as to suggest that the 
Internet has caused a revolution in marketing research. 
We would like to respectfully disagree – the Internet 
has opened up new research tools, but in and of itself 
it is not a revolution. What may be revolutionary is our 
willingness as researchers to accept data collected 
from the Internet when it is not nearly as good as that 
from previous sources. As Chadwick (page 20) notes, 
“sometimes ‘cheaper and faster’ take precedence 
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over ‘better’.” The internet is a data-collection tool and 
needs the same level of data hygiene investigation that 
we as an industry used when we moved from face-
to-face interviewing and started using the telephone or 
the shopping mall. Gian Fulgoni made the research-on-
research point nicely in 2005, where he was specifically 
worrying about the “professional” respondent issue that 
plagued online panels. This is what science should be 
doing – it seeks to improve its tools and it understands 
those tools before using them. We as an industry 
seemed to forget this part in our adoption of Internet 
research, perhaps because the self-serving need to 
generate insights trumped our desire to conduct good 
research. 

One component of the revolution to consumer insights 
is seen in a marketing shift, where we have become 
convinced that we need to connect with or engage 
consumers, in the belief that such a connection will 
increase the probabilities of purchasing our products. 
We don’t know whether this interest in engagement 
is a cause of or a result of the paradigm shift. The 
engagement – purchasing link may be true, although 
we do have a hard time believing most people want to 
be on a first-name basis with the folk who make their 
toilet paper. From a research perspective, we have 
so far failed to determine whether such a connection 
produces a positive outcome; we do not know that the 
extent of engagement with a laundry powder increases 
the probability of purchasing that product. The revolu-
tionaries embrace Web 2.0 because it is so amenable to 
use as a connecting or engaging mechanism. The tools 
of Web 2.0 may be perfectly fine for use in marketing 
research. They are however, hardly a frontier. There 
is little we do today with Web 2.0 that we could not 
do �0, 20, or even 30 years ago; it is another form of 
observational data or another data collection. Of course, 
we recognize that Web 2.0 tools have some advantages 
over tools we’ve used in the past. Three features strike 
me as particularly advantageous for Web 2.0 compared 
to other delivery vehicles:

• Web 2.0 interactions are typically anonymous, or more 
anonymous, than other means of obtaining the same 

information. This can let the participant respond freely 
without fear of embarrassment, which is not the case 
in a focus-group environment. Of course, anonymity is 
not a guarantee of veracity.  
• Group collaboration is often more facile with the 
internet as the basis for interaction, especially in a 
sequential process where modifications are laid on 
top of previous designs and modifications.  
• Long-term or longitudinal research may be easier 
with the web, where we do not require the participants’ 
presence at a specific time and place. The convenience 
of participation via computer when you have the time is 
a valuable advantage. 

These advantages are nothing to sneeze at, but let’s keep 
in mind that we have non-computer techniques that can 
accomplish the same data gathering – we are not looking 
at a new world view here, just an enhanced set of tools. 
Our concern is that we, as an industry think Web 2.0 is 
something very special. In a new paradigm where we 
hang on the every word of the consumer, this data is 
accorded much more import than is warranted. Even 
the poster child for Web 2.0, Wikipedia, is suspect, and 
its creator, Jimmy Wales, cautions its use as a source 
of serious research (Young, 2006). 

BACK tO tHE FUtURE

Marketing Research is in a relatively unique position 
compared to other sciences. In most disciplines, practice 
derives from science. The clearest example I can think 
of is the medical profession, where physicians must 
keep up with the latest research in diagnosis and treat-
ment. We, on the other hand, have either ignored this 
relationship (when was the last time most marketing 
researchers read the Journal of Marketing Research or 
Marketing Science?), or we practitioners direct the course 
of academic research through organizations such as 
the Marketing Science Institute. 

As the attempted coup tries to move us from an 
industry that guides marketing decisions to an industry 
that provides insights (“a clear understanding of the 
inner nature of some specific thing” – Webster’s 200�), 
we often give up substance for flash. We are doing a 
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poorer job of training our research staff to understand 
the science of research in an effort to turn them into 
insightful consultants. We latch on to the buzzword of 
the moment in an effort to be au courant, regardless 
of the lack of research to justify consideration of trendy 
ideas. For a simple and illuminating exercise, take a look 
at the last five years of articles appearing in Marketing 
Science.� There are no papers containing the phrases 
“tipping point”, “wisdom of crowds”, or “long tail”, three 
of the more common ideas. Moreover, a search of 
the phrase “consumer insights” produces no results 
either. Clearly, academicians find these hot marketing 
ideas less than interesting – perhaps we should take a 
lesson from them.

If we reject the need for a new paradigm, especially one 
that doesn’t promise to solve the still-open questions of 
our business, then where do our new frontiers come 
from? First, we need to recognize that frontiers are a 
luxury – despite the current buzz, we do not need to 
“innovate or die” (Getz and Robinson, 2002). Second, 
the frontiers of today and of the future may need to be 
the frontiers of the past, albeit with a little updating. Many 
of the issues that were important in the �980s, when 
I started in market research, have yet to be resolved. 
I believe these issues remain as both important and solv-
able. Herewith, a sampling:

• Advertising – We still don’t have a model of advertising 
exposure that tells us how and where to allocate dollars. 
While internet advertising is growing rapidly, the bulk 
of advertising dollars are being spent on television. 
That said, we don’t know much about the impact of 
ad spending on the internet or on cell phones either. 
• Branding – We still don’t know how shoppers form 
brand attachments and what it takes to support those 
attachments, such that we can predict a brand’s 
long-term success. We know quite a bit about how to 
measure and understand brand equity, but much less 
about how to create it, maintain it or fix it when it breaks. 
• Category Assortment – retailers have been driving 
SKU reduction and assortment optimization for some 
time. While we have demonstrated that these initiatives 
can indeed have positive effects (Needel, 2006b), there 

is no theory behind the results, one that would permit 
more enlightened estimates of the impact of changing 
the assortment prior to testing. The process remains a 
shot in the dark for most businesses. 
• Market Structure – understanding the structure of a 
category has given way to reliance on purchase decision 
hierarchies, which tend to drive shelf layout initiatives 
among category managers and sales organizations. In 
2002, we reported on the (lack of) success for these 
initiatives (Needel and Bean, 2002). We still employ 
hierarchies as a pervasive concept in sales organizations 
today, with little additional research to improve (a) the 
method for determining whether a hierarchy exists, (b) 
the method for determining what the hierarchy is, and 
(c) an appropriate translation methodology into category 
management initiatives. 
• New Product Performance – we still have as our 
key measure purchase intent, which does a mediocre 
job of predicting purchasing (Sheppard, Hartwick, 
and Warshaw, �988) and is easily subjected to bias 
(Chandon, Morwitz, and Reinartz, 2005). We can cite 
the success of companies like BASES and Novaction 
as overcoming the obstacles posed by such a weak 
measure and say, “Don’t worry – be happy”. On the 
other hand, when so many of our new products fail 
in the marketplace (the oft-quoted 80% per year), we 
should be questioning why this measure is still so 
central to our thinking. 
• Pricing – Pricing research was very popular in the 
�970s and �980s, in part because it was an area of 
marketing that the manufacturer could control. While it 
fell out of favor, along with many of the modeling efforts 
of the �990s, pricing research is making a comeback 
these days. We believe pricing questions are once again 
interesting as manufacturers are trying to squeeze more 
value (for the company and the consumer) out of their 
products. A recent article in the January 2008 Marketing 
News emphasizes a push for value pricing rather than 
cost-based pricing. We have yet to reject the “consumer 
as rational economist” perspective on pricing. A better 
understanding of how to price products, one that ties 
into product positioning, would be very useful. 
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pOStCARD FROM tHE EDGE

Dean William Inge is quoted as saying, “There are two 
kinds of fools. One says, ‘This is old, therefore it is good.’ 
The other one says, ‘This is new, therefore it is better’.”

Hopefully, I suggest neither. I believe that our job as 
marketing researchers is to provide the best information 
possible to our company’s marketers and managers 
so that they can make the best marketing decisions 
possible. Whether this information is at a conceptual 
stage (“we have a new idea”) or a decision-point stage 
(“this strategy/tactic did or did not work”) or even at a 
monitoring stage (“sales are better than expected this 
month”) does not matter. What does matter is that it is 
derived by a scientific process that has been proven 
to work over time. Our credibility lies in the objective 
analysis of clean data that explains what is going on 
in the world of purchasing and consumption. As Bill 
Bean, the Director of Global Shopper Insights at Colgate-
Palmolive is fond of saying, “There are lots of ways of 
knowing the world – only one of them is science…and 
a good control group is hard to beat.”

The frontiers we face as an industry are not necessarily 
that far away from us – it is not a brave new world we 
are facing as researchers, but it is a more demanding 
one. As our tools grow in number and sophistication, we 
need better trained researchers to understand them and 
to be able to explain the results we derive from them. 
We need to answer the rhetorical question of where has 
all the science gone with a reminder that it is here and 
has always been here. With so many important aspects 
of our science unsolved, we can look in our own back 
yards for our next frontiers. 

Footnotes 
1. This journal was selected because its index is searchable 
online. A scanning of the Journal of Marketing Research also 
failed to find any related articles.
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