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ABSTRACT

While experiential projects have been documented as powerful pedagogical tools for linking theory to practice,
it is unknown whether students prefer the experience to be real or hypothetical. This paper explores the impact of a
real client-based project versus a simulated client project on students’ perceptions and ratings of the marketing
project. Student perceptions of learning are also investigated. Results indicate that both formats are effective in
fostering perceptions of reality, favorable project evaluations, and enhanced perceptions of learning.

INTRODUCTION

Theincorporation of real-world learning experiences
in business curricula has been suggested by the American
Assembly of Collegiate Schools (AACSB) curriculum
guidelines. Furthermore, educators have stressed the im-
portance of linking theory and practice in the classroomin
order to make the classroom as similar to the practical
business world as possible (Granitz 2001; Nofz 1990;
Kolb 1984; Schibrowsky and Peltier 1995; Stern and
Tseng 2002). These linkages benefit students by provid-
ing hands-on experience, business competencies, and
valuable skills.

Previous research has discussed the effectiveness of
experiential learning techniques in improving marketing
pedagogy (Bridges 1999; Drafke, Schoenbachler, and
Gordon 1996; Gruca 2000; Hamer 2000; Petkus 2000;
Specht 1985). Much of this research suggests that the
incorporation of experiential marketing projects can be
useful in increasing student involvement levels, compre-
hension, and retention of information, while providing
students with hands-on experience and fostering a linkage
between theory and practice. One example of experiential
learning is a project method (PMA) or “live-case” ap-
proach (Dommeyer 1986; Goretsky 1984; Malhotra, Tash-
chian, and Jain 1989; McDaniel 1984); another is the use
of simulated research experiences (SRE) (Malhotra, Tash-
chian, and Mahmoud 1987). Many instructors use varia-
tions of these experiential projects in marketing curricu-
lum.

These projects can take two general forms: a simulat-
ed marketing project that contains a hypothetical market-
ing problem and client, or a “real” project consisting of an
actual client who seeks to use the student project to answer
an actual marketing problem. While there is good concep-

tual reasoning and empirical support for the inclusion of
an experiential project in marketing pedagogy, there has
been very little empirical research investigating whether
“reality” plays an important part in the learning process
and outcome (for exception, see Granitz 2001).

The purpose of this study isto empirically test wheth-
er students’ project perceptions, ratings, and perceptions
of learning differ between the two formats of experiential
projects — live case or simulated. In other words, this
research addresses whether there are differences in the
impact of experiential research projects when the experi-
ence is real versus hypothetical. This question is explored
in the context of a marketing research course — a course
that lends itself well to the two general project formats.
Gaining insight as to the virtues of real client projects
versus simulated experiential exercises is clearly of im-
portance and interest to marketing instructors.

LITERATURE REVIEW

Experiential learning is defined as “a process where-
by knowledge is created and learning is promoted through
the transformation of experience” (Kolb 1984, p. 38).
Previous research has recognized the value of experiential
learning in marketing curriculum (Bridges 1999; de los
Santos and Jensen 1985; Graeff 1997; O’Hara and Shaffer
1995; Wynd 1989). It has been found that this method
assists students in developing essential marketing and
business skills. Students become more involved in learn-
ing with emphasis on personalization of subject matter
and higher-order thinking (Hamer 2000).

In a special issue of the Journal of Marketing Educa-
tion dedicated to experiential learning activities, Hamer
(2000) states that experiential techniques are categorized
in two groups: (1) semi-structured classroom activities,
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which are short in nature and contain moderate complex-
ity,and (2) loosely structured experiential activities which
take longer to complete and are more complex.

Insemi-structured classroom activities, the instructor
directs groups of students to complete a small task de-
signed to reinforce course concepts. These activities are
short in duration, generally very focused, and are com-
pleted during the class period.

The loosely structured experiential activities require
greater amounts of time and are broader in scope. These
activities include the project method (PMA) or live-case
approach, debates, and simulated experiences. The bene-
fit of these types of experiential learning activities is that
they are often somewhat ambiguous and more difficult,
requiring students to process information more deeply. In
addition, these types of experiential activities are useful in
courses such as marketing research, as they provide stu-
dents with the opportunity to experience every facet of the
marketing research process over an entire semester. Pre-
vious research in various disciplines suggests that the
incorporation of loosely structured experiential activities
improves student performance (Perry et al. 1996), in-
creases instructor and student enthusiasm for the course
(Dabbour 1997), and increases students’ perceived value
in the learning experience (Graeff 1997).

Loosely structured experiential activities can employ
hypothetical or actual data. Using the PMA as an example,
students can participate in the marketing project by re-
sponding to a hypothetical client and problem, or they can
be challenged by an actual client with an actual marketing
problem. In the latter case, the client “hires” the students
to conduct research in order to investigate a problem
important to the client, provide findings, and ultimately
suggest marketing strategies based on the findings. In the
former, students generally participate in the marketing
project using a simulated or hypothetical client and are
sometimes provided with previously-generated data. Many
marketing textbooks include software containing market-
ing plans and data sets for these purposes.

PMAs

The project method or “live-case” approach in mar-
keting curriculum is an integrative method which links
theory and practice; it provides students with the opportu-
nity to experience marketing problems with real clients.
Selection of these clients is one of the most important
aspects of the PMA. Previous research suggests that the
client be very involved in the students’ experiences by
providing a well-defined problem for investigation, meet-
ing with students, and offering financial assistance when-
ever possible (e.g., for administrative costs) (Malhotra,
Tashchian, and Jain 1989). This involvement gives stu-
dents the opportunity to experience a real client relation-
ship.

Research on the PMA was extensive in the 1980s.
Malhotra, Tashchian, and Jain (1989) provide a useful
summary of studies examining the PMA throughout this
time period. This summary categorized previous research
in three areas: (1) studies that examine both clients’ and
students’ opinions regarding the effectiveness of the PMA
(Ramocki 1987; McDaniel 1984, Richardson and Raveed
1980), (2) studies that discuss structured approaches for
selecting a group project and accompanying teaching
methods (Dommeyer 1986; Goretsky 1984; McCain and
Lincoln 1982), and (3) narratives detailing instructors’
experiences with PMAs (Humphreys 1981; Dean 1982;
de los Santos and Jensen 1985). In general, this stream of
research suggests that a project method approach to learn-
ing concepts is preferred to an unstructured (lecture-
based) method by students.

More recent research suggests that the integration of
the PMA with several different types of experiential
activities — as compared to a single experiential compo-
nent — increases student learning and influences the type
of conceptual information learned by students (Hamer
2000). Granitz (2001) examined student perceptions of
courses using an active project method approach to learn-
ing, as compared to those employing more passive tech-
niques. Results indicated that students believed active
learning courses to be more meaningful than courses
using more passive techniques. Examples of student tes-
timonials extolling the merits of aclient-sponsored project
were provided. Referring to the project, one student stated
it “was the most meaningful because I learned a lot of what
I’ll be doing later in life-possibly for my own business.
We collected data, analyzed data, made recommenda-
tions, and presented results to the sponsor” (Granitz 2001,
p. 30). Thus, in addition to the suggestions that PMAs
increase learning, the integration of PMAs appear more
meaningful to students.

Malhotra, Tashchian, and Jain (1989) cross-summa-
rize the many skills that marketing students should pos-
sess upon completion of their degree, with the teaching
methods that best foster and enhance these skills. In this
summary, the PMA was found to provide numerous
benefits. Specifically, the experiential project approach is
highly effective in developing communication, problem
solving, critical thinking, analytical, ethical, interperson-
al, and real-world skills. Because of the superior nature of
this approach in honing the skills of marketing students,
many educators incorporate it into their curriculum. In
fact, in a recent study with 107 of the most well regarded
marketing educators, it was stated that research papers
were being replaced with experiential learning projects in
marketing curriculum (Smart, Kelley, and Conant 1999).

Simulations

Simulated experiences are beneficial to student learn-
ing. In the aforementioned cross summary of teaching
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techniques and student skills, Malhotra, Tashchian, and
Jain (1989) suggest that simulations increase student
confidence in problemsolving and decision-making skills,
and are exceptional in honing computer skills when the
simulations are computer-based. Students can experience
a simulated marketing problem with hypothetical data
sets, cases, and computer-based games. For example,
computer simulations such as McGraw Hill’s Marketing
Game! (Mason and Perreault 1995) provide a simulated
experience for marketing students and have been found to
be very effective in learning. Moreover, these computer-
based simulations have advanced with technology. While
early computer simulations were hand scored and operat-
ed on mainframe computers, current simulations are run
on personal computers which allow for higher speeds,
greater storage, and dynamic and exciting features
(Fritzsche and Burns 2001).

In addition to computer-based simulations, other
simulated research experiences (SRE) can be achieved by
role-playing using hypothetical clients. This experiential
approach requires students to become active learners
while pretending to solve the hypothetical client’s mar-
keting problems through strategic recommendations.

RESEARCH QUESTIONS

Marketing students have reported greater personal
relevance when participating in active learning projects in
marketing classes. Specifically, this relevance is created
inthree ways: (1) students actively perform what they will
be doing in future careers, (2) by exchanging opinions
with other team members, students develop frames of
reference to compare and contrast their views on business
issues, and (3) by participating in team work, students
improve their social interaction skills —an integral part of
their future careers (Granitz 2001). Granitz (2001) also
reports that these benefits are further reinforced if stu-
dents are participating in an active learning project with
moral content or implications to society. While this re-
search has illustrated that there is greater meaning associ-
ated with active learning projects, it is unclear whether
students prefer marketing projects that employ actual,
live-case clients or projects that employ simulated, hypo-
thetical situations and clients. Thus, the following re-
search questions are presented:

1. Isthere adifference in students’ project percep-
tions when there is integration of an actual,
client-based (i.e., real-life) project versus a hy-
pothetical client?

2. s there a difference in students’ project ratings
when there is integration of an actual, client-
based (i.e., real-life) project versus a hypotheti-
cal client?

3. s there a difference in students’ perceptions of
learning when there is integration of an actual,

client-based (i.e., real-life) project versus a hy-
pothetical client?

THE MARKETING RESEARCH COURSE

Two sections of an undergraduate marketing re-
search course were used to investigate the research ques-
tions. The same professor instructed each section; each
was identical in classroom location, number and hours of
class meetings, concept delivery (i.e., lecture and discus-
sion), and course expectations with regard to grading and
assignments. On the first day of class, marketing research
students in both sections were asked to form groups of five
or six for the purpose of a project that would encompass
the entire semester. Team size was kept as equal as
possible due to the known effect of team size on student
performance in simulations (Cosse, Ashworth, and
Weisenberger 1999). A total of 15 teams were involved.
Of those 15 teams, six teams were involved in a project
that was sponsored by a real client (i.e., PMA approach),
while nine teams participated in a project with a hypothet-
ical client (SRE approach). The teams involved with the
real client were personally challenged by the client early
in the semester to investigate a marketing problem facing
the company. The instructor, posing as a hypothetical
client with a marketing research problem, challenged the
non-sponsored class. All teams were told that they would
be conducting research for their client throughout the
semester.

PMA Class

Malhotra, Tashchian, and Jain (1989) discuss opera-
tional issues to consider when using a project method
approach in a marketing research course. All of these
aspects were taken into consideration when developing
the project. Specifically, during the summer months prior
to the beginning of the semester, the instructor solicited
potential clients from area businesses. After this process,
the instructor chose a client. The client was asked to
provide a problem statement and a ‘request for proposal’
for the research. Each team of students was presented with
the RFP during the first class meeting. As recommended
by Malhotra, Tashchian, and Jain (1989), the professional
client visited the class and “challenged” students to study
consumers’ attitudes toward a radically new packaging
concept for an existing consumer product (i.e., olive oil in
a box) during the second-class meeting. The client made
it very clear to the students that the students’ research
would be instrumental inthe company’sdecisionto change
its package design. In addition, the client provided a
historical perspective of the company, the company’s
strategic direction, a brief review of the product category,
and information regarding the marketing research “chal-
lenge.”
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SRE Class

Similar to the sponsored class, the teams in this
section of marketing research were hired by the hypothet-
ical client (i.e., the instructor) to investigate consumers’
attitudes toward a new packaging concept for a consumer
product entering the market at that time (i.e., bagged tuna
fish). Secondary data for this product category was pro-
vided to all teams.

Marketing Research Process

As the semester progressed, students in both sections
worked in their designated groups through the various
phases of the marketing research process. This process
followed a typical undergraduate marketing research text.
First, each group conducted exploratory research to help
better define their marketing research problem. They
become familiar with the use of secondary data and
qualitative research in this process. The course content
provided them with information on potential research
designs. In designing their research, all groups used
survey methodology. This was deemed appropriate for
both projects as each involved conducting descriptive
research. They collected data from appropriate conve-
nience samples. The groups involved in the PMA used
adult consumers (e.g., parents, aunts, uncles) as requested
by the client, while the samples for the SRE projects were
drawn from a student population. All groups were re-
quired to conduct data processing and analysis with SPSS
for Windows software. Students attended optional labs
conducted by the instructor for SPSS tutorial instruction.
After analyzing their data, they were responsible for
drawing conclusions and analyzing the marketing impli-
cations from their data. In the PMA section, the project
concluded with formal presentations to fellow classmates,
the instructor, and the client; for the simulated research
experience, presentations were made to classmates and
the instructor, only.

METHODOLOGY
Dependent Variables

Survey methodology was used to examine students’
project perceptions, project ratings, and perceptions of
learning. Fourteen measures (see Table 1) were examined
to provide answers to the research questions. Similar to
previous studies regarding students’ perceptions and rat-
ings of projects (Chapman and Van Auken 2001), five of
the fourteen measures were seven-point bi-polar items
measuring students’ perceptions of the projects (e.g.,
realistic = 7; nonrealistic = 1) while another five were
seven-point bi-polar adjectives measuring students’ rat-
ings of the project (e.g., good = 7; bad = 1). These ratings
measures are also commonly used and reported in Bruner

and Hensel (1992). The remaining four items were Likert
statements measuring students’ perceptions of learning
(anchored by 5 = strongly agree; 1 = strongly disagree).
These were adapted and modified from those used by
Bobbitt et al. (2000). Likert items 2 and 3 of the learning
measures relate specifically to learning from the project
itself. Students were asked for their level of agreement
with the statements, “I learned a lot from this project,” and
“| learned more in this class than in other classes because
of the project.” Likert items 1 and 4 of the learning
measures examined the relationship between the project
and learning relative to the entire course. Students were
asked for their level of agreement with the statements,
“The project was useful in learning marketing research
concepts,” and “The project helped me to perform better
on exams.” These measures were appropriate as they are
simple statements that relate specifically to learning from
the project and how learning in the course was enhanced
by the project. Inaddition, several demographic questions
were included.

Sample

The participants in the study consisted of students
enrolled in two sections of undergraduate marketing re-
search at a northeastern university. Each sample had the
same instructor so teaching style as a moderating variable
is controlled. Thirty-one students in the client-sponsored
project section completed surveys, while 45 surveys were
completed in the SRE group for a total of 76 student
participants. This sample size is quite similar to other
pedagogical studies examining approachesto class projects
(e.g., Adrian and Palmer 1999; Bridges 1999; Cosse,
Ashworth, and Weisenberger 1999).

The client-sponsored (PMA) sample of students was
comprised of 12 males and 19 females. Four students
reported grade point averages in the 2.0 to 2.5 range, ten
students reported an average of 2.5 to 3.0, while 12 and
five students reported grade point averages in the 3.0 to
3.5 and 3.5 to 4.0 ranges respectively. All of the students
were marketing majors.

The sample of students who participated in the SRE
project was quite similar and represented by 20 males and
25 females. Six students reported grade point averages in
the 2.0to 2.5 range, 15 students reported an average of 2.5
to 3.0, while 17 and seven students reported grade point
averages inthe 3.0to 3.5 and 3.5 to 4.0 ranges respective-
ly. All of these students were marketing majors as well.

Procedure

During the class prior to the final presentations,
students were asked to complete a project evaluation
survey. Students were told that they were receiving the
surveys to be used by the instructor in developing the
project for the next semester. They were told that their
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Project Perceptions

1. Nonrealistic/realistic
Not interesting/interesting
Not practical/ practical
Not enjoyable/Enjoyable
Not helpful/Helpful

arwn

Project Ratings

1. Bad/good

2. Unfavorable/favorable

3. Dislike/like

4. Inferior/superior

5. Unsatisfactory/satisfactory

Perceptions of Learning

| learned a lot from this project.

TABLE 1
DEPENDENT VARIABLES

I thought the research project was (7-point bi-polar scale) (e.g., 1 = nonrealistic to 7 = realistic)

My overall rating of the project is (7-point bi-polar scale) (e.g., 1 = bad to 7 = good)

Likert Items (5-point scale; 1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree)
1. The project was useful in learning marketing research concepts.

2.
3. I learned more in this class than other classes because of the project.
4. The project helped me to perform better on exams.

honest, anonymous responses would be beneficial for this
purpose. The instructor was not present in the classroom
while the surveys were completed; a student volunteer
collected the surveys, placed them in an envelope, and
delivered them to the instructor’s office immediately
following the class meeting.

RESULTS

Inorderto investigate differences between the project
formats, four separate MANOVAs were conducted: one
for each construct as well as one for the summated
measures.

Resultsfrom Individual Multivariate Analysis of VVari-
ance

Project Perceptions. Corresponding to the first re-
search questions, a one-way between-groups multivariate
analysis of variance was performed to investigate differ-
ences in project perceptions. Five dependent variables
were used: unrealistic/realistic, not interesting/interest-
ing, impractical/practical, not enjoyable/enjoyable, and
not helpful/helpful. The independent variable was project

format. Preliminary assumption testing was conducted to
check for normality, linearity, univariate, and multivari-
ate outliers, homogeneity of variance—covariance matri-
ces, and multicollinearity, with no violations noted. There
was no statistically significant difference between the two
project formats on the combined dependent variables (F =
1.552, p = .185, Wilks” Lambda = .900; partial eta
squared =.100). Similarly, when the results for the depen-
dent variables were considered separately, using the Bon-
ferroni adjusted alpha level of .01, there were no signifi-
cant differences. See Table 2 for the multivariate and
univariate results.

Project Ratings. Relative to the second research
question, a one-way between-groups multivariate analy-
sis of variance was performed to investigate differencesin
project ratings. The five dependent variables here were
global evaluations of the project and included: bad/good,
unfavorable/favorable, dislike/like, inferior/superior, and
unsatisfactory/satisfactory. The independent variable was
again project format. Preliminary assumption testing was
conducted with no serious violations noted. Similar to
project perceptions, there was no statistically significant
difference between the two project formats on the com-
bined dependent variables (F = 1.23, p = .304, Wilks’
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Lambda = .919; partial eta squared = .081). When the
results for the dependent variables were considered sepa-
rately, using the Bonferroni adjusted alpha level of .01,
there were again no significant differences. See Table 2
for the multivariate and univariate results relative to
project ratings.

Perceptions of Learning. Four dependent variables
were used to measure perceptions of learning in the one-
way, between-groups MANOVA. These included the
following Likert statements measured as 1 = strongly
disagree to 5 = strongly agree: The project was useful in
learning marketing research concepts, | learned a lot from
this project, | learned more in this class than other classes
because of the project, and the project helped me to
perform better on exams. Preliminary assumption testing
was conducted with no serious violations noted. There
was no statistically significant difference between the two
project formats on the combined dependent variables (F =
1.38,p=.250, Wilks’ Lambda =.928; partial etasquared =
.072). Similarly, when the results for the dependent vari-
ables were considered separately, using the Bonferroni
adjusted alpha level of .012, there were no significant
differences. See Table 2 for the multivariate and univari-
ate results.

Results from the Summated Scales Multivariate Anal-
ysis of Variance

Finally, aone-way between-groups multivariate anal-
ysis of variance was performed to investigate differences
in the summated scales for Project Perceptions (o. = .79),
Project Ratings (o =.94), and Perceptions of Learning
(o0 =.68). Cronbach alpha values are quite sensitive to the
number of items in a scale. Scales with less than ten items
often have low Cronbach values, however in the case of
these scales, the reported reliabilities are acceptable (Pal-
lant 2001).

These three dependent variables and the independent
variable of project format were used in the MANOVA.
Preliminary assumption testing was conducted with no
serious violations noted. Results produced no significant
difference (F = 2.638, p = .056, Wilks’ Lambda = .901;
partial eta squared =.099). Similarly, when the results for
the dependent variables were considered separately, us-
ing the Bonferroni adjusted alpha level of .017, there were
no significant differences. See Table 2 for the multivariate
and univariate results.

Individual descriptive analyses for each item, as well
as the summated scales, are found in Table 3.

Outcome Measures
While not proposed as research questions, the stu-

dents’ grades and course evaluations were examined in
order to provide possible validation for the above find-

ings. Using the same grading scale in both classes, the
average grade in the client-sponsored class was 3.34, in
the A- to B+ range; the average grade in the project class
was 3.54, also in the A- to B+ range. Thus, earned grades
were quite similar between the two project formats. Sim-
ilarly, course evaluations, conducted by an outside agen-
cy contracted by the university, were similar between the
two classes. Students in the client-sponsored class (i.e.,
PMA) reported an average of 4.48 on the question “I
would rate this course as a whole” (5 = excellent; 1 =
poor). In the simulated-project class (i.e., SRE), students
reported an average of 4.41 on the same question. On the
Likert question, “The course increased my knowledge
and understanding of the subject” (i.e., marketing re-
search) (anchored by 1 = strongly agree and 4 = strongly
disagree), students again reported similar average scores.
Inthe client-sponsored class, an average score of 1.72 was
recorded as compared to a 1.88 in the simulated project
class. These outcome measures provide validation to the
above findings that there appears to be very little differ-
ence instudents’ perceptions and ratings of courses where
there is the incorporation of a live case project versus a
simulated project.

DISCUSSION AND FUTURE RESEARCH

The purpose of this study was to investigate differ-
ences in students’ perceptions pertaining to two experien-
tial project formats — real client format versus a simulated
client format. Differences in students’ project percep-
tions, project ratings, and perceptions of learning were
investigated. Results of this study suggest that students’
perceptions regarding the practical or realistic nature of
the project do not differ when a real client is incorporated
versus a hypothetical client. It would seem that a real
client with a real marketing problem might lead students
tofeel thatthe projectis more practical, as well as realistic;
however, this was not the case. The findings suggested
that students did not perceive there to be a significant
difference in reality between projects employing simulat-
ed clientsand those employing actual clients. It is possible
that the real-life characteristics of the simulated project
influenced students’ perceptions of the project, resulting
in favorable evaluations. Similar to the live-case ap-
proach, the simulated project had marketing issues and
implications that were real to any consumer packaged-
goods company. Further, there were no statistically sig-
nificant differences between students’ evaluations of the
projects, suggesting that students similarly “like” each
project format. The realistic/simulated nature of the project
does not impact student ratings.

Live case research projects are often used in market-
ing courses to provide students with the opportunity to use
or experience learned concepts; which ultimately enhanc-
es the overall learning process. The findings of this study
add to the body of evidence that students believe they
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TABLE 2
MANOVA RESULTS
COMPARISON OF PROJECT PERCEPTIONS, RATINGS, AND PERCEPTIONS
OF LEARNING BY PROJECT FORMAT
Univariate
F-Ratio df p
Project Perceptions
Nonrealistic/realistic 410 1 524
Not interesting/interesting .103 1 749
Not practical/ practical 1.05 1 .309
Not enjoyable/Enjoyable 3.66 1 .060
Not helpful/Helpful 216 1 .643
(F =1.552, p =.185, Wilks’ Lambda = .900; partial eta squared = .100)
Project Ratings
Bad/good 4.27 1 .042
Unfavorable/favorable 4.82 1 .031
Dislike/like 4.56 1 .036
Inferior/superior 5.16 1 .026
Unsatisfactory/satisfactory 2.86 1 .095
(F=1.23, p=.304, Wilks’ Lambda = .919; partial eta squared = .081)
Perceptions of Learning
| learned a lot ... 4.69 1 .034
| learned more... 3.00 1 .087
The project was useful... 795 1 376
The project helped me... 1.23 1 271
(F=1.38, p=.250, Wilks’ Lambda = .928; partial eta squared = .072)
Summated Measures
Project Perceptions .629 1 430
Project Ratings 5.38 1 .023
Perceptions of Learning 4.56 1 .036
(F=2.64, p=.056, Wilks’ Lambda = .901; partial eta squared = .099)

learn a lot from live projects. Interestingly, however, is
that student perceptions of learning in the live case condi-
tion do not significantly differ from perceptions of learn-
ing in the simulated condition. Students in both condi-
tions — live case and simulated — perceived the experien-
tial projects to be effective in helping them to learn about
marketing research and to perform better on exams. As
compared to other courses, students in both conditions
also deemed the project to be more helpful in their learn-
ing. That no significant differences were found between
the simulated and live case conditions is meaningful. It
points to the parity of both types of experiential project

formats and is a testament to the effectiveness of experi-
ential projects — whether real or simulated — in student
perceptions of learning.

Future Research

The findings from this research raise several ques-
tions to be further addressed. We limit our discussion to
two important areas — the need to further investigate the
effect of project format using other dependent variables
and the need for replication.

One area beneficial to further explore, is the effect of

Journal for Advancement of Marketing Education — Volume 7, Winter 2005 7



TABLE 3
DEPENDENT VARIABLE MEANS: PROJECT PERCEPTIONS, RATINGS,
AND PERCEPTIONS OF LEARNING BY PROJECT FORMAT
Client Sponsored Simulation
Mean Standard Mean Standard
Deviation Deviation
Project Perceptions
Nonrealistic/realistic 5.90 1.27 5.69 1.54
Not interesting/interesting 5.61 1.54 571 1.12
Not practical/ practical 5.65 1.25 5.31 1.49
Not enjoyable/Enjoyable 5.10 1.40 4.44 1.50
Not helpful/Helpful 6.10 1.58 6.24 1.19
Project Ratings
Bad/good 6.32 791 5.84 111
Unfavorable/favorable 5.97 795 5.42 1.22
Dislike/like 5.97 1.02 5.36 1.35
Inferior/superior 5.81 1.05 5.24 1.07
Unsatisfactory/satisfactory 6.03 1.08 5.58 1.20
Perceptions of Learning
I learned a lot ... 4.71 461 4.31 .949
| learned more... 4.16 .934 3.76 1.05
The project was useful... 4.74 445 4.64 484
The project helped me... 3.84 .860 3.60 .963
Summated Measures
Project Perceptions 28.35 5.02 27.40 5.25
Project Ratings 30.10 4.13 27.44 5.36
Perceptions of Learning 17.45 2.08 16.31 242

different project formats on students’ skill development.
Thatis, does one experiential project format serve to more
fully develop certain important skills over the other? For
example, instructors may believe that when students inter-
act with an actual client and work to solve or provide
recommendations on an actual marketing problem, stu-
dents build important business skills (e.g., interpersonal,
communication, problem-solving) and by addressing real-
life issues, other considerations become more tangible
(e.g., ethical considerations). Certainly, understanding
the impact of project format on student skill development
would be a worthwhile avenue warranting further inves-
tigation.

There isalso aneed to replicate this study. The results
reported here, while important, are limited by the relative-
ly small size of the sample. As noted earlier, data in the
present study were drawn from two classes; while com-
mon in marketing education research, the sample is small,
nonetheless. Setting up an experiment similar to the one
reported in which the researchers were able to control

many external variables does present a methodological
challenge. However, additional research into this area
would help to further knowledge of this important ques-
tion and help to further enhance student learning. It would
thus be beneficial for this study to be replicated.

IMPLICATIONS FOR EDUCATORS

Many marketing educators incorporate experiential
marketing projectsintheir undergraduate marketing classes
because they believe these projects are beneficial. How-
ever, the degree and impact of the experiential project’s
reality have not been previously investigated. The present
study extends the experiential learning stream of research
touting the value of experiential projects by suggesting
that the perception of reality of the project is something
that can be achieved by a real client or with a simulated
approach. Both techniques are effective in providing
students with a perceived feeling of reality, favorable
evaluations, and enhanced perceptions of learning.
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The integration of real client-sponsored projects re-
quires great dedication, coordination, resources, and a
time-commitment on the part of the instructor and stu-
dents. In addition, the potential for problems exists when
students who have differing priorities and levels of re-
sponsibility leave the instructor to personally ensure the
client project is sufficiently complete. The results of this
research suggest that live case projects are well worth the
time and money; however, this research also suggests that
the same benefit can be achieved with simulated experi-
ences as indicated by students’ perceptions of the project,
their liking for the project overall, and enhanced percep-
tions of learning.

Thus, in situations where marketing instructors can-
not identify a suitable client for a sponsored class project,
the use of a simulated project that deals with real life
marketing issues may be just as effective in creating

favorable project perceptions and ratings. Lamont and
Friedman (1997) state motivating faculty to change their
curriculum as the highest challenge facing undergraduate
marketing education. Furthermore, Granitz (2001) states
that marketing students are quite concerned about the
“meaning” in their curriculum. The current research sug-
gests that with these challenges, marketing educators
have different approaches to choose from in order to
provide this meaningful experience. If marketing educa-
tors have been reluctant to change their curriculum to
incorporate experiential projects because they believe the
project has to be “live,” the results presented here suggest
that the simulated approach is similarly effective. It is
hoped that these results will urge instructors to move
toward these experiential techniques making marketing
students’ education as meaningful as possible.
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