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This paper uses the Economic Market mechanisms and the 4P Marketing
Mix as lenses to review the context of UK higher education (HE) and to
explore the relationship between the market and marketing disciplines
and practice. Four Economic Market mechanisms – autonomy,
competition, price and information – are contrasted with the four Ps of
marketing: product, price, place and promotion. This paper demonstrates
how market forces influence HE institutions and, in contrast, how HE
institutions shape the environment via marketing practice. Knowing how
one discipline relates to another is crucial for those who strive to
understand the context of HE.

Keywords: 4P Marketing Mix; Economic Market theory; Economic
Market mechanisms; UK higher education

The conflict between marketing and marketization

One of the problems in the current study of higher education (HE) is that there is
a disconnection and an apparent conflict between the literature on the market-
ization of HE and the literature on marketing for HE. Authors writing about the
marketization of HE often consider marketing to be an evil practice which
damages education by using business techniques such as advertising or brand-
ing (e.g. Brown, 2010; McMurtry, 1991; Shumar, 1997). In such discussions,
marketing is often mentioned to demonstrate the degradation of the HE environ-
ment and the problems currently faced by HE institutions. On the other hand,
academics coming from the marketing-management perspective often overlook
or are naively unaware of the discussions on the marketization of HE, and focus
on the application of marketing theories to HE in order to understand students’
decision-making processes, or to strategically enhance the position of HE insti-
tutions without considering the broader HE context (e.g. Jillapalli & Jillapalli,
2014; Nguyen & LeBlanc, 2001; Umashankar, 2001). In practice, these two dis-
ciplines overlap; however, there is not currently a succinct theory which would
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help our understanding of these similarities. This paper builds the basis for a
theoretical understanding of the similarities and differences between these econ-
omic and marketing perspectives. This is achieved by viewing the UK’s HE
through the theoretical lenses of the Economic Market mechanisms (from the
economic discipline) (Brown, 2010) and the 4P Marketing Mix (from the mar-
keting-management discipline) (McCarthy, 1960). Both of these theories are
associated with recent changes in the HE environment which have brought
the marketization and marketing of HE disciplines closer than ever before.

The changes in the HE environment are routinely identified and named by
adding the suffix ‘-ization’ to a specific concept, for example, marketization,
privatization, globalization, internationalization or marketingization. Marketi-
zation is the gradual introduction of the Economic Market logic into HE. Priva-
tization follows this trend by introducing private capital and ownership into
previously public domains (Brown, 2010). Globalization, with its cultural, pol-
itical, economic and technological facets, is also related to marketization
because the spread of these facets is based on the open market policy
(Maringe & Foskett, 2010). Internationalization is then a more strategically
led and localized subset of globalization. Marketingization, on the other
hand, is a relatively new term. Gibbs (2008a, 2008b) coined the term to describe
the gradual introduction and use of marketing techniques in HE and the pro-
blems associated with an uncritical application of marketing thinking onto edu-
cation. This paper proposes that there is a relationship between marketization
and marketingization; however, it is important to distinguish between these
two concepts and processes because of the complexity and different traditions
of these perspectives.

Combining the market and marketing perspectives

Within Economic theory, ‘market’ is defined as ‘a means of social coordination
whereby the supply and demand for a good or a service are balanced through
the price mechanism’ (Brown, 2011, p. 11). Economic Market theory therefore
implies that no one, other than the buyer and the seller, decides on the nature of
the product or the service by negotiating the price. Buyers, who have specific
budgets, decide what and when they want to buy and suppliers do their best
to meet buyers’ needs and in the process obtain profit. Sellers deciding what
and how they want to sell, rely only on their skills, resources and the
demand of their customers. If this principle was embraced fully in the HE
environment, the student/customer could buy any degree as long as they had
enough money to pay for it. Furthermore, the student could also determine
the style of teaching and level of academic quality. The university would, in
turn, do everything to satisfy the student/customer and attract well-paying cus-
tomers. However, HE in the UK does not fully reflect this scenario because the
HE environment is not free from government influence and intervention
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(Hemsley-Brown, 2011). Nonetheless, movement towards a market culture can
be observed. For instance, policy documents (e.g. Browne et al., 2010; Dearing,
1997) suggest that marketization is for the good of HE and society, and supply
and demand mechanisms can function well in the HE context.

To understand whether this trust in an Economic Market logic is justifiable
or not, we need to consider how well HE conforms to the definition of the Econ-
omic Market. There are eight basic conditions for an Economic Market to func-
tion. For the provider, these are the freedom of entry, freedom to specify the
product, freedom to use available resources and freedom to determine prices.
For the consumer, the conditions are freedom to choose a provider, freedom
to choose a product, adequate information on prices and quality, direct and
cost-covering prices paid (Onderwijsraad, 2001 in Jongbloed, 2003, p. 114).
These eight freedoms present an elaborate account of market conditions but
can be effectively simplified and encapsulated by four mechanisms: autonomy,
price, competition and information (Brown, 2010). These four mechanisms
overlap considerably with the basic Marketing Mix (McCarthy, 1960).

Marketing, similar to Economic theory, is an established discipline with its
own well-developed theories and language. However, while some of the terms
are similar to those in the Economic domain, often the definitions are different.
For example, ‘market demand’ in marketing means the volume of product or
service bought by customers in a specific area (AMA, 2014). Therefore, for
marketing, there is a ‘market’ as long as there are customers who are willing
and able to purchase the goods. This is quite different from the Economic
‘market’ where the focus is that supply and demand are regulated through the
price mechanism. Nevertheless, there are also similarities between the Econ-
omic Market theory and the marketing theory. The ‘marketing concept’
(which is only one of a number of marketing ideas) suggests, for example,
that the product should be designed by the producer to satisfy customers’
needs (Levy & Luedicke, 2012). This corresponds with the idea from Economic
Market theory where demand and supply are balanced by buyers’ and sellers’
needs and financial resources. However, the Marketing Mix goes beyond this
notion and says that in addition to the product; the price, place and promotion
of that product are also of interest (McCarthy, 1960).

Throughout the history of marketing thought and practice, these four
elements have been revisited numerous times. For example, services marketing,
in order to reflect the needs of the services sector, extended the traditional Mar-
keting Mix to 7P, adding people, physical evidence and process (Zeithaml &
Bitner, 2003). Ivy (2008) developed an alternative Marketing Mix for edu-
cational institutions: premiums, prominence, promotion, price, programme, pro-
spectus and people. Although these models are well elaborated in the literature,
they are not dramatically different from the basic 4P Marketing Mix and they do
not add much to the current discussion. Despite which Marketing Mix variation
is used, the problem is still the lack of understanding of the relationship between
the marketing discipline and the Economic Market logic and how they in practice
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influence each other. This paper therefore aims to bridge this gap by contrasting
the Economic Market mechanisms of autonomy, price, competition and infor-
mation with the traditional Marketing Mix of product, price, place and pro-
motion. This discussion is set in the context of UK HE.

Autonomy – the Economic Market perspective

For the Economic Market theory to function, buyers and sellers must be able to
independently decide what and how they want to sell or buy. Therefore in a
market, HE institutions should be able to independently determine prices, pro-
grammes, awards, student numbers, admissions and staffing arrangements
(Brown, 2010). The European University Association (EUA) identifies four
aspects of institutional autonomy: organizational autonomy, financial autonomy,
staffing autonomy and academic autonomy. Organizational autonomy is under-
stood as the freedom to select and dismiss senior management, the capacity to
decide on academic structures and the capacity to create legal entities. Financial
autonomy relates to freedoms around the type of funding, be it public or private,
the ability to keep surpluses, the ability to borrow money and the ability to charge
tuition fees. Staffing autonomy is concerned with the ability to decide on recruit-
ment and dismissal procedures, salaries and promotions. And finally, academic
autonomy focuses on the power to decide on the overall number of students and
their entrance criteria, the capacity to introduce and terminate programmes, to
choose the language of instruction, to design content of degree programmes
and the capacity to select quality assurance mechanisms (Estermann, Nokkala,
& Steinel, 2011). At the beginning of the EUA report ‘University Autonomy
in Europe II: the Scorecard’, the authors make it clear that autonomy is a desir-
able condition for European HE and governments should strive to move in this
direction. Yet, the report also states that ‘autonomy does not mean absence of
regulations’ and that Europe promotes ‘autonomy with accountability’ (Ester-
mann et al., 2011, p. 8). However, the report does not specify what it means to
have regulations with autonomy, nor what the autonomous universities should
be accountable for (or to). The EU itself produces a number of regulations
related to universities (e.g. Achilles, 2014; Bologna, 1999); therefore, it seems
as if the EU promotes a level of autonomy from national governments but
expects universities to comply with their own regulations. In fact, all govern-
ments within the EU and the European Union itself influence and subsidize
HE (Brown, 2010; Estermann et al., 2011; Kirp, 2004).

Governments regulate HE institutions because HE is still (at least partially)
considered to be a public good, it represents a significant contribution to the
economy and it supports the future success of the country. The public nature
of HE is an important feature, which complicates education’s compatibility
with the Economic Market logic. The Economic Market logic is concerned
with private gains and argues that students are building their own educational
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capital which will enable them to earn higher salaries in the future, and therefore
HE institutions should be funded directly by students. However, HE does not
only bring about personal benefits, it also provides public and community
benefits (e.g. increased workforce flexibility, reduced crime rates, increased
charitable giving, increased quality of civic life and appreciation of diversity)
(Bloom, Hartley, & Rosovsky, 2006). An unregulated and a fully autonomous
HE could therefore trigger significant societal problems such as an undersupply
in teaching or health professionals. On the other hand, a highly regulated HE
environment restricts academic freedom and creates an inflexible, stagnant
and unresponsive system.

Even though the EU autonomy scorecards only provide a one-sided rep-
resentation of ‘autonomy with accountability’ (EUA, 2013, p. 8), the scorecards
still serve as a broad overview of the level of each country’s autonomy. The UK
scores high on the European autonomy ladder, first in organizational autonomy,
third in financial, second in staffing and third in academic (EUA, 2013). UK HE
institutions can ‘employ and dismiss staff, set salaries, decide on academic
structure and course content, spend budgets to achieve their objectives, and
own and dispose of their buildings and equipment’ (Locke & Bennion, 2009,
p. 2). UK public HE institutions can also keep surpluses without restrictions
and decide on their admission procedures (Estermann et al., 2011). At
present, the government partially restricts undergraduate student enrolment
numbers to public universities; however, this will change in 2015/2016 when
English universities will, for the first time, be able to recruit as many students
as they want (Treasury, 2013). The government also sets a cap on undergraduate
tuition fees for UK and EU nationals and the conditions for institutions to
become universities and to have degree-awarding power. It also imposes
quality measures onto HE institutions, influences the widening participation
agenda and funds research on the basis of a Research Excellence Framework.
Intermediary bodies, such as the Quality Assurance Agency, the Office of the
Independent Adjudicator, the Office for Fair Access, Funding and Research
Councils as well as several government departments help the government to
influence these matters (Locke, 2010). Therefore, even though the UK has
one of the most autonomous HE systems in Europe, the system is not fully
autonomous in the sense of the Economic Market theory.

Product – the marketing perspective on autonomy

In the marketing-management discipline, autonomy is related to the freedom of
a business or organization to design and deliver its own product. In the case of
HE institutions, study or degree programmes are often considered to be univer-
sities’ main products (Maringe & Gibbs, 2009). If this is true, then according to
the marketing concept, universities should be free to design their own pro-
grammes in order to meet customers’ needs. Even though UK public
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universities can do this relatively freely (Estermann et al., 2011), they do need
to conform to a National Quality Assurance process which oversees the quality
of all programmes. The government also has specific controls for programmes
such as education (Ofsted) and health (the NHS). In addition to the UK govern-
ment controls, the EU has a set of quality assurance guidelines which are over-
seen by the European Association for Quality Assurance in Higher Education.
Therefore, even though UK universities are free to create programmes/products
without prior accreditation, they depend on government procedures for the pro-
gramme to function within the system.

Furthermore, it seems that even universities themselves have not fully
embraced the concept of product as understood by the marketing discipline.
There is a resistance by some staff within universities to use the terminology
of product or service. Universities have a good reason for such resistance. In
marketing terms, a product exists for the ‘purpose of exchange in the satisfac-
tion of individual and organizational objectives’ (AMA, 2014). The problem is
that developing a deep and critical understanding (an aim of many degree pro-
grammes) is not always the aim that satisfies students or the job market. Another
marketing perspective casts students as raw material and graduates as products
(Burrello, Lashley, & Beatty, 2001; Clayson & Haley, 2005). This perspective
then transfers universities into machinery which manufactures ready-made pro-
ducts/graduates to deliver to their customers/job market.

Price – the Economic Market perspective

The price of such product is another highly controversial issue. In a functional
Economic Market, mechanisms such as price should depend entirely on the
buyer and seller. If HE should follow the Economic Market logic on price,
tuition fees would cover the cost of education and students would pay from
their own finances (or their immediate family’s resources) (Brown, 2010).
However, in the UK, the government controls tuition fee levels by setting a
cap for the undergraduate tuition fees and this level has changed significantly
over the last two decades. In 1998 in England, the cap was set to £1000, in
2006 this was increased to £3000 and in 2012 to £9000 (Brown & Carasso,
2013). There is no cap on fees for postgraduate students and international stu-
dents, therefore we can see that the prices vary from £3400 (UK, EU), £10,000
(international) to £41,000 (UK, EU & international) (CUG, 2013). It is also
noticeable that since 1989, public funding to HE in the UK has decreased
and private funding increased (Watson & Bowden, 2007).

Governments usually claim that policies like these are introduced in order to
save public budgets, promote competition between universities and let students
decide where they want to invest their own or borrowed money. In the UK, gov-
ernment tuition fee loans and maintenance loans are available to undergraduate
and, from 2013, to postgraduate students. These loans have low interest rates
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and repayment starts only after students earn over £21,000 a year (Gov.uk,
2013). Curiously, private HE institutions can also access government loans
without having to subscribe to the existing limits on student numbers, national
quality assurance or independent student appeal processes. This has resulted in
private HE institutions recruiting increasing numbers of students. One problem
is that the number of students who are not able to repay the loan is also increas-
ing. The government has estimated that 34% of the loans will not be repaid. The
Higher Education Policy Institute, however, believes the number of unrepaid
loans could be much higher; therefore, it is not clear whether the new policies
on tuition fees will help the government to achieve savings or not (Thompson &
Bekhradnia, 2012). The government budget will become even more pressured
after 2016 when the cap on student numbers is to be abolished. Possible but not
perfect solutions for this financial pressure would be a further reduction of
funding for strategic areas such as widening participation, ‘making graduates
pay more by changing the conditions on which loans are provided’ (Brown,
2013a, p. 3) or privatization of part of the public loan book, which would
move HE another step towards the Economic Market model (IPPR, 2013).
At the moment, however, most of the tuition fees and maintenance loans are
provided by the government. It can therefore be argued that, even though the
UK government is moving towards an Economic Market logic on price,
public funding is still at stake, and because of the level of unpaid tuition and
maintenance loans, the exercise of cutting public expenditures is questionable.

Price – the marketing perspective

Whether decreased public funding does increase market competition on price is
also disputable, because price is used not only to control the Economic Market,
but is used by organizations for marketing purposes. In marketing, price can be
used to manipulate the demand. Universities can use tuition fees to not only
supplement public funding, but to also achieve other strategic goals. For
example, consumers often perceive price to be an indicator of prestige
(Brucks, Zeithaml, & Naylor, 2000). One reason why the recent English gov-
ernment attempt to introduce competition on price for undergraduate degrees
did not work was that most universities set their price to £9000 to avoid
looking low-cost and being perceived as lower level universities. Another
way UK universities manipulate demand is by reducing the length of time
required for study. For example, a typical UK master’s programme lasts one
year, in contrast to most European countries where a master’s programme
lasts two years. By decreasing the time of study, universities attract students
who want their postgraduate degree faster, which in turn allows them to enter
the job market earlier. Also, discounts are used to motivate students to buy
study programmes. Universities, for example, often offer discount on post-
graduate courses for their own graduates (University of Southampton, 2014).
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Price not only influences the buying behaviour but also the expectations of
customers. Students paying higher fees may expect the university to meet their
needs to a higher standard, from both an academic and a service perspective
(Molesworth, Scullion, & Nixon, 2011). The growing number of complaints
from students appears to reflect this trend. The Office of Independent Adjudi-
cator reported a 25% increase in complaints from the year 2011 to the year
2012 (OIA, 2013).

There are also lively discussions and opinions on the effect of increased
tuition fees on overall student numbers (Dyke et al., 2011; Wilkins, Sham, &
Huisman, 2013). Such discussions must be considered within the complex
context of the UK. For example, the undergraduate tuition fee of £9000 was
only introduced in England; Scottish students attending Scottish universities
do not pay fees. Different conditions also apply to Welsh and to Northern Ire-
land’s universities. Therefore, while there was a decline of 6.9% in UK domicile
applicants between 2010 and 2013, Scotland registered a 0.7% increase and
Northern Ireland a 5.4% increase. Furthermore, differences between the demo-
graphic make-ups of the student populations need to be considered. For
example in England 15.4% fewer students aged over 25 applied to a university
in 2013 than in 2010, but ‘only’ 4% fewer younger students (up to the age of 19)
(ICOF, 2013). Obviously, a variety of factors are at play here. The decreasing
population of young people, an increasing number of places at private univer-
sities, the quality of the (mis)communication of the government and universities
about the student loan scheme and perhaps the increasing investment into mar-
keting communications by HE institutions; all influence student numbers.

Competition – the Economic Market perspective

The ability of English HE institutions to charge high fees is dependent on a
number of factors such as the government’s flexible visa conditions, univer-
sities’ quality and reputation and their national and international competitive-
ness. Competition is a basic condition for the Economic Markets to function.
If there are only one or two providers delivering a certain service or product,
then there is no one to challenge the price of their services or products. If HE
followed a market logic on competition, there would be a greater number of
institutions offering a wider variety of programmes for variable prices. In
order to achieve this, there should be no barriers or restrictions for private or
public institutions to enter the market. At present, there are more than 600
private HE providers in the UK (BIS, 2013); however, only 3 of them have
full degree-awarding power. Therefore, in the UK, public universities largely
compete against each other.

The number of public universities in the UK has also grown exponentially in
the last three decades. UK universities range from the old, research-oriented
Russell Group universities, the former polytechnic post-1992 universities to
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the new post-2004 universities (Locke, 2010). Post-1992 and post-2004 univer-
sities focus mainly on teaching; however, they increasingly compete with tra-
ditional research universities by developing their own research programmes
(Ashwin, 2006). The expansion of numbers of universities together with the ele-
vating cap on student numbers meant that the number of students in the UK
quadrupled between 1970 and 2012 (HESA, 2013b). The proposed abolished
cap on numbers means that this trend is expected to continue (IPPR, 2013).
There are numerous explanations of why such an expansion occurred. One
view suggests that the change was brought about by global economic chal-
lenges in the 1970s and 1980s, by rising world oil prices and by the decline
of traditional industries. The economic problem was partially attributed to the
failure of the education system to generate an educated society with the knowl-
edge and skills to enable economic success (Foskett, 2011). Consequently, more
HE institutions were required to prevent such a crisis in the future, although it
can be observed from the current economic situation that the increased number
of HE institutions did not save the economy. Another explanation for the expan-
sion of HE provision lies in the belief in Economic Market mechanisms such as
competition, which is believed to stimulate quality improvements, raise stan-
dards of achievement, stimulate choice and drive down costs (Foskett, 2011).
These idealized goals could perhaps be achieved if HE was not considered a
public good and if the HE environment operated in a true Economic Market,
both nationally and internationally.

UK HE institutions compete for students not only on a national level, but
also on a global level. The numbers of international students studying in the
UK are increasing every year. In the 2011/2012 academic year, 435,235 non-
UK students studied in UK HE. This was 1.6% more than in 2010/2011
(HESA, 2013a). World-wide, over the past few decades, the number of inter-
national students has risen from 0.8 million in 1975 to 4.3 million in 2011
(OECD, 2013). The USA is host country to more than a quarter of the
world’s foreign students (Altbach, 2004). The UK, Australia and Canada are
also leading host countries for international students (Altbach, 2004; Binsardi
& Ekwulugo, 2003). Therefore, it can be argued that the competition
between HE institutions is increasing and, for countries importing foreign stu-
dents, international HE is a big business (Altbach, 2004). This, however, does
not follow the Economic Market theory, because governments are engaged in
manipulating and financially supporting this international competition.

Place – the marketing perspective on competition

Whilst the economic discipline views competition as a mechanism that regu-
lates the market, in marketing terms competition is seen as a driver for strategic
differentiation and communication. It is widely believed that in a highly com-
petitive HE market, ‘universities have to justify their existence and stand out
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from the crowd’ (Maringe & Gibbs, 2009, p. 59). Marketing tools such as seg-
mentation, targeting, positioning and branding are often used by universities to
help to attract attention and to communicate information. ‘Segmentation is the
process of identifying groups of customers who are relatively homogeneous in
their response to marketing stimuli’ (Brennan, Baines, & Garneau, 2003,
p. 107). Undergraduate students can be, for example, segmented into home stu-
dents, international students and mature students. Each of these segments have
different motivations and expectations, and often have quite different cultures
(Maringe & Gibbs, 2009). Market segmentation research helps universities to
understand and identify these segments and so develop and target their mess-
ages and offers to a specific audience. Targeting is then ‘the process of selecting
one or more segments in which to compete’ (Brennan et al., 2003, p. 111). The
university then attempts to position itself in relation to the target segment. ‘Posi-
tioning is the identification of a particular appeal that the firm can make to cus-
tomers in each target segment’ (Brennan et al., 2003, p. 111). Some of the key
positioning factors for universities are whether the university is teaching or
research-led, or whether the university has a strong science or arts focus
(Chapleo, 2004). Such brand positioning (branding) can also focus on the uni-
versities’ learning environment (including excellent staff, facilities and research
resources) or reputation (Gray, Fam, & Llanes, 2003). Reputation plays an
important role in marketing for HE. Hirsch (1977), for example, argues that
HE is a positional good and some HE institutions in the eyes of students,
parents and employers offer better social status than others. UK HE is well
known for its ‘Oxbridge’ brand (Maringe & Gibbs, 2009). The universities of
Oxford and Cambridge, at the top of the world university league tables, are con-
sidered prestigious institutions which not only give students the best education,
but also provide a competitive advantage in the job market over graduates from
other universities. However, as will be discussed in the following section,
current measures of HE ranking should not be used uncritically.

Marketing strategies are used both nationally and internationally. Inter-
national markets are increasingly seen as important and many universities
differentiate between their international and marketing departments. Each
department then has a different strategy. Nevertheless, both international mar-
keting strategies and internationalization strategies of HE institutions influence
students’ decision-making (Chen, 2008). Examples of such strategies are
embedding international elements into the curriculum, establishing student
and staff exchange programmes, establishing joint degree programmes, initiat-
ing collaborative international research, borderless/cross-border HE (e-learning,
m-learning) and setting up offices and hot desks in overseas centres (Maringe &
Gibbs, 2009). More recently, UK universities have begun to establish overseas
campuses. This level of international penetration requires universities to not
only position and target their offer in a new market, but first to gain market
access. Kotler (1986) suggests that organizations draw on two marketing
tools to enter new markets – power and public relations. The marketing
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concept of power focuses on strategies which help the university influence
international governments, legislators and bureaucrats so that they can enter
and operate in a target market. For example, the University of Southampton
opened a campus in Malaysia in 2012. The University first had to establish a
relationship with the Ministry of Higher Education in Malaysia before they
were invited to establish a branch campus for engineering (University of
Southampton, 2013). However, this alone is not enough to cultivate a positive
public opinion; universities also use public relations strategies to achieve this.
Universities generally use their own internal public relations departments;
however, they are increasingly using external agencies to provide specific
knowledge of particular countries and cultures. Marketing tools, such as
public relations, provide a skilful way of dealing with information and are an
inseparable part of an organization’s communication strategy.

Information – the Economic Market perspective

Information plays a crucial role in Economic Market theory and this theory
argues that consumers make rational choices based on quality information. In
the case of universities, this implies that students choose their programme after
carefully considering their choices and weighing information about price,
quality and availability (Brown, 2010). However, decision-making is a far
more complex process than this suggests and a number of other significant
factors are at play. These range from personal reasons, such as a student’s
partner studying in the same university or the proximity of the university to
their home; to external reasons such as the influence of an employer, the avail-
ability of future employment, immigration procedures and accessibility.
Quality is often judged on the basis of recommendations from friends, family,
teachers or agents; alternatively, various university ranking systems are used to
determine the potential quality of an institution or programme (Binsardi & Ekwu-
lugo, 2003; Leach & Zepke, 2005; Maringe, 2006). There are over 10 main
global rankings, more than 60 national rankings and a number of regional and
professional rankings (Hazelkorn, 2013). Well-known rankings are the Shanghai
Jiao Tong Academic Ranking of World Universities, the Times Higher Education
Supplement, the World University Rankings, the QS World University Rankings
or the World’s Best Colleges and Universities. Students often look at the ranking,
but do not examine the ways in which the ranking was derived. Rankings, for
example, often equate quantity with quality (e.g. the number of research
papers equals the quality of the university), rankings measure internationaliza-
tion numbers, faculty/student ratio etc., but rarely directly measure the quality
of teaching or student experience (Hazelkorn, 2013; Taylor & Braddock, 2007).

Brown (2013b), therefore, criticizes the blind belief that the UK government
places in the decision-making processes of students. Nevertheless, the UK gov-
ernment has adopted a number of instruments to assist the student in this
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‘informed’ choice. The Key Information Set, for example, informs students
about measures of students’ satisfaction from the National Students Survey
(NSS, 2014), financial support available from universities, or destination of
graduates (HEFCE, 2013). Another source of information is the UK Insti-
tutional Performance Indicators, which offer information on widening partici-
pation, non-continuation rates, module completion rates, research output and
employment of graduates (HESA, 2013c). Moreover, a popular US blog
‘Rate my professor’ was recently launched in the UK. On this blog, students
can comment on helpfulness, clarity or easiness of their professors or they
can assign a red chili pepper for attractiveness of their professor (RateMyPro-
fessor, 2013). Brown (2013b, p. 16) not only doubts the ability of a young
person to make a rational choice, but also wonders if it is ‘fair to load upon stu-
dents, at the age of 17 or 18, the main responsibility for making a choice of
subject, course and institution . . . ’.

It must be also remembered that it is not only the government that tries to
inform the student, but universities as well. Students, for example, consider tra-
ditional university promotional material such as a university brochure and a
website to be reliable sources of information (Dyke et al., 2011). There is, there-
fore, a large information asymmetry between the university and the student,
where universities hold tremendous power to influence the potential student.
In the ideal world, universities would strive to ‘tell the true story’ about their
institution and programmes.

Promotion – the marketing perspective on information

In a more market-driven environment, universities often use promotional tech-
niques to ‘sell’ their services. Promotion means that information about the
product or service is disseminated to customers. A Promotional Mix consists
of advertising, sales promotion, public relations, direct marketing, personal
selling and sponsorship (Rowley, 1998). These tools can be used both to ‘tell
and sell’ the story. HE uses the elements of the Promotional Mix widely. The
use of media such as radio, press, billboards and internet are examples of adver-
tising. Discounts on fees are sales promotions. University social events, news-
letters or outreach activities are public relations. Conferences or the use of
agents are examples of personal selling. Direct mail sent to students’ emails
is an example of direct marketing and funding university sport teams is sponsor-
ship. The most popular marketing communication tools used by universities are
familiar tools such as leaflets, brochures, open days and websites (Jansen &
Brenn-White, 2011). However, in order to attract a wider variety of students,
universities are increasingly using an even wider array of communication chan-
nels. Universities are combining traditional solutions, such as websites and bill-
boards, with creative approaches, such as computer games and competitions
(UTB, 2010).
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With increasing tuition fees and competition, universities invest more in pro-
motion. When fees increased from £3000 to £9000, UK universities increased
their marketing budgets by 22% (Matthews, 2013). Critics (Gibbs & Murphy,
2009; Klassen, 2001), however, argue that promotion is not appropriate for edu-
cation because education is a public good, and promotion most of the time uses
a one-sided sales pitch to ‘sell’ the educational product, rather than ‘tell’ the real
story. It is also argued that the intrinsic values of education (e.g. acquiring an
independent and deep knowledge) differ from the intrinsic values of the
market (e.g. satisfying the wants and needs of whoever has the money to buy
the goods) (McMurtry, 1991). Nevertheless, marketing can be used ethically
(Gibbs & Murphy, 2009) to deliver balanced and unbiased information to stu-
dents. Unfortunately, this would still not guarantee rational decision-making by
all students/customers; serendipity and emotions often have a far more powerful
part in decision-making than logic.

Understanding the relationship between HE market and marketing for
HE

From this discussion, we can see how broad and complex the disciplines of the
Economic Market and marketing are, and how these two disciplines relate to
each other both theoretically and in practice. This paper represents the first
step towards a better understanding and a succinct theory of the HE market-
marketing relationship. The nature of such relationship is multifaceted, and
this was demonstrated by contrasting the Economic Market mechanisms with
the 4P Marketing Mix. For example, the UK government’s efforts to introduce
competition by opening the national and international markets for HE insti-
tutions were reflected in the government’s own generous funding into market-
ing campaigns and a wide variety of national and international marketing
strategies adopted by universities.

The relationship between the Economic Market’s price mechanism and the
ways in which marketing uses price also demonstrated that it is not only the gov-
ernment which influences HE institutions, but HE institutions by adopting
certain marketing strategies can in turn influence the government. In our
example, the government expected universities to adopt variable prices when
the £9000 cap on undergraduate tuition fees was introduced. However, univer-
sities used price as a marketing tool and most universities in England increased
their tuition fees to £9000 because consumers perceive price to be an indicator of
prestige. Already we can see that this might in the future lead to another change
in HE policies on tuition fees because, as Professor Andrew Hamilton, the Vice-
Chancellor of the University of Oxford said, the cost of an Oxford education is
significantly higher than £9000 and ‘the idea of a market (and that is what is
ostensibly being created) in which every item, virtually regardless of content
and quality, is the same price seems, well, a little odd’ (Oxford University, 2013).
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Information is also an important Economic Market mechanism and an
important tool for marketing promotion. The UK government supports a
number of activities to provide information to students and to support students’
‘rational’ decision-making. Equally, universities increasingly use promotional
campaigns to both ‘tell’ the students about the university and ‘sell’ the pro-
gramme. However, while an increased amount of information might help stu-
dents to choose their university, it also has the potential to make choices
even more difficult and therefore less logical.

Autonomy is a very broad concept which, in Economic Market terms, covers
universities’ independence in setting and developing programmes, prices,
student numbers, admissions and staffing. In this paper, the marketing
concept of product was compared with the Economic Market idea of autonomy.
It was observed that even though the UK HE is highly autonomous, govern-
ments still influence HE institutions and universities are not always free to
develop programmes to meet students’ needs. It could be argued that one of
the reasons why the government needs to regulate HE is that HE is considered

Table 1. Comparison between the Economic Market perspective and the marketing perspective
(with UK based examples).

Economic Market perspective Marketing perspective

Marketization – Economic Market mechanisms Marketingization – Marketing Mix

Autonomy Partial autonomy: UK HE
institutions can decide on their
admission procedures, but
quality measures are imposed
by the government

Product Universities are developing
programmes to satisfy students’
needs (e.g. the Open University
meets the needs of distance
learners). However, programmes/
products need to conform to the
National Quality Assurance
policies

Price Partial freedom on price: cap on
undergraduate tuition, no cap
on postgraduate and
international tuition fees

Price Price is often perceived as a prestige
and quality indicator, which is
one of the reasons why most
English universities set the
undergraduate tuition fees to the
maximum

Competition Partially open competition: at
present there are more than 600
private HE providers, but only
3 of them have full degree
awarding power

Place UK universities adopt a wide range
of national and international
marketing campaigns and
strategies (e.g. overseas
campuses and international
agents who help to recruit
students)

Information ‘Rational’ decision-making: the
UK government adopted a
number of instruments to assist
the student with ‘informed’
decision-making (e.g. KIS or
NSS)

Promotion Universities promote their own
programmes to recruit students
(online marketing, direct mail,
events such as open days etc.)
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to be a public good. An unregulated and fully autonomous HE could potentially
trigger various societal problems.

The main structure of the argument is represented in Table 1. This table pre-
sents the differences and similarities between the Economic Market (marketiza-
tion) and marketing (marketingization). The bi-directional arrow implies the
mutual interaction between the two domains. This analysis aims to aid students,
academics, professionals and decision-makers to see the overlap between the
two disciplines and understand the inevitable influence of marketization on
marketing and vice versa.

It is, however, difficult to represent the complexity of the HE environment in
such a table. Therefore, it must be emphasized that any understanding of the HE
market-marketing relationship needs to be critical and to challenge both the
Economic Market theory and the marketing theory by asking questions about
the public nature of universities (Bloom et al., 2006), the values of education
and the market (McMurtry, 1991) and the use of ethics in marketing for HE
(Gibbs & Murphy, 2009).

This paper only examined two theories in one context. Future research could
not only test the premises of this paper in non-UK contexts but also further chal-
lenge the gap between market/marketization and marketing/marketingization
by focusing on specific aspects of relevant theories and concepts in detail
and/or by exploring other related issues (e.g. values traditionally associated
with market, marketing and education). These critical discussions are urgently
needed in the current HE environment where governments are increasingly
applying the Economic Market logic to HE, where universities are increasingly
using marketing techniques to promote their offer and where the academics
studying these disciplines rarely engage with each other.
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D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

by
 [

U
ni

ve
rs

ity
 O

f 
So

ut
h 

A
us

tr
al

ia
 L

ib
ra

ry
] 

at
 2

2:
38

 0
4 

Ju
ly

 2
01

6 

http://www.achilles.com
http://www.marketingpower.com/_layouts/dictionary.aspx?dLetter=M
http://www.marketingpower.com/_layouts/dictionary.aspx?dLetter=M
http://www.bologna-berlin2003.de/pdf/bologna_declaration.pdf
http://www.bologna-berlin2003.de/pdf/bologna_declaration.pdf


Brown, R. (2011). The march of the market. In M. Molesworth, R. Scullion, & E. Nixon (Eds.),
The marketisation of higher education and the student as a consumer (pp. 11–24).
Abingdon: Routledge.

Brown, R. (2013a). England’s new market based system of student education: An initial report.
Berkeley: University of California.

Brown, R. (2013b). The myth of student choice. The University of West London Journal, 2(2),
7–20.

Brown, R., & Carasso, H. (2013). Everything for sale? The marketisation of UK higher edu-
cation. London: Routledge.

Browne, J., Barber, M., Coyle, D., Eastwood, D., King, J., Naik, R., & Sands, P. (2010).
Securing a sustainable future for higher education: An independent review of higher edu-
cation funding & student finance. London: Department for Business, Innovation & Skills.

Brucks, M., Zeithaml, V., & Naylor, G. (2000). Price and brand name as indicators of quality
dimensions for consumer durables. Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 28(3),
359–374.

Burrello, L. C., Lashley, C., & Beatty, E. E. (2001). Educating all students together: How school
leaders create unified systems. Indiana: Corwin.

Chapleo, C. (2004). Interpretation and implementation of reputation/brand management by UK
university leaders. International Journal of Educational Advancement, 5(1), 7–23.

Chen, L. (2008). Internationalization or international marketing? Two frameworks for under-
standing international students’ choice of Canadian universities. Journal of Marketing for
Higher Education, 18(1), 1–33.

Clayson, D. E., & Haley, D. A. (2005). Marketing models in education: Students as customers,
products, or partners. Marketing Education Review, 15(1), 544–556.

CUG. (2013). The Reddin Survey of tuition fees 2013–14. Retrieved September 4, 2013,
from http://www.thecompleteuniversityguide.co.uk/media/674803/the_reddin_survey_of_
university_tuition_fees2013-14.pdf

Dearing, R. (1997). Higher education in the learning society. London: Her Majesty’s Stationery
Office.

Department for Business Innovation & Skills. (2013). Privately funded providers of higher edu-
cation in the UK. Author. Retrieved October 2, 2013, from https://www.gov.uk/government/
uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/207128/bis-13-900-privately-funded-providers-
of-higher-education-in-the-UK.pdf

Dyke, M., Rietdijk, W., Johnston, B., Muijs, D., Eastwood, T., & Rowan, T. (2011). The impact
of increased tuition fees in England on the decision to participate in higher education: A
study of year 12 pupils in the Southampton region. Southampton: Southampton
Education School and Strategy, Planning & Governance, University of Southampton.

Estermann, T., Nokkala, T., & Steinel, M. (2011). University autonomy in Europe II: The
scorecard. Brussels: European University Association. Retrieved September 1, 2013,
from http://www.eua.be/Libraries/Publications/university_autonomy_in_europe_II_-_The_
Scorecard.sflb.ashx

EUA. (2013). University autonomy in Europe. Retrieved January 7, 2014, from http://www.
university-autonomy.eu/

Foskett, N. (2011). Markets, government, funding and the marketisation of UK higher
education. In M. Molesworth, R. Scullion, & E. Nixon (Eds.), The marketisation of
higher education and the student as consumer (pp. 25–38). Oxon: Routlege.

Gibbs, P. (2008a). Marketers and educationalists; Two communities divided by time?
International Journal of Educational Management, 22(3), 269–278.

Gibbs, P. (2008b). Marketing-isation of higher education (Doctorate in Professional Studies by
Public Works). London: Middlesex University.

Gibbs, P., & Murphy, P. (2009). Implementation of ethical higher education marketing. Tertiary
Education and Management, 15(4), 341–354.

Gov.uk. (2013). Student finance. Retrieved January 7, 2014, from https://www.gov.uk/student-
finance/repayments

Gray, B. J., Fam, K. S., & Llanes, V. A. (2003). Branding universities in Asian markets. Journal
of Product & Brand Management, 12(2), 108–120.

Journal of Marketing for Higher Education 193

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

by
 [

U
ni

ve
rs

ity
 O

f 
So

ut
h 

A
us

tr
al

ia
 L

ib
ra

ry
] 

at
 2

2:
38

 0
4 

Ju
ly

 2
01

6 

http://www.thecompleteuniversityguide.co.uk/media/674803/the_reddin_survey_of_university_tuition_fees2013-14.pdf
http://www.thecompleteuniversityguide.co.uk/media/674803/the_reddin_survey_of_university_tuition_fees2013-14.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/207128/bis-13-900-privately-funded-providers-of-higher-education-in-the-UK.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/207128/bis-13-900-privately-funded-providers-of-higher-education-in-the-UK.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/207128/bis-13-900-privately-funded-providers-of-higher-education-in-the-UK.pdf
http://www.eua.be/Libraries/Publications/university_autonomy_in_europe_II_-_The_Scorecard.sflb.ashx
http://www.eua.be/Libraries/Publications/university_autonomy_in_europe_II_-_The_Scorecard.sflb.ashx
http://www.university-autonomy.eu/
http://www.university-autonomy.eu/
https://www.gov.uk/student-finance/repayments
https://www.gov.uk/student-finance/repayments


Hazelkorn, E. (2013). How rankings are reshaping higher education. In V. Climent, F.
Michavila, & M. Ripolles (Eds.), Los Rankings Universitarios, Mitos y Realidades (pp.
1–9). Dublin: Ed. Tecnos.

HEFCE. (2013). Unistats and key information sets. Retrieved June 1, 2014, from http://www.
hefce.ac.uk/whatwedo/lt/publicinfo/kis/

Hemsley-Brown, J. (2011). Market heal thyself: The challenges of a free market in higher edu-
cation. Journal of Marketing for Higher Education, 21(2), 115–132.

HESA. (2013a). Non-UK domicile students. Retrieved January 8, 2014, from http://www.hesa.
ac.uk/index.php?option=com_content&task=view&id=2663&Itemid=161

HESA. (2013b). Statistics – students and qualifiers at UK HE institutions. Retrieved September
3, 2013, from http://www.hesa.ac.uk/content/view/1897/239/

HESA. (2013c). Ukpis: Guide to Ukpis. Retrieved June 1, 2014, from https://www.hesa.ac.uk/
pis/guide

Hirsch, F. (1977). Social limits to growth. London: Routledge & Kegan Paul Ltd.
ICOF. (2013). Analysis of university applications for 2013/2014 admissions. London:

Independent Commission on Fees.
IPPR. (2013). Removing the cap on student numbers: Is it affordable? Retrieved January 7,

2014, from http://www.ippr.org/articles/56/11639/removing-the-cap-on-student-numbers-
is-it-affordable

Ivy, J. (2008). A new higher education marketing mix: The 7Ps for MBA marketing.
International Journal of Educational Management, 22(4), 288–299.

Jansen, I., & Brenn-White, M. (2011). Overview of current marketing initiatives by Higher
Education Institutions (HEI) and National Agencies within the European Higher
Education Area (EHEA), Focusing on ‘Marketing the EHEA’. Brussels: DAAD for IPN.

Jillapalli, R. K., & Jillapalli, R. (2014). Do professors have customer-based brand equity?
Journal of Marketing for Higher Education, 24(1), 22–40.

Jongbloed, B. (2003). Marketisation in higher education, Clark’s Triangle and the essential
ingredients of markets. Higher Education Quarterly, 57(2), 110–135.

Kirp, D. L. (2004). Shakespeare, Einstein and the bottom line: The marketing of higher edu-
cation. Cambridge: Harvard University Press.

Klassen, M. L. (2001). Lots of fun, not much work, and no hassles: Marketing images of higher
education. Journal of Marketing for Higher Education, 10(2), 11–26.

Kotler, P. (1986). Megamarketing. Harvard Business Review, March-April, 64(3), 117–124.
Leach, L., & Zepke, N. (2005). Student decision making by prospective tertiary students: A

review of existing New Zealand and overseas literature. New Zealand: Ministry of
Education.

Levy, S. J., & Luedicke, M. K. (2012). From marketing ideology to branding ideology. Journal
of Macromarketing, 33(1), 58–66.

Locke, W. (2010). False economy? Multiple markets, reputational hierarchy and incremental
policymaking in UK higher education. In R. Brown (Ed.), Higher education and the
market (pp. 74–85). London: Routledge.

Locke, W., & Bennion, A. (2009). Teaching and research in English higher education: New div-
isions of labour and changing perspectives on core academic roles. Paper presented at the
changing academic profession over 1992–2007.

Maringe, F. (2006). University and course choice implications for positioning, recruitment and
marketing. International Journal of Educational Management, 20(6), 466–479.

Maringe, F., & Foskett, N. (2010). Globalization and internationalization in higher education:
Theoretical, strategic and management perspectives. London: Continuum.

Maringe, F., & Gibbs, P. (2009). Marketing higher education. Berkshire: Open University Press.
Matthews, D. (2013, February 7). University student marketing spend up 22%. Times Higher

Education. Retrieved from http://www.timeshighereducation.co.uk/news/university-
student-marketing-spend-up-22/2001356.article

McCarthy, E. J. (1960). Basic marketing: A management approach. Homewood, IL: Irwin.
McMurtry, J. (1991). Education and the market model. Journal of Philosophy of Education,

25(2), 209–217.
Molesworth, M., Scullion, R., & Nixon, E. (2011). The marketisation of higher education and

the student as consumer. Abingdon, OX: Routledge.

194 E. Nedbalová et al.

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

by
 [

U
ni

ve
rs

ity
 O

f 
So

ut
h 

A
us

tr
al

ia
 L

ib
ra

ry
] 

at
 2

2:
38

 0
4 

Ju
ly

 2
01

6 

http://www.hefce.ac.uk/whatwedo/lt/publicinfo/kis/
http://www.hefce.ac.uk/whatwedo/lt/publicinfo/kis/
http://www.hesa.ac.uk/index.php?option=com_content&amp;task=view&amp;id=2663&amp;Itemid=161
http://www.hesa.ac.uk/index.php?option=com_content&amp;task=view&amp;id=2663&amp;Itemid=161
http://www.hesa.ac.uk/content/view/1897/239/
https://www.hesa.ac.uk/pis/guide
https://www.hesa.ac.uk/pis/guide
http://www.ippr.org/articles/56/11639/removing-the-cap-on-student-numbers-is-it-affordable
http://www.ippr.org/articles/56/11639/removing-the-cap-on-student-numbers-is-it-affordable
http://www.timeshighereducation.co.uk/news/university-student-marketing-spend-up-22/2001356.article
http://www.timeshighereducation.co.uk/news/university-student-marketing-spend-up-22/2001356.article


Nguyen, N., & LeBlanc, G. (2001). Image and reputation of higher education institutions in
students’ retention decisions. The International Journal of Educational Management,
15(6), 303–311.

NSS. (2014). The national student survey. Retrieved July 1, 2014, from http://www.
thestudentsurvey.com/

OECD. (2013). Education at a glance 2013, OECD indicators. Retrieved January 8, 2014, from
http://www.oecd.org/edu/eag2013%20(eng)–FINAL%2020%20June%202013.pdf

OIA. (2013). Student ombudsman calls for earlier resolution of student complaints. Office of the
Independent Adjudicator. Retrieved December 7, 2013, from http://www.oiahe.org.uk/
media/88444/press-notice-annual-report-2012.pdf

Oxford University. (2013). Vice-chancellor addresses the challenges facing Oxford. Retrieved
June 5, 2014, from http://www.ox.ac.uk/media/news_stories/2013/131008.html

RateMyProfessor. (2013). ratemyprofessor.com. Retrieved September 6, 2013, from http://www.
ratemyprofessors.com/About.jsp

Rowley, J. (1998). Promotion and marketing communications in the information marketplace.
Library Review, 47(8), 383–387.

Shumar, W. (1997). College for sale: A critique of the commodification of higher education.
London: Falmer Press.

Taylor, P., & Braddock, R. (2007). International university ranking systems and the idea of uni-
versity excellence. Journal of Higher Education Policy and Management, 29(3), 245–260.

Thompson, J., & Bekhradnia, B. (2012). The cost of the government’s reforms of the financing of
higher education. Oxford: Higher Education Policy Institute (HEPI).

Treasury, H. (2013). Autumn statement 2013. Retrieved November 6, 2013, from https://www.
gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/263942/35062_Autumn_
Statement_2013.pdf

Umashankar, V. (2001). The importance of managing points of marketing in marketing higher
education programmes – Some conclusions. Journal of Services Research, 1(1), 122–137.

University of Southampton. (2013). Our Malaysia campus about us. Retrieved June 30, 2014,
from http://www.southampton.ac.uk/my/about/index.page?

University of Southampton. (2014). Fantastic 10 per cent discount for Southampton alumni.
Retrieved January 8, 2014, from http://www.southampton.ac.uk/alumni/postgraddiscount/

UTB. (2010). Play in Zlin, University of Tomas Bata. Retrieved June 30, 2014, from https://
appdevelopers.cz/app/utb_hra/

Watson, D., & Bowden, R. (2007). The fate of the dearing recommendations: Policy and per-
formance in UK HE 1997–2007. In D. Watson & M. Amoah (Eds.), The dearing report,
ten years on (pp. 1–15). London: Institute of Education.

Wilkins, S., Sham, F., & Huisman, J. (2013). The decision-making and changing behavioural
dynamics of potential higher education students: The impacts of increasing tuition fees in
England. Educational Studies, 39(2), 125–141.

Zeithaml, V. A., & Bitner, M. J. (2003). Services marketing; Integrating customer focus across
the firm, New York: McGraw-Hill Irwin.

Journal of Marketing for Higher Education 195

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

by
 [

U
ni

ve
rs

ity
 O

f 
So

ut
h 

A
us

tr
al

ia
 L

ib
ra

ry
] 

at
 2

2:
38

 0
4 

Ju
ly

 2
01

6 

http://www.thestudentsurvey.com/
http://www.thestudentsurvey.com/
http://www.oecd.org/edu/eag2013%20(eng
http://www.oiahe.org.uk/media/88444/press-notice-annual-report-2012.pdf
http://www.oiahe.org.uk/media/88444/press-notice-annual-report-2012.pdf
http://www.ox.ac.uk/media/news_stories/2013/131008.html
http://www.ratemyprofessors.com/About.jsp
http://www.ratemyprofessors.com/About.jsp
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/263942/35062_Autumn_Statement_2013.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/263942/35062_Autumn_Statement_2013.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/263942/35062_Autumn_Statement_2013.pdf
http://www.southampton.ac.uk/my/about/index.page?
http://www.southampton.ac.uk/alumni/postgraddiscount/
https://appdevelopers.cz/app/utb_hra/
https://appdevelopers.cz/app/utb_hra/

	Abstract
	The conflict between marketing and marketization
	Combining the market and marketing perspectives
	Autonomy - the Economic Market perspective
	Product - the marketing perspective on autonomy
	Price - the Economic Market perspective
	Price - the marketing perspective
	Competition - the Economic Market perspective
	Place - the marketing perspective on competition
	Information - the Economic Market perspective
	Promotion - the marketing perspective on information
	Understanding the relationship between HE market and marketing for HE
	References

